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A differentiated view  
on the roles of power and 

affiliation motives for 
leadership 

Abstract 

In research on leadership, it is not very clear which motives benefit 
effective leadership. Some have argued that good leaders ought to 
have a strong drive for influence (power motive) and a weaker desire 
for positive relationships (affiliation motive). However, the evidence 
for these propositions is mixed. Furthermore, previous research has 
focused primarily on implicit (i.e., subconsciously activated) motives. 
The current study aims to advance this literature by gathering more 
evidence about the role of power and affiliation motives for lea-
dership in general and, more specifically, by examining whether pre-
vious theoretical assumptions apply to explicit (i.e., consciously ac-
cessible) power and affiliation motives. This study distinguishes 
between functional and dysfunctional variants of power and affiliati-
on motives to allow for a comprehensive test of previous theoretical 
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assumptions. We measured these motives in a field survey (N = 
961). As leadership criteria, we assessed (a) peer-rated leadership 
competence, (b) self-rated leadership competence, (c) affective moti-
vation to lead, and (d) leadership role occupancy. Our findings show 
that a functional power motive is positively related to all of these cri-
terion variables, whereas a dysfunctional affiliation motive is nega-
tively related to them (even though its link to peer-rated leadership 
competence was only marginally significant). Six of eight relations-
hips remained significant after controlling for personality traits. This 
study supports the original theory and and extends it onto the realm 
of explicit motives. However, all leadership criteria included in this 
study involved some degree of subjective judgment in contrast to 
being entirely objective criteria of effective leadership such as team 
performance. We suggest that leadership scholars include functional 
and dysfunctional variants of power and affiliation motives into mo-
dels of the role of person characteristics for leadership. Practitioners 
can benefit from considering the explanatory value of motives when 
selecting and/or developing leaders.  

 

hy do leaders select and pursue actions that either help or hurt their 
organization? Given that motives influence behavior (McCabe & Flee-
son, 2016; Chierchia et al., 2017; Dweck, 2017), they may provide an 

answer. Knowledge about the importance of motives for leadership may be of 
interest to practitioners who can use it for recruitment, job design, and training 
interventions (Watts et al., 2017). However, surprisingly little is known as to 
what particular motives relate to good or bad leadership. A devastating conse-
quence of this lack of knowledge is that motives are excluded from important 
reviews (e.g., Judge et al., 2009; DeRue et al., 2011) on the role of person cha-
racteristics for leadership (known as the trait approach in leadership research; cf. 
Zaccaro et al., 2018). 

Theorizing on the role of motives for leadership began with the assumption 
that a power motive benefits leadership whereas an affiliation motive impedes it 
(McClelland, 1970; McClelland & Burnham, 1976; McClelland & Boyatzis, 
1982). However, since then, a large body of research accumulated that partially 
or even entirely contradicts this assumption (e.g., Fodor & Smith, 1982; Corne-
lius & Lane, 1984; Winter, 1993; Kirkpatrick et al., 2002; De Hoogh et al., 2005; 
Steinmann et al., 2015). These studies all focused on implicit motives, which are 
activated subconsciously and often operate independently from explicit (con-
sciously accessible) motives (McClelland et al., 1989; Brunstein, 2018). As out-
lined in Chapters 1 and 2 (cf. Table 1.5), research on the role of implicit motives 
for leadership has used inconsistent approaches in order to assess variants of 
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power and affiliation motives. Such heterogeneity complicates comparison and 
aggregation of previous findings. To overcome this hurdle, we consider explicit 
motives in this study which allow for a direct measurement of variants of power 
and affiliation motives. By focusing on explicit motives, we also examine whe-
ther assumptions that were originally formulated in research on implicit motives 
generalize to explicit motives. 

In summary, the current study aims at clarifying the role of motives for lea-
dership. By doing so, this study contributes to the formulation of models of the 
role of person characteristics for leadership. This trait approach might benefit 
greatly from including motives such as power and affiliation motives.  

Leadership and the power motive 

The power motive is defined as a desire to obtain and exercise influence and 
control over other people (Winter, 1973; McClelland, 1975). Even Plato has alre-
ady argued that leaders can use power for different purposes. Leaders can use 
power either to increase the public good or to pursue private interests (William-
son, 2008). Such a distinction between good (labeled as institutional, socialized, 
responsible, or functional) and bad (labeled as personalized or dysfunctional) 
variants of a power motive has also been made early on in research on the role of 
the power motive for leadership (McClelland, 1970; McClelland & Burnham, 
1976; see also Chapter 2). For the present study, we follow recommendations of 
previous research (McClelland & Burnham, 1976) and focus on the functional 
variant of the power motive. We define the functional power motive as a striving 
for a form of influence that aims at achieving greater goals and benefiting other 
people. Such influence is associated with taking responsibility and is implemen-
ted in a considerate way (Chapter 2). 

Researchers assumed that good leaders should have a high functional power 
motive (McClelland, 1970; McClelland & Burnham, 1976; McClelland & Boyat-
zis, 1982). However, since then, contradicting evidence accumulated. For instan-
ce, Spangler and House (1991) found that high levels of a functional power mo-
tive among presidents related to the entrance into war which was corroborated 
by further research (Winter, 1993). Several other studies also found that a func-
tional power motive hardly increased leadership outcomes (Cornelius & Lane, 
1984; Kirkpatrick et al., 2002; De Hoogh et al., 2005) leaving open the question 
whether a functional power motive is actually beneficial in leaders or not.  

In the current study, we agree with the original assumption that a functional 
power motive benefits leadership. One reason for our position is a recent study 
that identified changes in leader role requirements over time (Spangler et al., 
2014). More specifically, in modern types of organizations, leader roles involve 
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many more power incentives as compared to classic types of organizations. From 
these changes in role requirements, the authors derived the proposition that a 
functional power motive is even more important today than it used to be 
(Spangler et al., 2014). 

First, we hypothesize that individuals with a high functional power motive 
receive positive ratings of leadership competence from others. Social psychologi-
cal research has shown that experiencing power promotes instrumental behavior 
towards one’s goals (Keltner et al., 2003; Overbeck & Park. 2006; Magee & 
Smith, 2013; Guinote, 2017). Power makes individuals pay more attention to 
rewards, which improves detection of opportunities to advance their cause. 
People who experience power tend to process information on an abstract level 
which enables them to recognize a bigger picture (Smith & Trope, 2006) and in-
creases desirability of goals that are hard to accomplish (Trope & Liberman, 
2010). Through their persistent focus on task-related challenges, individuals 
with a high functional power motive should earn the role of a dedicated expert 
which should increase positive perceptions by others, such as respect (Cheng et 
al., 2013; Clarke, 2011) and perceived competence (Anderson & Kilduff, 2009; 
Thomas et al., 2001). Furthermore, high levels of the functional power motive 
are likely to be associated with positive affect and enthusiasm (Keltner et al., 
2003). Such enthusiasm attracts, inspires, and transfers to followers who are 
then motivated to concur with their leader’s vision (Bass, 1990). For these rea-
sons, we expect that individuals with a high functional power motive fulfill 
other’s expectations of prototypical leaders with regard to being dedicated, dy-
namic, and dominant (Nye & Forsyth, 1991; Forsyth et al., 1985; Koenig et al., 
2011; Ensari et al., 2011; Judge et al., 2004; Epitropaki & Martin, 2004; Stein & 
Heller, 1979; Rudman et al., 2012).  

Hypothesis 1: A functional power motive is positively related to peer-rated 
leadership competence. 

Second and third, we expect that individuals with a high functional power moti-
ve should see themselves as competent leaders and therefore be interested in 
assuming leadership roles. As a consequence of positive evaluations from their 
environment, individuals with a strong functional power motive should realize 
at some point that their approach towards leadership is appreciated by their sur-
roundings. Through their tight focus on influencing other people, they should 
encounter less resistance from others, increasing the likelihood that they obtain 
their goals (McClelland & Burnham, 1976). These experiences should maintain 
or even increase their interest in leadership. A strong functional power motive 
should generally drive individuals to accumulate more and deeper experiences 
with leadership which provide them with additional opportunities to improve 
their leadership skills (Chan & Drasgow, 2001). Feeling capable to be a good 
leader should in turn increase their motivation to lead. When given the choice, 
individuals with a strong functional power motive should be attracted to lea-
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dership roles because leadership roles provide more opportunities to wield 
power than other roles. 

Hypothesis 2: A functional power motive is positively related to self-rated 
leadership competence. 

Hypothesis 3: A functional power motive is positively related to affective 
motivation to lead. 

Fourth, we hypothesize that a functional power motive should increase the li-
kelihood of assuming an actual leadership position. When given the choice, indi-
viduals with a strong functional power motive should be attracted to leadership 
positions because leadership positions provide more opportunities to wield 
power than other positions (Gino et al., 2015; Son Hing et al., 2007). Individuals 
with a strong functional power motive should have more choices to obtain a lea-
dership position given that others are expected to perceive them as competent 
enough to be a leader (as outlined in Hypothesis 1). Furthermore, it should hap-
pen less often that individuals with a strong functional power motive step away 
from leadership positions due to a lack self-perceived capabilities (as outlined in 
Hypothesis 2). Their increased motivation to lead (as outlined in Hypothesis 3) 
should also drive them to be more persistent in pursuing a leadership role and 
therefore more likely to succeed.  

Hypothesis 4: A functional power motive is positively related to the occup-
ancy of a professional leadership position. 

The fourth hypothesis seems to be best supported by previous theory and rese-
arch (e.g., McClelland & Boyatzis, 1982; Schuh et al., 2014). However, whereas 
previous work has focused either on implicit motives (McClelland & Boyatzis, 
1982) or on a general power motive (Schuh et al., 2014), the current study is the 
first to focus on the functional variant of an explicit power motive. Examining a 
specific variant of the power motive helps narrow down which are the most im-
portant characteristics for leadership.  

Leadership and the affiliation motive 

The affiliation motive is defined as a desire to establish and maintain warm and 
friendly relationships with other people (Atkinson et al., 1954; French & Chad-
wick, 1956). As outlined in Chapter 2, there is no unanimous conceptualization 
of the affiliation motive. In the present study, we focus on the dysfunctional vari-
ant of the affiliation motive because this is the conceptualization that was used 
in the original theory of McClelland and Burnham (1976) of the role of motives 
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for leadership. We define the dysfunctional affiliation motive as a striving to avo-
id rejection. It is associated with a need for relatedness that is so high that the 
individual develops and applies strategies such as avoiding conflicts or telling 
others what they want to hear (see also Chapter 2). 

Researchers assumed that leaders should have a low dysfunctional affiliation 
motive (McClelland & Burnham, 1976; McClelland & Boyatzis, 1982). However, 
since this proposition was made, contradicting evidence has accumulated. For 
instance, Cornelius and Lane (1984) found the affiliation motive to be positively 
related to administrative job performance and subordinate morale. Another stu-
dy extracted the affiliation motive from vision statements of engineering services 
organizations and found a positive relationship to unit performance (Kirkpatrick 
et al., 2002). A recent review concluded that requirements for leader roles have 
changed and nowadays include more affiliation-related incentives (Spangler et 
al., 2014). Further studies found that leaders with a high affiliation motive re-
ported higher team performance (Steinmann et al., 2015), higher salary (Stein-
mann et al., 2015), and had followers who were more satisfied (Steinmann et al., 
2016).  

However, some of the studies that had found a positive relationship between 
the affiliation motive and good leadership did not measure a dysfunctional vari-
ant of the affiliation motive but rather a general affiliation motive (Cornelius & 
Lane, 1984; Kirkpatrick et al., 2002; Steinmann et al., 2016). Two studies indi-
rectly measured a dysfunctional variant of the affiliation motive (i.e., by conside-
ring the statistical interaction between the affiliation motive and activity inhibi-
tion) and found mixed evidence. In one study, the dysfunctional affiliation moti-
ve (high affiliation, low inhibition) was negatively related with leadership 
(Steinmann et al., 2015) whereas in the other study, it was not related to most 
leadership criteria and even positively related with career success (Steinmann et 
al., 2016). Furthermore, the rise in affiliation-related requirements for leader 
roles that has been found (Spangler et al., 2014) appears to apply in large parts 
(e.g., see role requirements 14-16 in Spangler et al., 2014) to a functional variant 
of the affiliation motive (Chapter 2) but not so much to a dysfunctional affiliation 
motive (but see role requirements 12 and 13 in Spangler et al., 2014). We there-
fore conclude that the currently available body of evidence on the relationship 
between the general affiliation motive and leadership cannot be directly applied 
to a dysfunctional affiliation motive. This means that there is hardly any consis-
tent evidence (that we know of) either in favor or against the original propositi-
on (McClelland & Burnham, 1976) that a dysfunctional affiliation motive impedes 
affective leadership. 

In the current study, we agree with the original assumption (McClelland & 
Burnham, 1976) that a dysfunctional affiliation motive impedes good leadership. 
We theorize that a person with high levels of the dysfunctional affiliation motive 
primarily strives to please a select few who are important to that person 
(McClelland & Burnham, 1976). We assume that the individual’s self-evaluation 
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depends on confirmation from those and also on those others’ social status. 
People with a strong dysfunctional affiliation motive might perceive that they 
need validation to be able to feel strong or protected. Fear of rejection might di-
rect their attention to cues that are ambivalent and can be interpreted negatively 
which might then in turn evoke distrust.  

Furthermore, we expect that these individuals adapt their behavior to secure 
or gain acceptance from important others. Potential manifestations include self-
censorship, ingratiation, or favoritism towards close peers. Available research 
concurs with some of these ideas. The general affiliation motive has been linked 
to jealousy, distancing, and aggression toward members of an outgroup (Winter, 
2016). Toward members of the in-group, affiliation related orientations tended 
to promote unethical behavior (Thau et al., 2015) such as excessive lenience or 
nepotism (Bolino & Grant, 2016). Furthermore, collaboration within teams can 
be compromised by overly agreeable individuals who withhold constructive 
contributions during conversations (LePine & Van Dyne, 2001). Such behavior 
decreases depth of information processing which interferes with innovation and 
creativity (Van Knippenberg et al., 2004). 

Based on this reasoning, we first expect that individuals with a high dysfunc-
tional affiliation motive contradict broadly accepted expectations to leaders con-
cerning assertiveness and impartiality (Nye & Forsyth, 1991; Rudman et al., 
2012). 

Hypothesis 5: A dysfunctional affiliation motive is negatively related to peer-
rated leadership competence. 

Second and third, we assume that individuals with a high dysfunctional affiliati-
on motive should see themselves as incompetent leaders and therefore be less 
interested in assuming leadership roles. As a consequence of negative evaluati-
ons from their environment, individuals with a strong dysfunctional affiliation 
motive should realize at some point that their approach towards leadership is 
not appreciated by their surroundings. Even though avoiding conflicts helps 
them to maintain harmony in the short term, it will eventually provoke criticism 
in the long term from those who would like to improve things that cannot be 
changed without having some kind of discussion about it. Individuals with a 
high dysfunctional affiliation motive might realize at this point that their ap-
proach towards leadership is not working completely. These situations might 
demonstrate individuals with a high dysfunctional affiliation motive that leader 
roles sometimes do not satisfy their need for relatedness at all which should in 
turn lower their motivation to lead.  

Hypothesis 6: A dysfunctional affiliation motive is negatively related to self-
rated leadership competence. 

Hypothesis 7: A dysfunctional affiliation motive is negatively related to af-
fective motivation to lead. 
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Fourth, as a consequence of negative evaluations from others (Hypothesis 5) 
and oneself (Hypothesis 6) and due to low motivation to lead (Hypothesis 7), 
individuals with a strong dysfunctional affiliation motive should be less likely to 
assume a professional leadership position. 

Hypothesis 8: A dysfunctional affiliation motive is negatively related to the 
occupancy of a professional leadership position. 

Method 

Samples 

Respondent sample. We used data from the field survey (cf. Chapter 1, Tables 
1.6 and 1.7 for on overview of the use of samples throughout this dissertation). 
Respondents were 961 individuals (513 women) who were on average M = 31 
years old (SD = 12). The majority had work experience (73%) of 9 years on 
average (SD = 12). Some presently or formerly (in case that they were not 
working anymore) held a leadership position (27%). Half of them were recruited 
via the online labour market ClickWorker, the other half was recruited through 
local bulletin boards and social networks. Respondents received a compensation 
of approx. €2.50 for 15-25 minutes. Sample size was determined by budget 
(€2,000 for the final wave of recruitment).  
Peer sample. Respondents recruited 739 peers (439 women) who were either 
friends/acquaintances (43%) and family/partners (43%) of the respondents, or 
work together with respondents (14%). In total, we obtained one or more peer 
ratings for 486 of the respondents. Peers were not compensated. 

Measures 

Leadership criteria. Peer-rated leadership competence. Peers rated respondents on 3 
items measuring their leadership competence in general, e.g., “the person that I 
am rating is/would make a good leader.” We asked respondents to nominate 
peers who know them very well. Peers indicated that they know respondents 
well, M = 5.5 (SD = 0.9) on a scale of 1 to 6. Family members (29%) gave the 
highest ratings (r = .15, p < .001) whereas friends (38%, r = −.09, p = .043) 
and acquaintances (6%, r = −.13, p = .002) gave the lowest ratings. We collap-
sed ratings across these different types of peers because we wanted to include all 
respondents regardless of external circumstances that might have influenced 
peer nomination (e.g., occupational status, availability of friends and family 
members, or partnership status). 
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Self-rated leadership competence. Respondents rated their own leadership com-
petence on 1 item which was either “I am/would be a good leader” (N = 758) or 
“I see myself as a good leader” (Item 10 in Ackermann et al., 2011; translated to 
“Ich betrachte mich als gute Führungspersönlichkeit” by Schütz et al., 2004; N = 
203). Mean values on both items did not substantially differ from each other, M 
= 3.84 (SD = 1.03) vs. M = 3.98 (SD = 1.09), t(959) = 1.65, p = .099. 

Motivation to lead. We measured affective motivation to lead with 9 items 
(Felfe et al., 2012). We used 6-point scales for the first N = 203 participants in 
the field survey (to keep response scales consistent across measures) but chan-
ged to the original 5-point format for the next 758 participants in the field sur-
vey (to be able to provide unpaid respondents with norm-based feedback on 
their motivation to lead as an incentive for participation). As sample item reads 
“I tend to assume the leadership of most groups and teams I work in.” 

Leadership role occupancy. We asked respondents “Do you hold a leadership 
position at the moment?” If respondents were not working anymore (e.g., be-
cause they retired) we asked them if they held a leadership position at some 
point during their career.  

Motives. As described in Chapter 2, we used short scales with 4 items each 
to assess functional and dysfunctional variants of power and affiliation motives.  

Functional power motive. We define the functional power motive as a desire for 
using responsible and benevolent channels of influence. A sample item is “I en-
joy to contribute something through my channels of influence that is aligned 
with the greater good.” 

Dysfunctional power motive. We define the dysfunctional power motive as a 
drive for possessing and using authority in order to serve one’s personal inte-
rests. A sample item is “it pleases me to have a lot of power and influence, be-
cause there are many people that you need to keep under control.” 

Functional affiliation motive. We define the functional affiliation motive as a 
desire for social interactions that are sincere and considerate, fostering deep and 
honest relationships with others. A sample item is “I wish that people like me 
for being sympathetic and cooperative.” 

Dysfunctional affiliation motive. We define the dysfunctional affiliation motive 
as a striving for harmonious relationships with others that is characterized by 
confirmation seeking and self-effacement. A sample item is “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.” 

Control variables. We assessed personality using a short version of the Big 
Five Inventory with a total of 10 items (Rammstedt et al., 2013) as well as the 3-
item fairness facet of the Honesty-Humility factor (Ashton & Lee, 2009). 
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Procedure 

The survey was conducted online. All scales were presented in randomized or-
der. We used 6-point scales if not otherwise indicated. All participants provided 
informed consent. All procedures were approved by the Technische Universität 
Darmstadt institutional review board. 

Results 

We conducted multiple regression analyses to test our hypotheses that a func-
tional power motive is positively related to leadership criteria (Hypotheses 1-4) 
and that a dysfunctional affiliation motive is negatively related to leadership cri-
teria (Hypotheses 5-8). We included the other two motive variants (dysfunctio-
nal power motive, functional affiliation motive) as control variables in all mo-
dels. Table 3.1 displays descriptive statistics, reliabilities, and correlations of all 
variables included in this study. 

As presented in Table 3.2, our findings indicate that a functional power mo-
tive was positively related to (a) peer-rated leadership competence (Hypothesis 
1, β  = .25), (b) self-rated leadership competence (Hypothesis 2, β  = .35), (c) 
motivation to lead (Hypothesis 3, β  = .39), and (d) leadership role occupancy 
(Hypothesis 4, β = .21; all ps < .001). Moreover, we found a marginally signifi-
cant negative relationship between the dysfunctional affiliation motive and (a) 
peer-rated leadership competence (Hypothesis 5, β = −.09, p = .072) as well as 
significant negative relationships to (b) self-rated leadership competence (Hypo-
thesis 6, β = −.23, p < .001), (c) motivation to lead (Hypothesis 7, β = −.21, p 
< .001), and (d) leadership role occupancy (Hypothesis 9, β = −.08, p = .036). 

Table 3.2
Relationships between functional and dysfunctional power and affiliation motives and lea-
dership criteria

Peer-rated Self-rated
Objective  

(self-reported)

Predictor
Leadership 

competence
Leadership  

competence
Motivation  

to lead
Leadership role 

occupancy
Functional power motive   .25***   .35***   .39***   .21***

Dysfunctional power motive    .03   .25***   .35*** −.03
Functional affiliation motive    .03 −.04 −.01 −.06†

Dysfunctional affiliation motive −.09† −.23*** −.21*** −.08*

R   .30***   .53***   .62***   .24***

Note. R = multiple correlation coefficient. † p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-sided t tests). N = 
486 for peer-rated leadership competence, N = 961 for the remaining outcomes.
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These results support 7 of 8 hypotheses and highlight the positive role of a func-
tional power motive as well as the negative role of a dysfunctional affiliation mo-
tive for leadership.  

We also found substantial positive relationships between a dysfunctional 
power motive and self-rated leadership criteria at β  = .25 for self-rated lea-
dership competence and β = .35 for motivation to lead, both ps < .001. Howe-
ver, there were no relationships between a dysfunctional power motive and peer-
rated/objective criteria (βs = .03 and −.03, respectively, both ps > .40).  

Next, we analyzed whether the explanatory value of motives (Hypotheses 1-
8) exceeded the explanatory value of the Big Five personality traits which are 
known to relate positively to leadership (DeRue et al., 2011). Furthermore, we 
also controlled for the fairness facet of the honesty/humility personality factor 
because fairness has been shown to play an important role for employee outco-
mes (Robbins et al., 2012). In the first step, we regressed all leadership criteria 
on personality (see Columns 2 and 3 of Tables 3.3 to 3.6). Personality explained 
large shares in leadership with multiple correlations between R = .24 to R = .50, 

Table 3.3
Relationship between functional and dysfunctional power and affiliation motives and peer-rated 
leadership competence

Peer-rated leadership competence
Without motives With motives

Predictor β SE β SE
Step 1: control variables
Neuroticism −.04 (.05)    .03 (.05)
Extraversion   .16*** (.05)   .10* (.05)
Openness −.04 (.05) −.07 (.05)
Agreeableness −.05 (.05) −.01 (.05)
Conscientiousness   .17*** (.05)   .15** (.05)
Fairness    .06 (.05)    .06 (.05)

Step 2: motives
Functional power motive   .22*** (.05)
Dysfunctional power motive    .06 (.05)
Functional affiliation motive    .01 (.05)
Dysfunctional affiliation motive −.06 (.05)

Model summary
∆R (∆R2)   .08*** (.05)
R (R2)   .28*** (.07)   .36*** (.11)

Note. N = 486. R = multiple correlation coefficient. † p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-sided t 
tests).
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all ps < .001. In the second step, we included motives into the regression mo-
dels (see Columns 4 and 5 of Tables 3.3 to 3.6). We found that motives explai-
ned variance in leadership above and beyond what was already accounted for by 
personality with incremental multiple correlations between ∆R = .05 to ∆R = .
20, (all ps < .001) on top off what was already explained by personality. More 
specifically, the functional power motive remained a substantial predictor of all 
criterion variables (βs = .17 to .33, all ps < .001) corroborating the robustness 
of our findings with respect to Hypotheses 1 to 4. The dysfunctional affiliation 
motive remained a significant predictor of self-rated leadership criteria at β = .
10 for both self-rated leadership competence and motivation to lead (ps < .004), 
lending further support to Hypotheses 6 and 7. However, for peer-rated/objec-
tive criteria, the dysfunctional affiliation motive was not a significant predictor 
anymore (βs = −.06 and −.04, respectively, both ps > .21). 

Table 3.4
Relationship between functional and dysfunctional power and affiliation motives and self-rated 
leadership competence

Self-rated leadership competence
Without motives With motives

Predictor β SE β SE
Step 1: control variables
Neuroticism −.28*** (.03) −.20*** (.03)
Extraversion   .27*** (.03)   .17*** (.03)
Openness   .07* (.03)   .05† (.03)
Agreeableness −.14*** (.03) −.05 (.03)
Conscientiousness   .13*** (.03)   .11*** (.03)
Fairness    .02 (.03)   .06† (.03)

Step 2: motives
Functional power motive   .26*** (.03)
Dysfunctional power motive   .25*** (.03)
Functional affiliation motive −.05 (.03)
Dysfunctional affiliation motive −.10** (.03)

Model summary
∆R (∆R2)   .11*** (.13)
R (R2)   .50*** (.24)   .61*** (.37)

Note. N = 961. R = multiple correlation coefficient. † p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-sided t 
tests).
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Discussion 

The present work aimed to clarify the roles of power and affiliation motives for 
leadership. In line with previous theory, a functional power motive was positive-
ly related to leadership criteria whereas a dysfunctional affiliation motive was 
negatively related to them.  

Theoretical contributions 

This study advances the literature in several ways. First, it supports original as-
sumptions about the roles of power and affiliation motives for leadership 
(McClelland, 1970; McClelland & Burnham, 1976; McClelland & Boyatzis, 1982) 
against a large body of inconsistent findings (e.g., Fodor & Smith, 1982; Corne-
lius & Lane, 1984; Spangler & House, 1991; Winter, 1993; Kirkpatrick et al., 
2002; De Hoogh et al., 2005; Steinmann et al., 2015; 2016). We are confident in 

Table 3.5
Relationship between functional and dysfunctional power and affiliation motives and motivation 
to lead

Motivation to lead
Without motives With motives

Predictor β SE β SE
Step 1: control variables
Neuroticism −.23*** (.03) −.14*** (.03)
Extraversion   .29*** (.03)   .16*** (.03)
Openness    .04 (.03)    .01 (.02)
Agreeableness −.18*** (.03) −.08** (.03)
Conscientiousness   .08** (.03)   .06* (.03)
Fairness −.02 (.03)    .02 (.03)

Step 2: motives
Functional power motive   .33*** (.03)
Dysfunctional power motive   .32*** (.03)
Functional affiliation motive    .00 (.03)
Dysfunctional affiliation motive −.10*** (.03)

Model summary
∆R (∆R2)   .20*** (.22)
R (R2)   .47*** (.21)   .66*** (.43)

Note. N = 961. R = multiple correlation coefficient. † p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-sided t 
tests).
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the robustness of our results because we used a large sample, included multiple 
criterion variables, and also controlled for personality characteristics.  

Second, this study extends research on motives and leadership onto explicit 
motives. Even though there are many previous studies of the role of explicit mo-
tives for leadership (e.g., Chan & Drasgow, 2001; Schuh et al., 2014), none of 
these studies had assessed power and affiliation motives in a form that distingu-
ished between functional and dysfunctional variants of these motives as had 
been suggested by McClelland (1970) and others (see Chapter 2). This means 
that the present study may be the first to investigate the roles of functional and 
dysfunctional variants of explicit power and affiliation motives for leadership. By 
doing so, we are able to demonstrate empirically that original assumptions 
(which were not introduced specifically as being limited to implicit motives; 
McClelland, 1970; McClelland & Burnham, 1976) are indeed not confined to 
implicit motives but apply to explicit motives as well.  

Third, by showing that motives have incremental validity above and beyond 
personality, this study highlights the utility of including motives into the trait 

Table 3.6
Relationship between functional and dysfunctional power and affiliation motives and leadership 
role occupancy

Leadership role occupancy
Without motives With motives

Predictor β SE β SE
Step 1: control variables
Neuroticism −.13*** (.03) −.08* (.03)
Extraversion   .06† (.03)    .02 (.03)
Openness   .06† (.03)    .04 (.02)
Agreeableness    .02 (.03)   .06† (.03)
Conscientiousness   .14*** (.03)   .13*** (.03)
Fairness −.01 (.03) −.01 (.03)

Step 2: motives
Functional power motive   .17*** (.04)
Dysfunctional power motive    .00 (.04)
Functional affiliation motive −.08* (.04)
Dysfunctional affiliation motive −.04 (.04)

Model summary
∆R (∆R2)   .05*** (.02)
R (R2)   .24*** (.05)   .29*** (.07)

Note. N = 961. R = multiple correlation coefficient. Leadership role occupancy was coded “no” = 0 and “yes” 
= 1. Logistic regression analysis yielded virtually identical p-values. Displayed coefficients are from multiple 
regression analysis to facilitate interpretation.  † p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 (two-sided t tests). 
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approach in leadership research. Motives have so far been excluded from several 
important reviews on the role of person characteristics for leadership (e.g., Judge 
et al., 2009; DeRue et al., 2011; for an overview, see Zaccaro et al., 2018). Ac-
cording to the present study, motives provide substantial explanatory value bey-
ond personality so that their inclusion into the trait approach seems to be 
worthwhile. 

Implications for practice 

By identifying particular variants of power and affiliation motives that are bene-
ficial or detrimental to effective leadership, the present study emphasizes more 
specific targets for leadership development interventions than has been done in 
previous research (Schuh et al., 2014). Whereas previous research has recom-
mended to foster a general power motive (Schuh et al., 2014), the present study 
confines this recommendation to only a functional variant of a power motive. 
Being specific about the motives that are targeted in interventions may reduce 
the risk for adverse side effects. An adverse side effect of fostering a general 
power motive might be to increase a dysfunctional power motive which may 
have unintended consequences such a selfish behavior as described in Chapter 4 
and may result in overly dominant behavior that impedes open exchange of in-
formation (Fodor & Smith, 1982; Detel & Elprana, 2016).  

More specifically, practitioners could screen (potential) leaders on the func-
tional power motive to identify individuals with relatively low levels of this mo-
tive. In a next step, practitioners could present these individuals with a list of 
situations in which a high functional power motive is normally beneficial and 
ask them to describe what they would do. Whenever participants report that 
they would normally behave in a way that is inconsistent with a high functional 
power motive, practitioners can discuss participants’ reasons and stimulate self-
reflection about the accuracy of their underlying beliefs. For example, if an indi-
vidual disagrees with statements such as “it pleases me to take responsibility for 
a greater cause, even if that might involve experiencing setbacks and admitting 
mistakes,” this could trigger a discussion of beliefs about setbacks and errors. A 
person might hold the false belief that leaders need to be perfect and never make 
any mistakes whereas in reality, errors and experimentation are often a great ca-
talyst for learning (Frese & Keith, 2015) and entrepreneurial success (Baum, 
2009). As another example, consider an individual who disagrees with state-
ments as “I like advancing controversial views, but only if it happens in an ap-
propriate way” because that person has a high dysfunctional power motive (and 
therefore believes that ends justify means in a sense that it may be okay to ad-
vance controversial views in forceful and aggressive ways). On this person, it 
might have an impact to discuss previous experiences in more detail and start 
reflecting about the negative consequences of their own behavior on others. In a 
final step, participants may think of alternative reactions to these situations 



!75

which they can then try to apply in the future. In summary, differentiating func-
tional and dysfunctional variants of power and affiliation motive allows a more 
detailed understanding of motives which can be utilized in interventions. 

Limitations and future research 

It is a limitation of this study that we did not include a broad spectrum of lea-
dership criteria. The criteria that we included are relatively similar to each other 
and show substantial overlap (see Table 3.1). Most importantly, all of these crite-
ria contain at least some degree of subjective judgment about a person’s lea-
dership ability/effectiveness. Subjective evaluations of leadership can be heavily 
skewed depending on attributions of followers (Keller Hansbrough, 2018) and 
stereotypes (Koenig et al., 2011) and do not necessarily reflect high performance 
of teams and organizations (Kaiser et al., 2008). Even seemingly objective mea-
sures such as leadership role occupancy depend on subjective decisions about 
who is offered a promotion into a leadership role (from an organizational per-
spective) and whether someone pursues and/or accepts such a promotion (from 
an individual perspective). For these reasons, results should mostly be generali-
zed onto subjective leadership criteria. Even though this limitation is very com-
mon in leadership research, it is still a serious limitation (Kaiser et al., 2008). 
Other relevant outcomes that were not included in this study are, among others, 
cooperation (intra or interdepartmental), innovation performance, follower 
health, or societal impact. Future research should clarify which motive variants 
are relevant for which classes of outcomes. As a step in this direction, we con-
ducted another study which will be described in Chapter 4. That study focused 
specifically on the role of motives for cooperation. Beyond that, it will be interes-
ting to further explore for which classes of outcomes the functional power moti-
ve and the dysfunctional affiliation motive are not relevant so that we can nar-
row down their field of application. 

Finally, open questions remain also with regard to the mediating mechanis-
ms that explain why individuals with a high functional power motive get rated as 
competent leaders. It might be worthwhile to investigate more specifically where 
positive evaluations come from. For instance, individuals with a strong functio-
nal power motive might either show certain behavioral patterns that enable 
others to recognize their potential as leaders (e.g., influencing others towards 
the achievement of shared and valued goals in an elegant) or they may merely 
express their convictions in conversations with others from which others may 
infer that they are good leaders. 

Conclusion 

This study revisited the role of motives for leadership and extended the applica-
tion of previous theoretical assumptions about the importance of motives for 
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leadership onto the realm of explicit motives. Across different leadership criteria 
that were all evaluative in nature, we found that a functional power motive bene-
fitted effective leadership above and beyond personality whereas a dysfunctional 
affiliation motive was rather undesirable. Our results contribute towards clarify-
ing inconsistent findings of previous studies. Through distinguishing between 
functional and dysfunctional variants of power and affiliation motives, we belie-
ve that these findings are useful to inform the development of targeted interven-
tions. We argue for paying more attention to motives in the trait approach in 
leadership research. 

References 

Ackerman, R. A., Witt, E. A., Donnellan, M. B., Trzesniewski, K. H., Robins, R. 
W., & Kashy, D. A. (2011). What does the narcissistic personality inventory 
really measure? Assessment, 18(1), 67-87. 

Anderson, C., & Kilduff, G. J. (2009). Why do dominant personalities attain in-
fluence in face-to-face groups? The competence-signaling effects of trait do-
minance. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 96(2), 491-503.  

Ashton, M. C., & Lee, K. (2009). The HEXACO–60: A short measure of the ma-
jor dimensions of personality. Journal of Personality Assessment, 91(4), 340-345. 

Atkinson, J. W., Heyns, R. W., & Veroff, J. (1954). The effect of experimental 
arousal of the affiliation motive on thematic apperception. The Journal of Ab-
normal and Social Psychology, 49(3), 405-410. 

Bass, B. M. (1990). From transactional to transformational leadership: learning 
to share the vision. Organizational Dynamics, 18(3), 19-31.  

Baum, J. R. (2015). Gain entrepreneurship success through swiftness and expe-
rimentation. in E. A. Locke (Ed.), Handbook of principles of organizational beha-
vior (pp. 559-578). Chichester: Wiley. 

Bolino, M. C., & Grant, A. M. (2016). The bright side of being prosocial at work, 
and the dark side, too: A review and agenda for research on other-oriented 
motives, behavior, and impact in organizations. The Academy of Management 
Annals, 10(1), 599-670. 

Brunstein, J. C. (2018). Implicit and explicit motives. In J. Heckhausen, & H. 
Heckhausen (Eds.), Motivation and action (pp. 369-405). Cham, Switzerland: 
Springer.  

Cheng, J. T., Tracy, J. L., Foulsham, T., Kingstone, A., & Henrich, J. (2013). Two 
ways to the top: Evidence that dominance and prestige are distinct yet viable 
avenues to social rank and influence. Journal of Personality and Social Psycholo-
gy, 104(1), 103. 

Chierchia, G., Lesemann, F. P., Snower, D., Vogel, M., & Singer, T. (2017). Caring 
cooperators and powerful punishers: Differential effects of induced care and 



!77

power motivation on different types of economic decision making. Scientific 
Reports, 7(1), 11068.  

Chan, K. Y., & Drasgow, F. (2001). Toward a theory of individual differences and 
leadership: understanding the motivation to lead. Journal of Applied Psycholo-
gy, 86(3), 481-498. 

Clarke, N. (2011). An integrated conceptual model of respect in leadership. The 
Leadership Quarterly, 22(2), 316-327. 

Cornelius, E. T., & Lane, F. B. (1984). The power motive and managerial success 
in a professionally oriented service industry organization. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 69(1), 32-39.  

De Hoogh, A. H., Den Hartog, D. N., Koopman, P. L., Thierry, H., Van den Berg, 
P. T., Van der Weide, J. G., & Wilderom, C. P. (2005). Leader motives, cha-
rismatic leadership, and subordinates' work attitude in the profit and volun-
tary sector. The Leadership Quarterly, 16(1), 17-38. 

DeRue, D. S., Nahrgang, J. D., Wellman, N. E. D., & Humphrey, S. E. (2011). 
Trait and behavioral theories of leadership: An integration and meta-analytic 
test of their relative validity. Personnel Psychology, 64(1), 7-52.  

Detel, S., & Elprana, G. (2016). Vorstellung und Evaluation eines Coachingan-
satzes auf der Grundlage des Hamburger Führungsmotivationsinventars 
FÜMO. In J. Felfe & R. van Dick (Eds.), Handbuch Mitarbeiterführung: Wirt-
schaftspsychologisches Praxiswissen für Fach-und Führungskräfte (pp. 83-95). Ber-
lin: Springer. 

Dweck, C. S. (2017). From needs to goals and representations: Foundations for a 
unified theory of motivation, personality, and development. Psychological Re-
view, 124(6), 689-719.  

Ensari, N., Riggio, R. E., Christian, J., & Carslaw, G. (2011). Who emerges as a 
leader? Meta-analyses of individual differences as predictors of leadership 
emergence. Personality and Individual Differences, 51(4), 532-536.  

Epitropaki, O., & Martin, R. (2004). Implicit leadership theories in applied set-
tings: factor structure, generalizability, and stability over time. Journal of App-
lied Psychology, 89(2), 293-310.  

Felfe, J., Elprana, G., Gatzka, M., & Stiehl, S. (2012). FÜMO: Hamburger Füh-
rungsmotivationsinventar. Götting: Hogrefe. 

Fodor, E. M., & Smith, T. (1982). The power motive as an influence on group 
decision making. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 42(1), 178-185.  

Forsyth, D. R., Schlenker, B. R., Leary, M. R., & McCown, N. E. (1985). Self-pre-
sentational determinants of sex differences in leadership behavior. Small 
Group Behavior, 16(2), 197-210.  

French, E. G., & Chadwick, I. (1956). Some characteristics of affiliation motiva-
tion. The Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 52(3), 296-300.  

Frese, M., & Keith, N. (2015). Action errors, error management, and learning in 
organizations. Annual Review of Psychology, 66, 661-687. 



!78 Chapter 3

Gino, F., Wilmuth, C. A., & Brooks, A. W. (2015). Compared to men, women 
view professional advancement as equally attainable, but less desirable. Pro-
ceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 112(40), 12354-12359. 

Guinote, A. (2017). How power affects people: Activating, wanting, and goal 
seeking. Annual Review of Psychology, 68, 353-381.  

Judge, T. A., Colbert, A. E., & Ilies, R. (2004). Intelligence and leadership: a 
quantitative review and test of theoretical propositions. Journal of Applied Psy-
chology, 89(3), 542-552. 

Judge, T. A., Piccolo, R. F., & Kosalka, T. (2009). The bright and dark sides of 
leader traits: A review and theoretical extension of the leader trait paradigm. 
Leadership Quarterly, 20(6), 855-875.  

Kaiser, R. B., Hogan, R., & Craig, S. B. (2008). Leadership and the fate of orga-
nizations. American Psychologist, 63(2), 96-110. 

Keller Hansbrough, T. (2018). Deconstructing the Appeal of Toxic Leaders. In L. 
Tadj & A. K. Garg (Eds.), Emerging Challenges in Business, Optimization, Techno-
logy, and Industry (pp. 15-20). Cham: Springer. 

Keltner, D., Gruenfeld, D. H., & Anderson, C. (2003). Power, approach, and in-
hibition. Psychological Review, 110(2), 265-284.  

Kirkpatrick, S. A., Wofford, J. C., & Baum, J. R. (2002). Measuring motive 
imagery contained in the vision statement. The Leadership Quarterly, 13(2), 
139-150.  

Koenig, A. M., Eagly, A. H., Mitchell, A. A., & Ristikari, T. (2011). Are leader 
stereotypes masculine? A meta-analysis of three research paradigms. Psycho-
logical Bulletin, 137(4), 616-642.  

LePine, J. A., & Van Dyne, L. (2001). Voice and cooperative behavior as contras-
ting forms of contextual performance: evidence of differential relationships 
with big five personality characteristics and cognitive ability. Journal of App-
lied Psychology, 86(2), 326-336. 

Magee, J. C., & Smith, P. K. (2013). The social distance theory of power. Persona-
lity and Social Psychology Review, 17(2), 158-186. 

McCabe, K. O., & Fleeson, W. (2016). Are traits useful? Explaining trait mani-
festations as tools in the pursuit of goals. Journal of Personality and Social Psy-
chology, 110(2), 287-301.  

McClelland, D. C. (1970). The two faces of power. Journal of International Affairs, 
29-47.  

McClelland, D. C. (1975). Power: The inner experience. Oxford: Irvington. 
McClelland, D. C., & Boyatzis, R. E. (1982). Leadership motive pattern and 

long-term success in management. Journal of Applied Psychology, 67(6), 
737-743. 

McClelland, D. C., & Burnham, D. H. (1976). Power is the great motivator. Har-
vard Business Review, 25, 159-166.  

McClelland, D. C., Koestner, R., & Weinberger, J. (1989). How do self-attributed 
and implicit motives differ?. Psychological Review, 96(4), 690-702.  



!79

Nye, J. L., & Forsyth, D. R. (1991). The effects of prototype-based biases on lea-
dership appraisals: A test of leadership categorization theory. Small Group Re-
search, 22(3), 360-379. 

Overbeck, J. R., & Park, B. (2006). Powerful perceivers, powerless objects: Flexi-
bility of powerholders’ social attention. Organizational behavior and human deci-
sion processes, 99(2), 227-243.  

Rammstedt, B., Kemper, C. J., Klein, M. C., Beierlein, C., & Kovaleva, A. (2013). 
A short scale for assessing the big five dimensions of personality: 10 item Big 
Five Inventory (BFI-10). Methods, Data, Analyses, 7(2), 233-249.  

Robbins, J. M., Ford, M. T., & Tetrick, L. E. (2012). Perceived unfairness and em-
ployee health: A meta-analytic integration. Journal of Applied Psychology, 
97(2), 235-272.  

Rudman, L. A., Moss-Racusin, C. A., Phelan, J. E., & Nauts, S. (2012). Status 
incongruity and backlash effects: Defending the gender hierarchy motivates 
prejudice against female leaders. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 
48(1), 165-179. 

Schuh, S. C., Bark, A. S. H., Van Quaquebeke, N., Hossiep, R., Frieg, P., & Van 
Dick, R. (2014). Gender differences in leadership role occupancy: The media-
ting role of power motivation. Journal of Business Ethics, 120(3), 363-379.  

Schütz, A., Marcus, B., & Sellin, I. (2004). Die Messung von Narzissmus als Per-
sönlichkeitskonstrukt: Psychometrische Eigenschaften einer Lang- und einer 
Kurzform des Deutschen NPI (Narcissistic Personality Inventory). Diagnosti-
ca, 50(4), 202-218. 

Smith, P. K., & Trope, Y. (2006). You focus on the forest when you're in charge of 
the trees: power priming and abstract information processing. Journal of Per-
sonality and Social Psychology, 90(4), 578-596.  

Son Hing, L. S., Bobocel, D. R., Zanna, M. P., & McBride, M. V. (2007). Authori-
tarian dynamics and unethical decision making: High social dominance ori-
entation leaders and high right-wing authoritarianism followers. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 92(1), 67-81. 

Spangler, W. D., & House, R. J. (1991). Presidential effectiveness and the lea-
dership motive profile. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 60(3), 
439-455.  

Spangler, W. D., Tikhomirov, A., Sotak, K. L., & Palrecha, R. (2014). Leader mo-
tive profiles in eight types of organizations. The Leadership Quarterly, 25(6), 
1080-1094.  

Stein, R. T., & Heller, T. (1979). An empirical analysis of the correlations bet-
ween leadership status and participation rates reported in the literature. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 37(11), 1993-2002. 

Steinmann, B., Dörr, S. L., Schultheiss, O. C., & Maier, G. W. (2015). Implicit 
motives and leadership performance revisited: What constitutes the lea-
dership motive pattern?. Motivation and Emotion, 39(2), 167-174.  



!80 Chapter 3

Steinmann, B., Ötting, S. K., & Maier, G. W. (2016). Need for affiliation as a mo-
tivational add-on for leadership behaviors and managerial success. Frontiers in 
Psychology, 7, 1972.  

Thau, S., Derfler-Rozin, R., Pitesa, M., Mitchell, M. S., & Pillutla, M. M. (2015). 
Unethical for the sake of the group: Risk of social exclusion and pro-group 
unethical behavior. Journal of Applied Psychology, 100(1), 98-113. 

Thomas, J. L., Dickson, M. W., & Bliese, P. D. (2001). Values predicting leader 
performance in the US Army Reserve Officer Training Corps Assessment 
Center: Evidence for a personality-mediated model. The Leadership Quarterly, 
12(2), 181-196. 

Trope, Y., & Liberman, N. (2010). Construal-level theory of psychological dis-
tance. Psychological Review, 117(2), 440-463.  

Van Knippenberg, D., De Dreu, C. K., & Homan, A. C. (2004). Work group di-
versity and group performance: an integrative model and research agenda. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 89(6), 1008-1022. 

Watts, L. L., Ness, A. M., Steele, L. M., & Mumford, M. D. (2018). Learning 
from stories of leadership: How reading about personalized and socialized 
politicians impacts performance on an ethical decision-making simulation. 
The Leadership Quarterly, 29(2), 276-294.  

Williamson, T. (2008). The good society and the good soul: Plato's Republic on 
leadership. Leadership Quarterly, 19(4), 397-408. 

Winter, D. G. (1973). The power motive. New York, NY: The Free Press.  
Winter, D. G. (1993). Power, affiliation, and war: Three tests of a motivational 

model. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 65(3), 532-545.  
Winter, D. G. (2016). Taming power: Generative historical consciousness. Ameri-

can Psychologist, 71(3), 160-174. 
Zaccaro, S. J., Green, J. P., Dubrow, S., & Kolze, M. (2018). Leader individual dif-

ferences, situational parameters, and leadership outcomes: A comprehensive 
review and integration. The Leadership Quarterly, 29(1), 2-43. 



!ii

 

Wolff, Christian: On the role of power and affiliation motives for leadership and sel-
fishness in men and women 
Darmstadt, Technische Universität Darmstadt, 
Published in TUprints: 2019 
URN: urn:nbn:de:tuda-tuprints-87119 
Date of the viva voce: May 14th, 2019 

Published under CC BY 4.0 International 
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/

	Acknowledgements
	Abstract
	Contents
	On the role of  power and affiliation  motives for leadership
	Measurement of power and  affiliation motives
	The role of power and affiliation  motives for leadership
	Overview of the present research
	References

	Validation  of short scales measuring  functional and dysfunctional variants of power and  affiliation motives
	Drawbacks of previous measurements of variants of power and affiliation motives
	Direct measurement of variants of  power and affiliation motives
	The duality of the power motive
	Distinguishing between a socialized and a personalized power motive
	Positive and negative consequences of power
	Self-report measures of the power motive
	The duality of the affiliation motive
	Approach of the present study
	Psychometric characteristics of the introduced scales
	Nomological network of the introduced scales
	Method
	Samples
	Measures of functional and dysfunctional variants of power and affiliation motives
	Measures of other motives
	Measures of personality
	Procedure
	Results
	Psychometric characteristics of the introduced scales
	Nomological network of the introduced scales
	Discussion
	Strengths and limitations
	Future research
	Conclusion
	References

	A differentiated view  on the roles of power and affiliation motives for leadership
	Leadership and the power motive
	Leadership and the affiliation motive
	Method
	Samples
	Measures
	Procedure
	Results
	Discussion
	Theoretical contributions
	Implications for practice
	Limitations and future research
	Conclusion
	References

	Power and affiliation motives predict (un)selfish leader behavior in social dilemmas
	Selfish behavior in leaders
	Selfish behavior and the power motive
	Selfish behavior and the affiliation motive
	Context of this study
	Method
	Participants
	Procedure
	Measures
	Results
	Selfish behavior in the laboratory study
	Selfish decisions in the field survey
	Robustness after accounting for control variables
	Generalizability across different occupational statuses
	Discussion
	Theoretical contributions
	Implications for practice
	Limitations and future research
	Conclusion
	References

	Motives explain why men behave more unethically  than women
	Men and the dysfunctional power motive
	Women and the functional affiliation motive
	Method
	Participants
	Procedure
	Motives
	Unethical behavior
	Analytic approach
	Results
	Gender differences in unethical behavior
	Gender differences in motives
	Indirect effects of gender on unethical behavior via motives
	Generalizability across different occupational statuses
	Discussion
	Generalizability across different types of social dilemmas
	Theoretical contribution
	Implications for practice
	Limitations and future research
	Conclusion
	References

	Overall conclusions and  future directions
	Distinguishing between functional  and dysfunctional variants
	The nature of power and affiliation motives
	Motives and leadership
	Conclusion
	References

	Appendix A
	Scientific CV
	Obligatory declaration

