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Common structures of motives and values: 
towards a taxonomic integration of two psychological constructs1 

Abstract 

There has been a considerable lack of taxonomic clarity in motivational research until today. 
Stressing the conceptual similarities of motives and values, an attempt is made to outline a 
general and parsimonious taxonomy for classifying motives by borrowing from Schwartz' 
(1992) values theory. First, a definition of motives is provided in the form of a so-called 
mapping sentence. This type of definition builds on Guttman's facet approach (cf. Borg & 
Shye, 1995) and lends itself to the specification and testing of hypotheses on the structure of 
motives. The tenability of these hypotheses is then investigated in a second step by analysing 
six multitrait-multimethod matrices of motives from five different studies, using nonmetric 
multidimensional scaling procedures. Besides the distinction of stable motivational domains, 
the impact of assessment procedures on the differentiation of motives in terms of the often 
used implicit-explicit discrimination (McClelland, 1985) is of focal interest in these analyses. 
All in all, the results speak for the usefulness of the structural approach chosen. Implications 
of these findings are discussed with respect to future research. 

Lack of taxonomic reasoning in motivational research 

About a decade ago, Heckhausen (1989) argued that there had not been a satisfying solution 
for classifying motives in the past. As to my knowledge, this critique applies even today. At 
least to some degree, this lack of taxonomic clarity in motivational research may be attribut­
able to the increasing specialisation and the ever growing literature within psychology. This 
development prevents researchers from taking note of scientific progress in domains which 
often only slightly deviate from their own focal interests. Thus, while Heckhausen (1989) has 
been referring to some early efforts of systematically categorising fundamental value orienta­
tions in anthropology, this line of reasoning has been without consequences for motivational 
research until today. 

Aside from this insufficient coordination of research efforts, the lack of substantial correla­
tions between different indicators claiming to cover the same motivational domain has caused 
additional irritation in the past. Thus, correlations between fantasy-based indicators of 
motivation (e.g., TAT) and self-report measures have consistently been low. Consequently, 
there has been a long debate on whether or not it is necessary to distinguish different kinds of 
motives, i.e., implicit from explicit motives, depending on the type of assessment instrument 
used. McClelland and his colleagues, for instance, contend that projective measures primarily 
cover affective aspects of the respective motivational domain while self-reports apply to the 
assessment of cognitive aspects only. In order not to confound both types they propose to 
refer to the first one as need indicators and to the second as value indicators (e.g., McClelland, 
1985; McClelland, Koestner & Weinberger, 1989; Weinberger & McClelland, 1990). 

Independently of this debate, however, the advocates of both fantasy-based and self-report 
measures use similar labels for the motivational phenomena under study. Furthermore, these 
labels overlap to a great extent with those used in values research (e.g., Rokeach, 1973; 
Schwartz, 1992). The striking semantic similarities in naming variables give rise to the 

1 I am grateful to Anat Bardi, Shalom Schwartz, Kurt Sokolowski and Dirk W entura for their comments on 
earlier drafts of this paper 
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revealed some clear parallels between Schwartz basic value dimensions and Eysenck's (1954) 
political dimensions, i.e., 'radicalism vs. conservatism' and 'tough- vs. tendermindedness'. 

Hypothesising a general structure of motives 

The presumed motive-value relationship 

When comparing the elements of the motivational domain as specified in the values theory 
(Schwartz & Bilsky, 1987; Schwartz, 1992) and constructs investigated in motivational 
research (Heckhausen, 1989), semantic overlap hits in the eye. Consequently, the question 
suggests itself whether the very structures found in values research might serve as a taxo­
nomic frame for classifying motives. To put it positively, it is hypothesised that the same kind 
of structures found in values research shows up when analysing indicators of different 
motives. This assumption applies independently of the type of indicators used, i.e., affective 
or cognitive. The rationale of this hypothesis is that structure arises from the simultaneous 
inspection of all (dis-) similarities (e.g., correlations) between indicators of different motiva­
tional domains. Thus, it is the overall pattern of contingencies and not the single bivariate 
correlation which is of analytic interest here. Since McClelland postulates that the number of 
motives of the need type is smaller than that of the value type (e.g., Weinberger & McClel­
land, 1990), however, testing structural hypotheses should refer to the two basic dimensions 
identified by Schwartz (1992) and not to special categories of motivational content. While the 
overall pattern of motivational structure is expected to arise independently of the type of 
measurement, however, it should be possible to separate implicit from explicit measures in 
structural analyses, too. 

A mapping sentence of motives 

To put these hypotheses in terms of facet theory, three distinct facets are supposed to define a 
multidimensional space of motive structure: In accordance with the Schwartz model of values 
structure (1992), the content of every motive can be specified by means of two facets that 
represent the two basic dimensions distinguished by Schwartz. These facets are labelled 
'openness to change' and 'focus of concern'; they range from change/openness to stabil­
ity/constriction and from self-enhancing to self-transcendent, respectively. Quite parallel to 
the interrelation of values, the position of every single motive in the resulting two­
dimensional structure is based on its compatibilities and incompatibilities with all other 
motives. It is defined by the Cartesian product of the elements of the two facets, i.e., by the 
joint position on the two underlying dimensions. 

It should be noted that using two facets for specifying motivational content of indicators is 
equivalent to using one single facet in which the motivational domains, i.e. the elements of the 
facet, are listed explicitly, and spatial compatibilities and incompatibilities between these 
elements are specified by additional hypotheses; the latter approach was chosen in our early 
research on values structure (cf., Schwartz & Bilsky, 1987). In either case, expectations about 
the expected structure are the same. 

With regard to assessment, it is assumed that the degree to which a subject is aware of the 
respective aim of measurement varies on a bipolar (continuous) dimension or facet. The poles 
of this facet are labelled 'implicit' and 'explicit' as in motivational research, thus indicating 
both the type of measurement (projective vs. self-report) and the extent to which measurement 
is accessible to conscious control. 



5 

These facets can now be integrated into one single mapping sentence that defines the multi­
dimensional structure within which every motive can be located (figure 3). This mapping 
sentence serves as a structural hypothesis with respect to the interrelation between different 
motives. 

A motive is an individual's 

awareness 
( implicit 
( 
( explicit 

that is determined by his I her tendency 

openness to change 
( open ) 

to behave in an ( ) 

=> 

( conservative ) 

range 
( very important 

perceived as ( 
( unimportant 

) 
) orientation towards a goal 
) 

focus of concern 
( self-enhancing ) 

and ( ) way 
( self-transcendent ) 

) 
) with respect to goal attainment. 
) 

Figure 3. Mapping sentence on the structure of motives. 

Structural hypotheses and partitioning of space 

The validity of our structural hypothesis can be tested by analysing proximities of motiva­
tional indicators in multidimensional space. These proximities depict interrelations between 
all indicators at a time as summarised in a matrix of similarities (e.g., correlations). An 
adequate approach for conducting this type of data analysis is so-called 'Similarity Structure 
Analysis' (SSA; cf. Borg & Lingoes, 1987). 

Referring to our own research on values structure, indicators of different motives are supposed 
to split up into wedgelike regions on a two-dimensional projection according to their similari­
ties. Here, similarity means correspondence with respect to the two basic dimensions of 
motivational content as depicted in figure 2 of the values structure. In other words, motives 
that are similar with respect to both 'openness to change' and 'focus of concern' are expected 
to appear in close spatial proximity and should show up in the same spatial region therefore. 
In contrast, motives that differ with respect to both dimensions should spread apart on the 
same projection of similarities. It should be noted that wedgelike regions normally result from 
one 'polar facet' (cf., Levy, 1985); in the above mapping sentence this facet has been substi­
tuted by the Cartesian product of the elements of two one-dimensional ordered facets repre­
senting the two basic dimensions of the revised Schwartz model, i.e., motivational content. 

As regards the implicit-explicit distinction which is reflected in different types of assessment, 
there are two possibilities for partitioning motivational indicators according to a third facet, 
labelled 'awareness' in the mapping sentence: Provided that a two-dimensional representation 
of similarities is sufficient for partitioning data both with respect to content and assessment, 
this 'awareness' facet should play a 'modulating' role. This means that assessment techniques 
ranging from implicit (projective techniques) to explicit (self-ratings) should form ordered 
partitions that resemble a set of concentric bands, superimposed on the polar (wedgelike) 
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partitioning of motivational content. The resulting configuration of overlapping wedgelike 
and concentric partitions with one common centre (like a dart board) is known as a 'radex' in 
literature (cf. Borg & Shye, 1995, p. 131). 

In a three-dimensional projection of facets, however, awareness should play an 'axial' role so 
that the overall partitioning of space takes the form of a 'cylindrex' as shown in figure 4 (for 
detailed information about partitioning in multidimensional space, see Levy, 1985; Borg & 
Shye, 1995). 

explicit 
measures 

implicit 
measures 

Figure 4. 

I 
/ 

/ 
/ 

Power 

Conservation 

Cylindrex with the wedgelike (polar) partitioning of motivational content and 
the ordered (axial) partitioning of assessment instruments, showing up on two 
different two-dimensional projections. 

Structural analyses of multitrait-multimethod matrices 

Six data sets have been (re-) analysed in order to test the hypothesised structure of motives 
(cf. Bilsky, 1997a,b, 1998). Results of these analyses are reported according to three different 
aspects focused upon. 

Inherent basic dimensions: The German Personality Research Form (PRF) 

When analysing and discussing the convergent and discriminant validity of the German 
Personality Research Form (PRF), Stumpf, Angleitner, Wieck, Jackson and Beloch-Till 
(1985), among other things, referred to two MTMM-Matrices; each of them contains intercor­
relations of 14 PRF-scores, self- and peer-ratings, respectively. Since the PRF covers a wide 
range of motivational constructs, these matrices were reanalysed by means of nonmetric 
Similarity Structure Analysis (SSA; Bilsky, 1997a) in order to see whether the basic value 
dimensions postulated by Schwartz (1992) apply to the structural description of motivational 
data, too. The SSA of the first of these matrices (N = 215; Stumpf et al., 1985, p. 55) is 
sketched out below. 
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A priori to SSA, however, the 14 PRF motives (e.g., achievement, affiliation, etc.) and the 10 
value domains of the Schwartz model were matched according to their verbal descriptors. 
Matching was accomplished independently by Schwartz3 and the author. The joint results of 
this attempt are summarised in table 1 (as can be seen, no clear counterparts of 'social recog­
nition' and 'succorance' could be identified within values). Special attention should be paid to 
the resulting assignment of motives to basic (value) dimensions (according to figure 2, 
above); this assignment specifies the regional hypotheses to be tested by SSA. No hypotheses 
were formulated with respect to the partitioning of the methods used (i.e., PRF, self- and peer­
ratings) because all of them are close to the explicit-pole of the awareness (measurement) 
facet. 

Table 1 

A priori matching of motives (PRF). values and basic value dimensions according to the 
verbal descriptors of the respective constructs 

motive value domain value dimension 

achievement: AC achievement, power self-enhancement 

affiliation: AF benevolence self-transcendence 

aggression: AG power; benevolence(-), conformity (-) self-enhancement 

dominance: DO power self-enhancement 

endurance: EN achievement self-enhancement 

exhibition: EX stimulation; tradition (-) openness to change 

harmavoidance: HA security, tradition; stimulation (-) conservation 

impulsivity: IM stimulation; conformity, tradition (-) openness to change 

nurturance: NU benevolence; power (-) self-transcendence 

order: OR security; stimulation (-) conservation 

play: PL hedonism, stimulation openness to change 

social recognition: SO (?) conformity, achievement (?) conservation, self-
enhancement 

succorance: SU (?) security, conformity, tradition (?) conservation 

understanding: UN self-direction; tradition (-) openness to change 

3 Personal communication, autumn 1996 
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A two-dimensional ordinal SSA of the 3 x 14 indicators of motives (computed by means of 
SYSTAT for Windows 5.0) yielded a coefficient of alienation K = .21 (cf. Borg & Shye, 
1995, p. 129). Figure 5 shows the two-dimensional projection of all 42 variables and their 
wedgelike separation according to the regional hypotheses. 
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Figure 5. Two-dimensional ordinal SSA of 14 motives (PRF; cf. Stumpf et al., 1985, p. 59). 

As can be seen, five (complex) motivational regions emerged. Their positions fit quite well 
into the configuration predicted from the basic dimensions. Thus, achievement and power 
(i.e., self-enhancement) are opposed to benevolence (self-transcendence), and hedon­
ism/stimulation (openness to change) show up opposite to security/conformity (conservation), 
as expected. Only 'understanding' (which was expected to be an indicator of 'openness to 
change') results as a misfit; consequently, its meaning needs reconsideration if this 
'misplacement' showed up in further analyses again. 

One additional aspect of these results should be emphasised: Contrary to the often deplored 
'unrelatedness' of motivational indicators, all variables which are supposed to represent the 
same motive (e.g., dominance) are in fact located in close proximity in this plot. This is true 
because SSA represents the pattern of all intercorrelations between variables at the same time. 

A two-dimensional SSA of the second MTMM-matrix from the Stumpf et al. study (1985, p. 
59) revealed essentially the same partitioning of motives (cf. Bilsky, 1998, for detailed 
information). Thus, the results from both studies clearly support the hypothesis that structural 
interrelations between motives can be represented by the same two basic dimensions that were 
supposed and found to be characteristic of the values .structure in a multitude of cross-cultural 
studies (cf. Schwartz & Sagiv, 1995). 
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Implicit and explicit motives 

As mentioned in the introduction, there has been a long debate on whether it is necessary or 
not to distinguish explicit from implicit motives. This question is closely linked to the type of 
measurement (i.e., paper-and-pencil, self-ratings, etc., as opposed to projective techniques) 
applied in motivational research. The next three reanalyses ofMTMM matrices are devoted to 
this problem. 

Langens (1996) collected data of the three motives achievement, power and affiliation, from a 
sample of 72 students of Boston University. Each motive was measured by three assessment 
techniques: Murray's Thematic Apperception Test (TAT), Emmons' Personal Strivings 
Questionnaire, and McClelland's Personal Values Questionnaire (PVQ). The intercorrelations 
of these 3 (motives) x 3 (instruments) indicators were documented in a multitrait-multimethod 
matrix (Langens, 1996, p. 65). 

This MTMM matrix was reanalysed by submitting the intercorrelations to ordinal SSA. The 
coefficient of alienation of a two-dimensional solution was K = .12. This solution allowed the 
simultaneous partitioning of motives and instruments by a radex as depicted in figure 6. 

power affiliation 

N 
c 
0 
"Ci) 
c AF 
Q) D 
E PO 

0 
D 

D 

achievement 

Dimension 1 

I X personal strivings T PVQ D TAT 

Figure 6. Two-dimensional ordinal SSA ofLangens' (1996) MTMM matrix; radex­
structure, partitioning data according to three motives and three instruments. 
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As can be seen, the three motives are perfectly separated in a wedgelike manner. Furthermore, 
the assessment instruments are ordered in such a way that explicit measures (i.e., PVQ) are 
located towards the centre of the plot while implicit measures (TAT) are close to the periph­
ery, with Personal Strivings in between. However, this radex structure contains one mis­
placement: Power (PO: in italics and underlined) as measured by the Personal Strivings 
Questionnaire should not be located in the inner circle but in the band around it, together with 
the other indicators of the Personal Strivings Questionnaire. This misplacement can only be 
avoided by analysing the data in two consecutive steps. In this case, the three instruments 
could be perfectly separated too, by choosing a modular split (i.e., by concentric circles) with 
the PVQ-indicators in the centre, all strivings in the band around, and the TAT-scores outside. 
With respect to parsimony, however, the radex seems to be the adequate solution for splitting 
the motivation and awareness facets in this study. This choice was validated by reanalysing 
data from two other studies. 

Emmons and McAdams (1991) investigated the relationship between personal stnvmgs, 
motive dispositions and personality needs in one comprehensive study. Altogether, 72 
students from Michigan State University (42 female, 30 male) served as subjects. Along with 
several other variables, the following indicators of motives were used: achievement, affilia­
tion, intimacy, and power as assessed by Emmons' (1986) personal strivings; achievement, 
affiliation, dominance, and nurturance scores from the Jackson Personality Research Form 
(PRF); achievement, intimacy, and power measures, based on data from a TAT-like proce­
dure. 

The MTMM-matrix underlying the present analysis was synthesised from the respective 
submatrices documented in the Emmons and McAdams paper (1991, pp. 650-651: tables 2-4). 
Coefficients were reanalysed in the same way as before. A two-dimensional nonmetric MDS 
(SSA) yielded a coefficient of alienation K = .19. The partitioning of the scatterplot is shown 
in figure 7. Obviously, a perfect split of data was possible, separating both motives and 
assessment procedures in the form of a radex. Here again, motives show a polar structure 
(distinguishing between affiliation, intimacy, nurturance, achievement, and power/dominance) 
while assessment procedures (TAT, PRF, and strivings) are split in a modular way. 



N 
c: 
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i:5 

intimacy 

IN 
x 

achievement 

I X personal strivings 

Dimension 1 

0 PRF D TAT 

affiliation 

><PO 

power/ 
dominance 

Figure 7. Two-dimensional ordinal SSA of the Emmons and McAdams (1991) MTMM 
matrix; radex-structure, partitioning data according to five motives and three in­
struments. 

1 1  

The third study which was reanalysed was conducted by King (1995); she was interested in 
comparing explicit and implicit motives, too. A total of 101 subjects, 73 female and 28 male, 
completed six different instruments, each of them measuring three motives, namely achieve­
ment, affiliation, and power. According to King, these instruments can be ordered along a 
continuum, ranging from implicit to explicit, forming the following order: TAT, autobio­
graphic memories, ideographic wishes, personal strivings, PRF, and self-ratings. Since two 
indicators for affiliation were computed, both from the Personal Striving Assessment Packet 
(PSAP; Emmons, 1986) and from the PRF (Jackson, 1974), intercorrelations between 20 
indicators of three motives were summarised in one MTMM-matrix (cf. King, 1995, p. 998). 
Again, a nonmetric MDS (SSA) was run with these data, resulting in a coefficient of aliena­
tion K = .30 for a two-dimensional solution (figure 8). 
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affiliation, and achievement. These scales were selected because they seemed to optimally fit 
the four poles of the basic value dimensions in the Schwartz model. In order to avoid effects 
of sequence, one half of the subjects answered the SYS-items first, the other half the PRF­
items. Contrary to the usual procedure of data analysis in cross-cultural studies on values, 
Similarity Structure Analyses were run with scale scores of values instead of individual items; 
these scores were averaged aggregates of all items belonging to the respective value domain. 

In a first step, value scores were analysed alone by means of ordinal SSA. The purpose of this 
analysis was to check whether the values do indeed spread in the way predicted by the model. 
As shown in figure 9, the expected structure of values could be reproduced perfectly by the 
data (coefficient of alienation K = .12). 

N 
c 
. Q CJ) c 
Q) 
E 
0 

openness to 
change 

self-direction 
• 

stimulation 
• 

hedonism 
• 

enhancement 

self-transcendence 

universalism • 

benevolence • 

achievement 
• 

•power 

Dimension 1 

• svs 

conformity 
• 

security 
• 

tradition 
• 

conservation 

Figure 9. Two-dimensional SSA of ten value indicators calculated from 44 SYS-items that 
proved to be culturally stable indicators of the respective value domains ( cf. 
Schwartz & Sagiv, 1995). 

In a second step, indicators of values and motives were submitted to a joint SSA. The two­
dimensional solution (K = .21) in figure 10 reveals the predicted radex of values and motives. 
As expected, all motives emerge in the correct sectors of the plot: affiliation in self­
transcendence, achievement in self-enhancement, play in openness to change, and harmavoid­
ance in conservation. In addition to this perfect match of motives and values, indicators could 
be split unambiguously according to the measurement applied. Thus, all SYS-scores are close 
to the centre and separated from the PRF-variables by a circular line. Obviously, the assess­
ment facet plays a modulating role. 
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Figure 10. Two-dimensional SSA of ten SYS-value indicators and four PRF motives. 

Apart from these clear-cut outcomes, one peculiarity of this last plot needs mentioning, 
however: Other than in figure 9, self-direction and hedonism changed their places in this joint 
projection of values and motives. Since all bivariate correlations are taken into account 
simultaneously in an SSA, the structure of values has obviously been affected by the intro­
duction of the four motives. This means that the correspondence of motives and the basic 
value dimensions is good but not perfect. However, this is only a minor deviation which does 
not threaten our central assumption of one common structure of values and motives. 

Discussion and conclusions 

Both, the reanalyses of the multitrait-multimethod_matrices of motives and the joint analysis 
of motives and values suggest that there exists considerable conceptual overlap between these 
two types of psychological constructs. Three results seem to be of major interest. First and 
contrary to many former findings, the above analyses revealed that there is a correspondence 
between different indicators of the same motive - independently of the measurement applied. 
This correspondence showed up in form of wedgelike partitions of motives in all of our 
analyses. Second, the structural relationship between motives can be described by the same 
two basic dimensions underlying the Schwartz model of values structure (Schwartz, 1992). Of 
course, this finding is not only of taxonomic interest. Instead, it should also prove helpful in 
predicting correlations of motives with other variables (covariates). This is true because the 
circular ordering of motives and values does not only reflect categorical distinctions but 
results from the mutual compatibilities and incompatibilities between the respective con­
structs. Thus, in his studies, Schwartz could demonstrate that correlations with external 
variables follow a sinusoid pattern as values move around the circular structure (e.g., 
Schwartz & Huismans, 1995). Consequently, correlations between adjacent motives and a 
third variable should be more similar than correlations between such a variable and motives 
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that are located farther apart in terms of the underlying basic dimensions. Third, our analyses 
suggest that there is no categorical but a gradual distinction between values and motives. This 
gradual distinction seems to be rooted in different levels of awareness. They are specified by 
the respective facet in the above mapping sentence and mirrored in assessment procedures that 
can be ordered on a continuum from explicit to implicit. 

The systematic relations between motives that are at least partly independent of the measure­
ment applied has probably been concealed in past research by a number of unfavourable 
factors: (1) an inadequate focus on simple bivariate correlations instead of correlational 
patterns, (2) a neglect of taxonomic reasoning in motivational research, and (3) a categorical 
instead of a dimensional differentiation of explicit and implicit measures of motivation. In 
fact, there is a fourth, methodological factor which may have contributed to this development: 
Conventional factor analysis, as applied to a considerable extent in past research, normally 
aims at the identification of simple structure. When dealing with complex items, however, this 
approach may run into serious problems and result in methodological artefacts. Similarity 
Structure Analysis and related procedures, on the other hand, are well suited for handling 
multifaceted types of research problems. 

As regards the organisation of motives in multidimensional space, so far a two-dimensional 
radex turned out to be a sufficiently differentiated model for describing our data. However, 
this does not necessarily disvalidate a three-dimensional model. The radex structure found 
may, in fact, be but a two-dimensional projection of a 'special form' of a cylindrex, namely a 
'cone' (looked on from above). This type of representation was, for example, also found in 
Levy and Guttman's research on adjustive behaviour and well-being (cf. Levy & Guttman, 
1989). Further analyses are needed to decide whether the more parsimonious two-dimensional 
model suffices for describing the motives-values relationship. 

Independently of whether a radex or a conical structure is the most adequate model for 
representing motives in multidimensional space - both raise a question as to the role of the 
modular facet in partitioning motives. Until today, most (Langens, 1996, King, 1995, as well 
as our own joint analysis of values and motives) though not all of our analyses (Emmons & 
McAdams, 1991) suggest that explicit indicators emerge in the centre of the modular structure 
while the implicit tend to the periphery of the plots. This ordering of assessment instruments 
on a continuum from self-report measures to projective techniques does certainly reflect more 
than a methodological distinction. From literature we know, for instance, that correlates of 
implicit and explicit motives (values) partly differ (e.g. Weinberger & McClelland, 1990). 
This fact cannot be explained by the present model. It might be speculated that the amount of 
awareness that is characteristic of the type of assessment applied moderates the relation both, 
among values and motives and between values/motives and external (third) variables (e.g. 
social desirability). However, additional research is needed to arrive at a sound interpretation 
and understanding of this complex problem. 

In view of the questions left unanswered, the aim of this paper should be stressed once again. 
Here, the focus was on identifying conceptual similarities between two constructs - motives 
and values - that have been investigated in different branches of psychological research until 
today. This was realised by falling back on Schwartz' (1992) theory on the structure of values 
as one common frame of reference. Of course, this is not to deny that there are good reasons 
for investigating conceptual differences of motives and values as well. However, the identifi­
cation of conceptual overlap seems necessary with respect to a better integration of past 
findings from motivational, social, and personality psychology and an economical and 
parsimonious planning of future research. 
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In the long term, other findings and scientific developments in psychology have to be (re-) 
considered as well when continuing with this type of structural research on motives. It is not 
by chance that, during the past years, the 'interpersonal circumplex' (Wiggins, 1979; Plutchik 
& Conte, 1997) has considerably gained in importance in taxonomical studies on personality 
and emotions. As motivational psychologists share many research issues and problems with 
their colleagues from personality and differential psychology, it will be worth keeping an eye 
on this discussion from their perspective. 

One final caveat should be mentioned. Taxonomies, even when successfully applied in broad 
areas of scientific research, have to be scrutinised with respect to redundancy and overlap on a 
more general level, too. Thus, Eysenck's (1954) political and Schwartz' (1992) value dimen­
sions, and those opening up the interpersonal circumplex (Foa, 1961; Wiggins, 1979), 
represent taxonomies that seem to share some common meaning. To put it in terms of Os­
good, Suci and Tannenbaum (1957), they can possibly be compared and partly integrated with 
reference to the well known 'EPA-structure' of meaning, i.e., with reference to the dimensions 
evaluation, activity and potency. At present, this is but speculation. However, considering the 
growing literature and professional specialisation in psychology, integration on different 
levels of abstractness is a must if we do not want to get lost in a heap of piecemeal research 
that prevents an effective and fruitful intra-psychological dialogue. 
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