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In today’s world of work, networking behaviors are an important and viable strategy to
enhance success in work and career domains. Concerning personality as an antecedent
of networking behaviors, prior studies have exclusively relied on trait perspectives that
focus on how people feel, think, and act. Adopting a motivational perspective on
personality, we enlarge this focus and argue that beyond traits predominantly tapping
social content, motives shed further light on instrumental aspects of networking –
or why people network. We use McClelland’s implicit motives framework of need
for power (nPow), need for achievement (nAch), and need for affiliation (nAff) to
examine instrumental determinants of networking. Using a facet theoretical approach
to networking behaviors, we predict differential relations of these three motives with
facets of (1) internal vs. external networking and (2) building, maintaining, and using
contacts. We conducted an online study, in which we temporally separate measures
(N = 539 employed individuals) to examine our hypotheses. Using multivariate latent
regression, we show that nAch is related to networking in general. In line with theoretical
differences between networking facets, we find that nAff is positively related to building
contacts, whereas nPow is positively related to using internal contacts. In sum, this
study shows that networking is not only driven by social factors (i.e., nAff), but instead
the achievement motive is the most important driver of networking behaviors.

Keywords: networking, social capital, implicit motives, work behavior, social interaction, career self-management

INTRODUCTION

Roughly 20 years ago, theories on boundaryless and protean careers (e.g., Arthur and Rousseau,
1996; Hall, 1996) suggested that the responsibility for individuals’ careers has shifted from the
organization to the individual. This shift has increased the importance of career self-management
behaviors, such as networking, visibility, and positioning behaviors, or individual investments in
human capital (Sturges, 2008). Networking refers to building, cultivating, and utilizing informal
relationships to assist in people’s work or career (e.g., Forret and Dougherty, 2004; Gibson et al.,
2014), and studies have shown that it is positively related to salary (Forret and Dougherty, 2004;
Blickle et al., 2009; Wolff and Moser, 2009), promotions (Michael and Yukl, 1993; Wolff and Moser,
2010), work performance (Blickle et al., 2012), success as an entrepreneur (Witt, 2004), and getting
a job (Van Hoye et al., 2009). In the light of these positive effects of networking on work and career
outcomes, scholars have also examined determinants of networking to gain further insights into
the origins of this construct. This research has shown that contextual variables such as job level
(Michael and Yukl, 1993; Ng and Feldman, 2011) or managerial function (Michael and Yukl, 1993;
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Forret and Dougherty, 2001) as well as personality variables
such as extraversion, proactivity, or self-esteem (Wanberg et al.,
2000; Forret and Dougherty, 2001; Lambert et al., 2006)
affect networking behaviors. In addition, scholars found that
determinants are differentially related to specific networking
dimensions (Forret and Dougherty, 2001; Ng and Feldman, 2010;
Wolff and Kim, 2012), for example, managerial function (i.e.,
marketing vs. accounting and production) is associated with
external, but not internal networking behaviors, respectively
(Michael and Yukl, 1993).

While this research has enhanced our understanding of
networking behaviors, our knowledge on the relationship
between personality and networking appears limited, as the
motivational perspective of personality – why people network –
is largely missing. Research on personality falls into two distinct
research perspectives (e.g., McAdams and Olson, 2010), the
lexical trait perspective (e.g., McCrae and Costa, 1997) and the
motivational perspective (e.g., Schultheiss et al., 2012). Prior
research has exclusively adopted a trait perspective that refers
to descriptive dimensions of how individuals act, think, and
feel in a general manner (Goldberg, 1990; McCrae and Costa,
1997; Ashton and Lee, 2001). These studies have found that
networking is related to traits tapping how people interact with
others (e.g., self-monitoring, Ferris et al., 2008; extraversion and
agreeableness, Wanberg et al., 2000) and how they approach
tasks (e.g., proactivity, Thompson, 2005). However, studies
remain silent with regard to a motivational perspective and the
relationship of fundamental needs or motives with networking.
There is a lack of knowledge on how personality contributes to
the goals “networkers” seek to attain, and what needs people
seek to satisfy by networking. We suggest that implicit motives
predispose people to consistently show specific spontaneous
affective and behavioral reactions that facilitate networking and
thus increase the likelihood of networking behaviors. In fact,
networking has been anecdotically mentioned in association with
a variety of motives in the literature, the need for power (nPow),
and the need for affiliation (nAff) (Kehr, 2004a; Porter and Woo,
2015) or all three needs (Steinmann et al., 2016), whereas Winter
et al. (1998) suggest that individuals with a low nAff might
network. Therefore, scholars have recently called for research on
motivational and need theories to extend our knowledge of what
drives individuals to engage in networking behaviors (Casciaro
et al., 2014; Porter and Woo, 2015, p. 19).

To further our knowledge on how personality affects
networking, we adopt a motivational framework linking
networking to McClelland’s (1987) theory on implicit motives.
Specifically, we focus on the prominent “Big Three” (Schultheiss
and Brunstein, 2001, p. 72) motives of need for achievement
(nAch), nPow, and nAff. Using this framework, we adopt a
more instrumental perspective on personality and argue that
networking is not only shown for social reasons unraveled by
the trait perspective, but is also shown for instrumental reasons,
such as career success and work performance. In contrast to
the anecdotal presumptions (see previous paragraph) that mostly
pertain to the nAff and nPow, we suggest that networking
is a means to satisfy the nAch, because the essential goal of
networking is to excel in work or career domains. As the nAch

is also the driver of entrepreneurial behavior (McClelland, 1987;
Rauch and Frese, 2007), we essentially propose that “Networkers”
are truly self-managers – or entrepreneurs – of their careers.
In addition, we examine how the three motives relate to facets
(or subdimensions) of networking. Scholars (e.g., Gibson et al.,
2014; Porter and Woo, 2015) depict networking as a multifaceted
construct and we examine how the three motives relate to (1)
internal vs. external networking and (2) building, maintaining,
and using contacts (Wolff et al., 2011). We suggest that the nAch
is broadly related to all networking facets, whereas the needs for
power and affiliation are differentially related to specific, but not
all facets of networking.

Our study contributes to research on antecedents of
networking in several ways. First, as scholars argue that, in
the light of organizational changes in the past decades (Allred
et al., 1996), networking has gained in importance for individual
(Hall, 1996) as well as organizational success (Pentland,
2012), our study advances our knowledge on an important
organizational behavior. We heed recent calls (Porter and Woo,
2015) and supplement the trait perspective on determinants of
networking by adding a motivational perspective, contributing
to a broader, more complete picture of the links between
networking and personality. Also note that we broaden this
picture with our focus on implicit constructs whereas prior
studies examined explicit (i.e., consciously accessible) constructs.
Implicit motives are represented as unconscious associative
networks and unconsciously affect cognition, affect, and behavior,
whereas explicit concepts are consciously accessible and based
on deliberative thinking (McClelland et al., 1989; Kehr, 2004b).
While human behavior is often governed by conscious goals,
people do not always deliberate upon their actions (Bargh and
Chartrand, 1999) and how they relate to their various goals:
People often act spontaneously and sometimes even against
their deliberately set goals (e.g., the failure to stick to new
year’s resolutions). Second, the motivational perspective allows a
more instrumental view on the relationship between personality
and networking. Personality affects networking not only due
to trait differences in social or task orientation. We contend
that differences in motives also affect whether people use
networking as a means to goal attainment and need satisfaction.
We emphasize career related, entrepreneurial-like activities and
thus advance knowledge on why people show networking,
an important career strategy. Third, we also contribute to
our knowledge on differential relations of networking facets
with personality variables. While most research has examined
differences between internal and external networking (e.g.,
MacCallum et al., 2014), we focus on the stages of building,
maintaining, and using contacts, and thus put Wolff and Kim’s
(2012) suggestions of social and instrumental differences of
networking facets to an additional test. Finally, knowledge on
the relationship between implicit motives and networking is
valuable to practitioners who aim to attract networkers to
certain jobs or who stage networking events. Understanding
why individuals differ in their networking behaviors is also
important for practitioners engaged in networking trainings
(de Janasz and Forret, 2008) as well as organizations in
their quest for effective teamwork (Pentland, 2012) or the
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implementation of network-building HR practices (Collins and
Clark, 2003).

Networking
Research on networking is rooted in three streams of research.
First, theories on protean and boundaryless careers (Arthur
and Rousseau, 1996; Hall, 1996) argue that organizations have
changed from hierarchical, bureaucratic structures to delayered,
more networked structures (Allred et al., 1996; Arthur and
Rousseau, 1996). As a result, organizations have cut their
responsibility for employees’ careers and this has heightened the
importance of career self-management, for example, by means of
networking (King, 2004; Sturges, 2008). In this vein, studies show
that networking is beneficial for a wide range of career outcomes
(e.g., Forret and Dougherty, 2004) and also for work performance
(Thompson, 2005; Blickle et al., 2012). In a second research
stream, networking abilities represent an important component
of political skills (e.g., Ferris et al., 2007; Blickle et al., 2012). As
individuals in organizations struggle for power and control over
scarce resources, political tactics, such as persuasion, sanctions,
or networking are informal means to secure one’s share (Pfeffer,
1981). This political perspective suggests that individuals use
networking to influence others (Zanzi et al., 1991), to get things
done (Kotter, 1982), and to get ahead (Luthans et al., 1985).
A third stream has evolved in research on entrepreneurship. The
identification and exploitation of entrepreneurial opportunities
is embedded in a social context and attaining resources such as
information, ideas, or venture capital promote entrepreneurial
success (e.g., Brüderl and Preisendörfer, 1998; Witt, 2004). The
time entrepreneurs invest into networking or the size of their
networks positively affects their venture’s performance (Semrau
and Sigmund, 2012).

In all three research streams, scholars broadly define
networking as individuals’ behaviors aimed at building,
maintaining, and using work-related contacts in order to obtain
resources, such as influence or support in their work and
careers (Forret and Dougherty, 2001; Witt, 2004; Ferris et al.,
2005). Examples of networking behaviors include asking others
for informal advice on work-related matters, going out for
drinks with colleagues, participating in professional activities,
or staying in contact with former colleagues to stay up to
date in business matters. The benefit of networking contacts
rests on their particularistic (vs. universalistic) character, that
is, individuals obtain access to resources because they have
developed a personal, trusting relationship with a contact. In
this vein, networking predominantly refers to informal contacts
that are not part of the formal organizational structure (Michael
and Yukl, 1993). Scholars also describe networking contacts as
cooperative, emphasizing the importance of reciprocity in the
exchange of resources and favors (Cohen and Bradford, 1989;
Bozionelos, 2003).

Networking Dimensions
Several scholars suggest that networking consists of multiple
dimensions or facets (Forret and Dougherty, 2001) that can be
subsumed under a broad, higher-order construct of networking
(Ferris et al., 2005). Support for this hierarchical structure comes

from several studies that report differential relations between
networking dimensions and its determinants (Michael and Yukl,
1993; Ng and Feldman, 2010; Wolff and Kim, 2012) as well as its
outcomes (Forret and Dougherty, 2004; Porter et al., 2016). In
the present study, we use a multidimensional networking model
introduced by Wolff et al. (2011), as it subsumes several other
models and has been used in prior theorizing on determinants of
networking behaviors (Wolff and Muck, 2009; Wolff and Kim,
2012). In particular, we use the functional facet described in
the subsequent paragraph to hypothesize differential relations
between networking facets and motives.

Wolff et al.’s (2011) and Wolff and Kim’s (2012) networking
model consists of two facets. First, in line with other networking
models (Michael and Yukl, 1993; Ng and Feldman, 2010;
Andrews et al., 2011), a structural facet distinguishes internal
from external networking, referring to contacts within and
outside one’s organization, respectively. Wolff and Kim (2012)
argue that contacts differ along this distinction in range
and accessibility. In comparison to internal contacts, where
accessibility is high (e.g., simply dropping by one’s office, cf.
Kotter, 1982) and range is limited due to higher homogeneity
within an organization, external contacts are typically less
accessible (e.g., scheduling when to meet and traveling), but the
range of contacts is much less restricted. For example, outside
their organization, individuals can network with individuals from
other industry sectors, from politics, or from other countries.

The second facet of Wolff et al.’s (2011) model refers to
a functional distinction of building, maintaining, and using
contacts that depicts the prototypical process of relationship
development. Networking behaviors are thus not restricted to
“meeting new people” (Gibson et al., 2014, p. 149; see also
Porter and Woo, 2015). Wolff and Kim (2012) argue that along
these stages of relationship development, social concerns become
less important, whereas instrumental concerns become more
important. Building contacts is a genuinely social behavior and
might serve multiple goals, for example, simple pleasure and
entertainment as well as the development of business contacts.
Also, when individuals meet new contacts, instrumentality
remains vague as they cannot fully judge whether a person
possesses valued resources and will become an important contact.
With regard to maintaining contacts, instrumental concerns
become more important and supplement or even outweigh social
concerns, for example, when individuals decide to follow up a
person they met. In using contacts, instrumental concerns clearly
predominate as individuals are actively approaching a contact in
order to obtain a needed resource. Even though using contacts is
embedded in a social interaction, the attainment of resources is
the very reason for initiating the interaction.

Determinants of Networking Behaviors
To further examine the origins of networking behaviors, research
on determinants of networking has examined contextual as well
as individual variables. Studies on contextual determinants have
postulated that specific job characteristics, such as dependency
on others to fulfill job tasks (Michael and Yukl, 1993) or an
enterprising job context that requires more interpersonal skills
(Blickle et al., 2012), affect networking. In this vein, individuals
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in supervisor (vs. non supervisor) positions (Michael and Yukl,
1993; Forret and Dougherty, 2001; Ng and Feldman, 2011) as well
as individuals in marketing (vs. production or finance) positions
show more networking (Michael and Yukl, 1993; Kuipers and
Scheerens, 2006, only for external networking).

With regard to personality, research has examined traits
that tap into domains of social behaviors or how people
approach their work tasks. Here, we define the term trait
as “comparative features of psychological individuality that
account for consistencies in behavior, thought, and feeling across
situations and over time” (McAdams and Olson, 2010, p. 519).
The most prominent “Big Five” model (McCrae and Costa, 1997)
is based on a lexical perspective, that is, factors were derived
from analyses of long lists of adjectives used in everyday language
to describe individuals (e.g., Goldberg, 1990). Traits thus refer
to habitual patterns of how people behave in general. With
regard to networking, several studies found that it is positively
related to traits tapping social behaviors such as extraversion
and agreeableness (Wanberg et al., 2000; Forret and Dougherty,
2001; Van Hoye et al., 2009; Wolff and Kim, 2012) and also
to self-monitoring (Ferris et al., 2005; Wolff and Moser, 2006).
Using the interpersonal circumplex, Wolff and Muck (2009)
showed that networking is related to both, the dominance and the
warmth dimensions. With regard to traits describing how people
approach tasks, scholars report positive associations between
networking and proactivity (Thompson, 2005; Lambert et al.,
2006; Ferris et al., 2008), self-efficacy (Ferris et al., 2008), or
locus of control (Ferris et al., 2005; Ng and Feldman, 2011). In
sum, “networkers” can be characterized as social and self-starting
individuals.

Next to these relationships between traits and networking
in general, some studies have also related traits to the
structural and functional distinctions of networking behaviors
to examine differential relations between traits and networking.
Concerning the structural distinction, findings indicate that
internal networking is more strongly associated with extraversion
and agreeableness due to the higher accessibility and proximity of
internal contacts (Wolff and Muck, 2009; Wolff and Kim, 2012).
In addition, external networking is more strongly associated with
self-monitoring (Wolff and Moser, 2006) and dominance (Wolff
and Muck, 2009), presumably because of the higher relevance of
adaptability to a range of different situations and the necessity
to expend more effort (i.e., to be proactive). Not many studies
have examined differential relations for the functional distinction
of building, maintaining, and using contacts. These show that
dominance is more important in building contacts (Wolff and
Muck, 2009), whereas agreeableness appears to be irrelevant to
building contacts (Wolff and Kim, 2012).

Motives
Next to trait perspectives, the motivational perspective represents
a distinct framework to describe individual differences in
personality (Winter et al., 1998; McAdams and Olson, 2010).
According to Winter, this distinction goes back on the works
of Allport and Murray who examined traits and motives,
respectively. While traits refer to habitual patterns of how people
think, feel, and act, the motivational perspective focuses on

why people act and describes personality in terms of individual
differences in motives. Motives are defined as the “capacity to
experience a specific type of incentive as pleasurable” (Schultheiss
et al., 2012, p. 652) and thus – with regard to personality –
refer to stable differences in classes of goals and desires that
drive individual behavior (McClelland, 1987). Motives affect
the perception and interpretation of situations by selecting,
energizing, and regulating behavior and also serve to evaluate
goal states and the probability of success in a situation. As
motives refer to individual goals, they are distinct from traits that
refer to habitual patterns of behavior, essentially ignoring why
individuals show this behavior (McClelland, 1987; Winter et al.,
1998; Lang et al., 2012). For example, Winter et al. (1998) suggest
that extraverts might attend parties to fulfill affiliative needs, but
introverts might attend parties to pursue other goals, “such as
networking for a job” (p. 235).

An important distinction is between implicit and explicit
motives. Explicit motives refer to self-attributed needs that are
consciously accessible and can be assessed in questionnaires
based on standard self-ascriptions. Implicit motives represent
unconscious associative networks (Kehr, 2004a) of idealized
self-conceptions (Winter et al., 1998) that can be assessed by
projective measures like the Thematic Apperception Test (TAT).
Implicit motives develop in early childhood (McClelland et al.,
1989) and predict long-term spontaneous behavioral trends over
time (Spangler, 1992). Thus, implicit and explicit motive systems
have different scopes, can be activated differently, correlate only
weakly to moderately, and predict different aspects of behavior
(McClelland, 1987; McClelland et al., 1989; Sokolowski et al.,
2000; Kehr, 2004b; Schultheiss et al., 2012). In this paper, we
focus on the “Big Three” (Schultheiss and Brunstein, 2001, p. 72)
motives, the nAch, the nPow, and the nAff.

The nAch describes the striving to do things better. nAch is
activated in situations when people are confronted with criteria of
excellence, competence, or efficiency (McClelland, 1987; Langens
and Schmalt, 2008). The goals of people high in nAch are
high-task performance and efficiency in task accomplishment, as
opposed to working hard in itself (McClelland and Franz, 1992).
Individuals high in nAch take moderate risks and value feedback
on their performance. They are also innovative and more active
in their search for information (McClelland, 1987). With regard
to the work domain, the achievement motive is closely linked
to occupational success, for example, salary and promotions
(McClelland and Franz, 1992; Winter, 2010), entrepreneurial
success (Collins et al., 2004), and sales growth (Chuzmir and
Azevedo, 1992).

The affiliation motive describes the desire to be with other
people (McClelland, 1987). Individuals high in nAff are sensitive
to situations in which they interact with friends as well as
strangers. In social interaction, their goal is to establish and
maintain positive social relationships. Accordingly, they prefer
cooperation and compromise over conflict (Langner and Winter,
2001; Winter, 2007). Individuals high in nAff also tend to choose
friends over experts as working partners and are particularistic
rather than universalistic in applying rules, sometimes “to the
detriment of organizational requirements” (House et al., 1991,
p. 367). In management positions, individuals high in nAff have
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good relations with their subordinates (Steinmann et al., 2016),
but avoid tough decisions and conflict. Yet, they perform well as
managerial integrators when performance depends upon getting
individuals together and resolving their differences (McClelland,
1987). In fact, some scholars suggest that nAff might have
become more important in recent times due to the organizational
and career changes described in the section “Introduction”
(Steinmann et al., 2016).

The nPow describes the need to have social, physical, or
emotional impact (McClelland, 1987; Schultheiss et al., 2012).
It is activated in situations where individuals can control or
influence others (Langens and Schmalt, 2008). Individuals high in
nPow aim for prestige and reputation (McClelland, 1987). They
are good at organizing and coordinating others (McClelland,
1987; Steinmann et al., 2015) and are effective in persuading
others (Schultheiss and Brunstein, 2002). In this sense, nPow
pertains to the core of organizational functioning. However,
people high in nPow do not hesitate to break up coalitions, they
are confrontational in negotiations and rarely have the ability
to share and listen to others (McClelland, 1987). The nPow is
prominently associated with leadership and success in politics
and business. With regard to US Presidents, for example, scholars
found that those high in nPow are higher in presidential charisma
(House et al., 1991) and perceived greatness, but are also more
likely to enter wars (Winter, 1987; Spangler and House, 1991).
With regard to the business domain, nPow is associated with
advancement to positions, whenever managing and influencing
others rather than working at specific tasks is vital [McClelland,
1987; but see Winter (2010) for a different account]. In this
vein, the nPow is positively associated with movement into
top management (McClelland and Boyatzis, 1982; Jacobs and
McClelland, 1994), Charisma of CEOs (De Hoogh et al., 2005),
profit growth (Chuzmir and Azevedo, 1992), and management of
more important subsidiaries (Cornelius and Lane, 1984).1

Networking and Implicit Motives
Here, we suggest that some motives are related to networking
in general, whereas other motives are only related to specific
facets of networking behaviors. Specifically, we argue that nAch
positively affects networking behaviors in general, whereas the
effects of nAff and nPow depend on the functional facet of
building, maintaining, and using contacts. Our general premise
is that implicit motives facilitate networking for three reasons.
First, people high in a specific need show networking behaviors
as a means to satisfy this need in a wider range of situations due
to easier arousal of the need by situational cues, resulting in a
higher frequency of networking behaviors. Second, specific needs
energize behavior, resulting in higher frequency and persistence
of networking behavior. Third, people high in relevant needs

1Classical studies have suggested that a leadership motive pattern of high nPow,
low nAff, and high activity inhibition drives these outcomes. However, scholars
have questioned these findings for two reasons. First, they are based on different
operationalizations of this pattern (McClelland and Boyatzis, 1982; Jacobs and
McClelland, 1994). Second, when controlling for main effects of nPow and nAff,
their combined interactive effect becomes negligible (Winter, 1987, 1991; Spangler
and House, 1991; De Hoogh et al., 2005). We therefore do not elaborate this pattern
here (see also discussion on potential limitations of our assessment of nPow in the
section “Discussion”).

more likely habitualize networking behaviors and this should
increase the availability of behavioral networking scripts and
decrease the amount of conscious willpower (i.e., volition)
required to show networking behavior (Kehr, 2004b).

Concerning the achievement motive, we predict a general
relation with networking behaviors. People high in nAch strive
for success in their work tasks, their careers, or entrepreneurial
success. To obtain these goals, individuals high in nAch resort
to networking, because it yields valuable resources and promotes
goal attainment. Note that typically nAch is associated with a
focus on individual work tasks in laboratory studies, because
persistence or effort yields success in such tasks. Yet, the nAch
is not satisfied by expending effort or persisting. These are
merely means to attain success, and people high in nAch use
many means to attain highly valued outcomes (McClelland and
Franz, 1992; Winter, 2010). We suggest, that today’s complex,
interdependent work tasks and also career paths within and
across organizations require social means to attain success –
and people high in nAch will resort to these means as they
promise success (French and Lesser, 1964). For example, informal
task advice obtained by networking improves performance and
strategic information allows a more realistic judgment of tasks or
promotion options and thus the probability of success at work or
in their career. Because resource acquisition and success is tied
to the full process of building, maintaining, and using contacts,
we assume a general relation between nAch and networking
facets.

Hypothesis 1: The achievement motive is positively related to
networking behaviors.

With regard to the affiliation motive, we assume that this
desire for social interactions facilitates building and maintaining
contacts because of the social content of these facets. According
to Wolff and Kim (2012), the social (vs. instrumental) content
of networking is higher in building contacts, gradually decreases
in maintaining contacts, and even more so in using contacts,
whereas instrumental content increases reciprocally. Individuals
high in nAff who enjoy social interactions for the sake
of interacting therefore satisfy their goals by means of the
social (i.e., building and maintaining contacts) as opposed to
the instrumental (i.e., using contacts) aspects of networking
behaviors. They focus on people, not performance (Schultheiss
et al., 2012), and need satisfaction is not tied to resource
attainment from using contacts. In addition, individuals high in
affiliation have been characterized as cooperative (Langner and
Winter, 2001), a feature that many definitions of networking
emphasize, as well. People high in affiliation therefore do favors to
others and act in a particularistic manner, but fail to strategically
manage their contacts: they do not take the instrumental value of
their contacts into account.

Hypothesis 2: The affiliation motive is positively related to
building and maintaining contacts.

With regard to the power motive, we predict a positive
association between this motive and using contacts, but not
building and maintaining contacts. In line with the political
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perspective on networking (Pfeffer, 1981; Ferris et al., 2007),
individuals high in nPow will use their contacts to attain
resources and influence, or to protect their power. In fact,
some ways of using contacts, for example, gathering support
for personal agendas might directly satisfy the nPow. However,
we also suggest that individuals high in nPow mainly focus the
instrumental aspects of networking and tend to overlook that in
networking relationships instrumentality (i.e., the exchange of
resources) rests upon trusting relationships with others rather
than mere resource dependency (Pfeffer, 1981). In this vein,
the interpersonal style of individuals high in nPow does not
appear to fit building and maintaining contacts. For example,
Winter (2007) suggests that individuals high in power motivation
are confrontational and exploitative in negotiations, whereas
cooperation and the (presumably fair) exchange of resources are
a core feature of networking. In this vein, McClelland (1987)
also reports that individuals high in power motivation break up
coalitions in order to take advantage of their partners.

Hypothesis 3: The power motive is positively related to using
contacts.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Procedure and Participants
We collected data using a commercial online access panel (see
e.g., Callegaro et al., 2014) whose members have agreed to
regularly participate in survey and market research. We assessed
motives and networking behaviors 2 weeks apart to minimize
common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2012). At Time 1, we
invited 1,717 participants and collected data on implicit motives
from 1,003 participants (response rate: 58%). At Time 2, we
invited 996 individuals (reduction of seven participants due to
invalid email addresses) again and obtained data on networking
from 684 participants (response rate: 69%). Of these, we excluded
participants for three reasons. First, we excluded 24 participants
for insufficient effort responding (e.g., Malhotra, 2008; Huang
et al., 2012). Specifically, we followed Huang et al. (2012) who
suggested that excluding individuals who expend<2 s per item to
complete a survey is a conservative approach with “high specifity
while detecting a reasonable proportion of IER [insufficient
effort responding] protocols” (p. 111). Rounding to minutes, this
resulted in a lower cutoff of 3 (exact number would have been
206 s) and 2 min (106 s) for the motive (excluding three persons)
and networking surveys (excluding two), respectively. We also
excluded participants those who took >30 min to complete
either survey (7 persons at T1 and 11 at T2), because this
indicates interruptions in survey completion and might indicate
insufficient effort, as well. Second, in line with prior studies
(e.g., Forret and Dougherty, 2004; Wolff and Kim, 2012), we
excluded 96 participants who were not employed full time (i.e.,
self-employed or free-lancers as well as those working <20 h per
week), because due to differences in networking opportunities
their networking behaviors might differ. Finally, we excluded 25
individuals with missing data in our study variables for a final
sample size of N = 539.

Of these participants, 297 (55%) were female, 242 (45%) were
male, with a mean age of 37.0 years (SD = 10.20). According to
the international standard classification for education (UNESCO
Institute for Statistics, 2012), the majority of respondents (38%)
had completed tertiary education (i.e., university degree), 29%
had completed upper secondary education (i.e., 13 years of
schooling) and 33% had completed lower secondary education
(i.e., 9 or 10 years of schooling). The average organizational
tenure was 8.3 years (SD = 8.5) and 116 individuals (22%)
indicated that they were in a supervisor position.

Measures
Motives
We used the Multi-Motive Grid [MMG, Schmalt et al. (2000),
referred to as the short version in Sokolowski et al., 2000] to
access the implicit system and assess the achievement, affiliation,
and power motive. The MMG is a published test and has been
used in a range of studies in the work or careers domain (Abele
et al., 1999; Sokolowski et al., 2000; Kehr, 2004a; Lawrence
and Jordan, 2009). Langens and Schmalt (2008) provide an
overview on the validity and findings reported for this measure
showing that it predicts similar criteria as the TAT. Because no
scoring of stories is required for the MMG, it is more economic
and allowed us to examine a bigger sample and thus attain
higher power. Similar to the TAT, the MMG assesses implicit
motives by means of pictorial stimuli (Bilsky and Schwartz,
2008). However, instead of response assessment by story writing,
the MMG uses statements representing motivational tendencies
(e.g., “anticipate to loose standing” or “feeling good about
meeting other people” for power and affiliation, respectively)
and participants indicate whether these statements fit the picture
(0 = no, 1 = yes). The MMG uses 14 pictures, with a total of
12 statements representing approach and avoidance tendencies
of the three motives. The scales represent the nAch (i.e., hope
of success; α = 0.71 and fear of failure α = 0.66), the nAff
(i.e., hope of affiliation α = 0.63, fear of rejection, α = 0.76),
and the nPow (i.e., hope of power α = 0.80, fear of power,
α = 0.71).2 To obtain scores for the needs for power, achievement,
and affiliation, we calculated net motives (also labeled resultant
motives, e.g., by Langens and Schmalt, 2008), subtracting the
standardized fear score from the standardized hope score for
each motive. This is in line with prior research (Sokolowski et al.,
2000; Kehr, 2004a) and also longstanding practice in motivation
research (Heckhausen, 1968). For example, McClelland (1987,
p. 564) reports that a reanalysis of his own data by Heckhausen
(1968) using net motives yields results similar to the usual
TAT scoring system and represents theoretical predictions more
clearly than either hope or fear components alone. Because net
motives are calculated from two separate scales that measure
related, but distinct concepts, we used formulas provided by

2Note that even though composite reliabilities reported at the end of this paragraph
are satisfactory, the reliabilities of the six scales are somewhat below conventional
standards, albeit comparable to those reported by Sokolowski et al. (2000). In line
with the longstanding debate on the reliability of implicit measures (e.g., Atkinson,
1981; Lundy, 1985), Schmalt et al. (2000) attribute this to the heterogeneity of
the stimuli used. Further, they report that retest reliabilities of the scales are
satisfactory.
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Nunnally (1978, p. 246) to calculate composite reliabilities
for the net motive scores. They were all satisfactory with
reliabilities of 0.83, 0.73, and 0.78 for the nPow, nAch, and nAff,
respectively.

Networking
We assessed networking using Wolff and Moser’s (2006, Wolff
et al., 2011) multidimensional 44-item questionnaire. Porter and
Woo (2015) suggest that their networking model is among the
most elaborate models and several studies provide evidence for
its validity (e.g., Wolff and Moser, 2006) and its potential to
uncover differential relationships with personality (e.g., Wolff
and Kim, 2012). In accordance with the two facets of (1) internal
vs. external networking and (2) building – maintaining – using
contacts, this measure consists of six subscales. These subscales
are building internal contacts (six items, e.g., “I use company
events to make new contacts”; α = 0.82), maintaining internal
contacts (eight items, e.g., “I catch up with colleagues from
other departments about what they are working on”; α = 0.79),
using internal contacts (eight items, e.g., “I use my contacts
with colleagues in other departments in order to get confidential
advice in business matters”; α = 0.81), building external contacts
(seven items, e.g., “I accept invitations to official functions or
festivities out of professional interest”; α = 0.83), maintaining
external contacts (seven items, e.g., “I ask others to give my
regards to business acquaintances outside of our company”;
α = 0.83), and using external contacts (eight items, e.g., “I
exchange professional tips and hints with acquaintances from
other organizations”; α = 0.85).

We considered several potentially relevant control variables,
in particular age, education, gender, and several organizational
variables (e.g., supervisor position and tenure). While we report
the correlations between these and our substantive variables
in Table 1, we decided not to include them in our analyses
for several reasons. First, the benefits of including controls
has recently been questioned (e.g., Becker, 2005) and some
have argued that controls should be left out unless strong
theoretical assumptions suggest to include them (Bernerth and
Aguinis, 2016). This does not apply in the present case. Rather,
on theoretical grounds motives represent stable dispositions
acquired well before individuals receive an education or enter
the workforce, and motives are determinants of educational and
vocational decisions (McClelland, 1987; McClelland and Franz,
1992). Due to this temporal sequence, our potential control
variables can hardly causally affect the relation between motives
and networking, but rather might partial “true variance,” and
result in underestimation of true effects (Spector et al., 2000).
Moreover, analyses including controls did not alter conclusions
substantively.

Analyses
We analyzed our hypotheses by means of latent multivariate
regression simultaneously regressing the six networking facets on
the three motives using Lisrel 8.72 (Jöreskog and Sörbom, 2005).
Specifically we used a single indicator structural equation model
accounting for the unreliability of the scales by fixing the variance
of each manifest variable to one minus the reported reliability TA
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multiplied by the variance of the respective scale. In a first step,
we examined our hypothesized model defined by hypotheses
1–3, restricting other paths to zero. We use Chi-squared tests
to examine model fit and t-values (one-tailed tests) to examine
significance of path coefficients. In a second exploratory step, we
sought to improve our model by examining modification indices,
insignificant coefficients, and standardized residuals.

RESULTS

Table 1 shows descriptive statistics and zero-order correlations
of the study variables. Table 2 shows path coefficients from our
multivariate regression model. Overall, the model fit very well
(χ2(6) = 3.31, p = 0.78).

Hypothesis 1 predicts a general association of nAch with
networking behaviors. In support of this hypothesis, all six
path coefficients are significant and in the predicted direction.
Hypothesis 2 proposes that nAff is positively associated with
building and maintaining contacts. This assumption receives
partial support, as nAff significantly predicts building internal
as well as external contacts, but not maintaining internal and
external contacts. Finally, Hypothesis 3 predicts an association of
nPow with using contacts. Again, this hypothesis receives partial
support as nPow is significantly associated with using internal,
but not with using external contacts. In fact, the latter relation is
negative, though not significant.

We estimated several additional models to further examine
the relationships in an exploratory manner. We first examined
standardized residuals and modification indices, but they did not
indicate the necessity to include additional paths into our model
(i.e., all residuals <1 and modification indices <2). We then
restricted the insignificant coefficients of nAff to maintaining
(internal and external) contacts to zero. The resulting model
(model 2) fit well [χ2(8) = 5.46, p = 0.71] and not significantly

worse than our hypothesized model [1χ2(2) = 2.15, p = 0.34].
As in this model, the coefficients of nPow to using contacts
were only marginally significant (i.e., at p < 0.10), we also
examined a model (model 3) restricting these two coefficients
to zero. While this model still fit the data well [χ2(8) = 13.41,
p = 0.20] it fit significantly worse than the previous model
[1χ2(2) = 7.95, p = 0.018]. We therefore decided to retain Model
2. The coefficients of this model are depicted in Table 3. nAch is
consistently related to all networking facets, and nAff is related to
building internal as well as external contacts. The effect of nPow
on using internal contacts only approaches significance in this
model (p = 0.058).

DISCUSSION

Complementing research on personality from the trait
perspective with a motivational perspective, our study sheds
further light on the determinants of networking behavior, in
particular the goals that “networkers” seek to attain. We show
that the nAch is the most important determinant of networking
in general, whereas the nAff and nPow only relate to specific
facets of networking.

On a general level, our use of a motivational perspective on
personality highlights the instrumental character of networking.
While research applying the trait approach highlights that
networking is a genuinely social activity, the present study shows
that networking is not only determined by social needs (i.e.,
nAff), but rather serves instrumental goals; it facilitates access to
work and career-related resources by means of social contacts.
We believe this has two important implications: First, resources
obtained by networking are not acquired as an accidental by-
product of a genuine social need (i.e., serendipitous networking),
but are based on strategic considerations about the “value” of
business contacts. Second, our findings that the (nonsocial) nAch

TABLE 2 | Results from multivariate latent regression of networking behaviors on motives: hypothesized model.

Internal networking External Networking

Building contacts Maintaining contacts Using contacts Building contacts Maintaining contacts Using contacts

nAch 0.20∗∗ 0.23∗∗ 0.15∗ 0.17∗∗ 0.18∗∗ 0.11∗

nAff 0.16 ∗∗ 0.07 –a 0.12∗ 0.04 –a

nPow –a –a 0.10∗ –a –a
−0.08

N = 539. A single indicator latent variable model is used, coefficients from standardized solution are shown. χ2(6) = 3.31, p = 0.78. nAch, nAff, and nPow refer to the
needs of achievement, affiliation, and power, respectively. ∗p < 0.05; ∗∗p < 0.01 (one-tailed). aCoefficient restricted to zero.

TABLE 3 | Results from multivariate regression of networking behaviors on motives: final model following exploratory model respecification.

Internal networking External networking

Building contacts Maintaining contacts Using contacts Building contacts Maintaining contacts Using contacts

nAch 0.21∗∗ 0.26∗∗ 0.17∗ 0.19∗∗ 0.20∗∗ 0.12∗

nAff 0.13∗∗ –a –a 0.09∗ –a –a

nPow –a –a 0.07 –a –a
−0.10

N = 539. A single indicator latent variable model is used [χ2(8) = 5.46, p = 0.70], coefficients from standardized solution are shown. nAch, nAff, and nPow refer to the
needs of achievement, affiliation, and power, respectively. ∗p < 0.05; ∗∗p < 0.01 (one-tailed). aCoefficient restricted to zero.
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is most consistently related to networking shows that networking
truly is a career self-management strategy and resembles the
relationship between motives and entrepreneurial behavior. The
goal of networkers is to excel in their work and career and these
people use networking strategically as a means to attain this end.

Also, in line with previous studies (Michael and Yukl, 1993;
Forret and Dougherty, 2001; Wolff and Muck, 2009; Wolff and
Kim, 2012), this study further corroborates the perspective of
differential relationships of personality with specific networking
facets. More specifically, we found differential relationships
of the social motives nAff and nPow with the functional
facet of building, maintaining, and using contacts. Thus, the
ability to implement the full range of networking behaviors
depends on several distinct determinants and this might not
only explain differences in networking behaviors, but also the
rarity of highly proficient “networkers.” In addition, support
for our hypotheses appears to depend on the structural facet
of networking, because we confirmed more of our hypotheses
with regard to internal as opposed to external networking, and
consistently, relationships are somewhat (i.e., insignificantly)
weaker for external networking. This appears to contradict the
situational strength hypothesis if we assume that situations
within organizations are more strictly governed by norms
and role expectations than situations outside organizations.
However, note that higher effort that people need to expend
for external networking might provide a suitable explanation.
If people network to satisfy social needs, this most likely can
be accomplished with little effort within organizations. Only if
people network to attain excellence in their work or career this
might not be fully accomplished within organizations. Career
self-management in times of boundaryless careers necessitates an
orientation beyond organizational boundaries.

Our findings show that nAch is the most consistent and broad
determinant of networking behaviors. Individuals high in nAch
seek to attain high performance and occupational success. In this
regard, networking is a viable strategy to self-manage individual
careers and attain these goals. Our findings also point to how
individuals high in nAch succeed. Instead of working harder to
obtain higher performance or career success, networking might
be a more efficient strategy to reach this goal. The present
association of networking with nAch also uncovers a highly
important question for future research on networking. Although
debated (see e.g., Winter, 2010), McClelland (McClelland and
Burnham, 1976; McClelland and Boyatzis, 1982) suggests that
nAch determines success only at lower levels of organizational
hierarchies, where success is achieved by work on technical
tasks. Networking behaviors, which are focused at cooperative,
reciprocal relationships, might be an efficient means to obtain
resources and success at these lower echelons. Yet, McClelland
and coauthors further argue that nPow is the driver to reach top
management whenever managers have to work through others
and struggles over resources and power are more vigorous. As
research on networking has not examined hierarchical level as a
moderating variable, this research and the present finding raises
the question whether networking yields success only at lower
hierarchical levels, but is not a viable strategy to reach top levels
of management.

Our study also shows that nAff is positively associated with
building contacts, but not maintaining or using contacts. This
pattern of relationships between this social need and scales from
the functional facet is in line with Wolff and Kim’s (2012)
suggestion of decreasing social (and increasing instrumental)
concerns from building contacts to maintaining and to using
contacts. However, in contrast to our hypothesis, nAff is not
related to maintaining contacts, possibly because social concerns
are of less importance than we presumed. Individuals high in nAff
do not focus their networking behaviors on instrumental goals,
that is, they do not focus on maintaining potentially valuable
contacts or tapping their contacts’ resources. Rather, nAff drives
all kinds of pleasant interactions, but these are not necessarily
related to business aspects.

Finally, the nPow is associated with using internal, but
not external contacts. We argued that individuals high in
nPow overemphasize the instrumental concerns at the cost
of social concerns. Individuals high in nPow often break up
coalitions and are exploitative in negotiations (McClelland,
1987). These behaviors strongly contrast with maintaining
cooperative relations. Our results corroborate Zanzi et al.’s
(1991) suggestion that networking is a soft political tactic.
In addition, given that networking is a long-term investment
into contacts (Wolff and Moser, 2010), it appears questionable
whether networking behaviors of individuals high in nPow are
effective. Moreover, we found no relationship between nPow and
using external contacts. It could be argued that relationships
within organizations are characterized by higher longevity and
less exchangeability of persons who possess valued resources.
Due to these constraints within organizations, people high in
nPow might resort to softer political tactics such as networking,
whereas concerning external contacts, the consequences to break
up coalitions and exploit others might be less serious.

Our study also has practical implications for individuals
as well as organizations. Knowledge on individuals’ motives
and how they relate to networking might help individuals
in developing their networking skills and also trainers in
providing customized training. Given that implicit motives
operate without awareness, individuals might gain insights as
to why they rarely show some behavioral facets of networking.
Given a low degree of a particular motive, individuals might
have to consciously focus on specific networking facets and
actively regulate their networking behaviors. As this conscious
focus might deplete resources, individuals should also be aware
that they might not be able to permanently perform certain
networking behaviors, for example, at a trade fair (Kehr,
2004b). Trainers should bear this knowledge in mind when
they focus on improving specific networking skills, as well.
Also, organizations that use or develop networking events might
benefit from our findings. Our findings show that individuals
high in nAch are most likely to network and therefore these
organizations might consider using additional incentives to
attract individuals with other motivational patterns. In addition,
given that not all individuals proactively initiate behaviors aimed
at building, maintaining, and using contacts, organizations might
consider implementing specific rules or standards to support
the entire process of relationship development, for example, by
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means of goal setting (i.e., make at least two new contacts or one
referral).

With regard to limitations, we emphasize that our study is
limited to the business domain. As relations between motives and
success might be different in other domains, in particular politics
(Winter, 2010), we caution scholars to generalize the present
findings to other domains. In addition, a possible limitation is our
cross-sectional design that yields only weak causal evidence for
our hypotheses. Yet, McClelland (1987; McClelland and Franz,
1992) suggests that implicit motives develop early in life, whereas
networking behaviors are tied to the entry into the labor force.
We therefore argue that it is highly unlikely that reverse causation
is responsible for our findings. Finally, and as expected, the
effect sizes in our study are small to medium. Yet, they are
at about the same size as those reported by Spangler (1992)
in his meta-analyses on the relation between implicit motives
and standardized questionnaires (i.e., a respondent measure) in
a situation where motivational incentives are presumably low
(mean r = 0.19, SD = 0.18, k = 108). In addition, as we assessed
implicit motives and temporally separated our measures, our
effects are probably not inflated by common method bias and
likely represent realistic estimates.

Also, as noted by reviewers two additional limitations concern
our measure of nPow. First, several networking items do not
reflect the nPow, because they mention that a behavior is
exhibited to “make new contacts,” “to get confidential advice,”
or “out of professional interest” and they rarely appear to
address influence or idea selling (see the section “Materials and
Methods”). This points to construct coverage of the networking
scales and future research might utilize networking items that
do not make reference to such proximal goals. Second, Schmalt
et al.’s (2000) MMG contains no measure of activity inhibition, a
concept that McClelland (1987) used to distinguish personalized
power from socialized power. Personalized power (high nPow
and low activity inhibition) is often associated with “reckless
attempts to show off as being powerful” (McClelland, 1987,
p. 302, e.g., speeding, drug abuse), whereas socialized power
is associated with more socialized and controlled ways of
doing good for others such as holding office or participation
in sports and also with reaching top management positions
(McClelland, 1987). Note, however, that in the work domain,
scholars have utilized and reported evidence for effects of nPow
including (McClelland and Boyatzis, 1982; Steinmann et al.,
2015) and also excluding (Cornelius and Lane, 1984; Jacobs and

McClelland, 1994; Steinmann et al., 2016) activity inhibition
from their analyses (see also Spangler and House, 1991). Also
note that according to Langens and Schmalt (2008, p. 537), the
MMG scales hope of power and fear of power represent the
socialized and personalized aspects of power, respectively, to
some extent. In this vein, the net motive (i.e., hope of power
minus fear of power) might more closely resemble socialized
power. Nevertheless, only future research can provide evidence
for these assumptions.

To conclude, by adopting theory on implicit motives, we go
beyond the lexical trait approach used in prior research and focus
on why individuals network. With our focus on implicit goals
and desires we find that networking is not simply driven by social
goals. Rather, the nAch is the predominant driver of networking
behaviors, and only some other facets are driven by other motives.
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