POWER, DEPENDENCE, AND SOCIAL
EXCHANGE THEORY

Karen S. Cook, Coye Cheshire, and Alexandra Gerbasi

What determines who has power and how power is exercised is a central issue in social
life as well as in politics. One of the most significant contributions to the analysis of social
power was Emerson’s (1962, 1964) early theoretical treatise on power-dependence relations.
This work became the focus of a major body of work in contemporary social psychology
that builds on the contributions of George Homans and Peter Blau to the development of
social exchange theory in sociology.

For Blau ([1964] 1986), as for Emerson (1972a, 1972b), there was a clear connection
between power and social exchange. The fact that some actors control more highly valued
resources than others can lead to inequality in exchange as social debts are incurred and
discharged by acts of subordination. Subjugation by the less powerful or domination by the
more powerful often become self-perpetuating, forming the foundation of power inequal-
ities in relations of exchange. Inequality and power differentiation were viewed by Blau as
emergent properties of social exchange processes. Differences in the nature of the valued
resources among actors result in interdependence and thus the need for exchange. They
also serve as the basis for emerging inequalities in exchange outcomes as well as power dif-
ferentials between actors linked by exchange, often in extended social networks (see Molm
and Cook 1995; Cook and Rice 2003).

For Emerson (1962, 1964) these power differentials derive from the relative depend-
encies of actors on one another for the resources of value they obtain through exchange.
His 1962 paper, “Power-Dependence Relations,” is a citation classic. It formed the founda-
tion for a large literature on power relations within social psychology and sociology more
broadly. It also formed the primary basis for the analysis of power in exchange networks,
the direction his work took in subsequent publications (1972a, 1972b, 1976). Emerson’s
(1972a, 39) initial reason for beginning the work, set forth in the two chapters written in
1967 and eventually published in 1972, was “to formulate a more encompassing framework
around previous work on power-dependence relations.” Power and exchange were closely

interconnected in all of the subsequent work on social exchange.
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THE THEORY AND RESEARCH EXAMPLES

Emerson (1962) analyzed power explicitly in relational terms as a function of the depend-
ence of one actor on another. He later used this general formulation to provide a specific
definition of power within an exchange relation (Emerson 1972a, 1972b), conceived as a
“temporal series” containing opportunities for exchange that evoke initiations of exchange
that result in transactions. An exchange network is a set of actors linked directly or indir-
ectly through exchange relations. An actor is conceived as “a point where many exchange
relations connect” (Emerson 1972a, 57). In an exchange relation between two actors, A and
B, the power of actor A over B in the Ax-By exchange relation (where x and y represent
resources of value) increases as a function of the value of y to A and decreases proportional
to the degree of availability of y to A from alternative sources (other than B). These two
factors—resource value and resource availability—determine the level of B's dependence
on A and thus A’s power over B. The more dependent B is on A, the more power A has
over B. This postulate, that power is based on dependence, became the defining element of
Emerson’s formulation: P,, = Dy,.

This relational conception of power generated a large body of research on social exchange
relations and exchange networks.! We focus on only that work that has derived explicitly
from Emerson’s conception of exchange and power. However, we also suggest ways this
work ties to other current research on social exchange and exchange networks more gen-
erally. Two traditions of work seem most closely linked to Emerson’s perspective: work by
Linda Molm and her collaborators, especially their work comparing negotiated and recip-
rocal exchange (see Chapter 2 in this volume), and the work of Edward Lawler and his col-
laborators, primarily their work on power, relational cohesion, and affect (see Chapter 9).

From Dyads to Networks

Although Emerson’s original formulation focused on the dyad, the dyadic A-B exchange
relation is typically embedded in a network of exchange opportunities with other actors,
G, D, ... N. This social structure of exchange opportunities formed the basis for Emerson’s
(1972b, 1976) structural theory of power.? One of the two major determinants of power is
the structure of the available opportunities for exchange embodied in networks. Networks
are composed of exchange relations that are connected to the extent that exchange in one
relation affects or is affected by the nature of the exchange in another relation. The con-
nection can either be positive or negative. A negative connection means that exchange in
one relation reduces the amount or frequency of exchange in another exchange relation
involving one of the same parties (e.g., the A-B and B-C exchange relations are negatively
connected at B if exchange in the A-B relation reduces the frequency or amount of exchange
in the B-Crelation). A connection is positive if the amount or frequency of exchange in one
relation increases the amount or frequency of exchange in an exchange relation involving
at least one of the parties to both exchanges (e.g., the A-B relation is positively connected
to the B-C relation if exchange in the A-B relation increases the frequency or amount of
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exchange in the B-C relation). More complicated mixed networks may involve both pos-
itive and negative exchange connections (Yamagishi, Gillmore, and Cook 1988). The con-
nection between the specific structure of the networks and the distribution of power in the
network became the central focus of research in the social exchange tradition for several
decades beginning with the empirical work of Cook and Emerson (1978). Structural fea-
tures of networks such as centrality, density, range and clustering are all factors which have
implications for power that have been studied empirically.

Emerson initially adopted operant psychology as the behavioral foundation for his
theory because he viewed it as a more social micro-level theory. This was useful since he
focused on the relatively enduring social relations between particular actors rather than
what he viewed as the dominant focus in economics, the transaction, in which actors were
viewed as interchangeable. Later, Cook and Emerson (1978) included cognitive concepts
such as risk, uncertainty, and the rational calculation of benefits and costs in their theory
of exchange. The actors could thus be motivated by future gains, avoidance of anticipated
losses or costs, or simply pursuit of behaviors that they had learned through past interac-
tions were rewarding (or avoidance of those that had aversive consequences).

The main assumptions of exchange theory, summarized by Molm (1997; Molm and
Cook 1995, 210), are that (1) behavior is motivated by the desire to increase gain and to
avoid loss, (2) exchange relations develop in structures of mutual dependence (both parties
have some reason to engage in exchange to obtain resources of value or there would be no
need to form an exchange relation), (3) actors engage in recurrent, mutually contingent
exchanges with specific partners over time (i.e., they are not engaged in simple one-shot
transactions), and (4) valued outcomes generally obey the economic law of diminishing
marginal utility (or the psychological principle of satiation). On the basis of these core
assumptions, predictions are made about the behavior of actors engaged in exchange and
the effects of different factors on exchange outcomes. The power-dependence principle, in
addition, allows for the formulation of predictions concerning the effects of altering the
value of the resources in the exchange and the availability of resources from alternative
sources (i.e., the network structure) on power and power use.

In addition to power, several key concepts define factors that are significant in
understanding exchange relations. These include reciprocity, balance, cohesion, and
power-balancing operations. Reciprocity, for Emerson, was primarily a description of the
contingencies intrinsic to all social exchange. Norms of obligation emerge to reinforce reci-
procity. Reinforcement principles and their link to initiation of exchange provide sufficient
explanation for the continuity or extinction of exchange relations. Emerson, like Homans,
focused primary attention on the microfoundations of exchange (see part I of his formula-
tion [1972a]).

Lack of balance in an exchange relation is typically reflected in differences in initiation
probabilities and defined as differences in relative dependencies of the actors. An exchange

relation is balanced if D, = Dy,, that is, if both parties are equally dependent on the other
for exchange. The concept of balance is important in Emerson’s formulation since it set the
stage for understanding the balancing operations that explain changes in exchange relations
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and networks. Subsequently, Cook and Yamagishi (1992) developed the notion of equide-
pendence to describe the point at which two actors are equally dependent on the relation-
ship, creating power balance. However, as Emerson made clear, since actors are motivated
to maintain or to increase their power in exchange relations to increase benefits and to min-
imize losses, power conditions are rarely stable. Change is likely to occur even when actors
are initially power equals. Today the concept of power balance is used primarily to refer to
power equality in exchange relations. It is not used as much as a motivating factor. Even
though the concept was generally a cognitive concept when Emerson developed his theory
of exchange (based on Heiderian balance theory), Emerson used the concept in a different
sense to refer to structural tension or pressures at the system or network level for change
stimulated by actors’ efforts to gain or to protect power advantage. Such tensions also exist
due to efforts by those in power disadvantaged positions to gain power or, at 2 minimum,
to limit the use of power over them.

Cohesion represents the strength of the exchange relation as well as the propensity of
the relationship to survive conflict. Relational cohesion is the average dependence of the
two actors in the relation: the higher the average mutual dependence, the higher the rela-
tional cohesion (Emerson 1972a). Subsequently, Molm (1985) and others (e.g., Lawler,
Ford, and Blegen 1988) referred to cohesion as average total power (or simply total power).
The concept represents how much is at stake in the relation (not the relative power of each
actor within the exchange relation, which is treated separately in further developments in
the theory). Molm and Lawler have examined the impact of total power, as well as relative
power, on exchange relations.

Emerson, as did Blau ([1964] 1986), viewed the fundamental task of exchange theory to
be building a framework in which the primary dependent variables were social structure
and structural changes. Social structures were viewed as emergent properties of exchange
processes as well as factors that constrained and enabled specific types of exchange. While
Cook and Emerson (1978) investigated other exchange outcomes, particularly commit-
ment formation, it was the connection between power and the structure of social networks
that became the main focus of the experimental work in the 1980s and 1990s. Subsequently,
theorists turned back to the study of the dynamics of power and the variables that alter the
nature of the exchange outcomes: commitment, cohesion, trust, and collective action. We
turn to work on these topics that derives from Emerson’s perspective after summarizing his
collaborative work with Cook and others on the determinants of the distribution of power
in exchange networks.

Power in Networks

Interactions that extend beyond the dyad form social networks that contain nodes (i.e., indi-
viduals) interconnected by ties (i.e., relationships). Two nodes have a tie if an exchange
relation is possible. Cook and Emerson (1978) describe a specific type of social network,
the exchange network, as a system that connects three or more individuals who exchange
goods or services. In fact, a meaningful discussion of power requires networks rather than
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dyads—precisely because dyadic relationships lack the alternatives central to Emersons
conception of power (Cook and Emerson 1978).

The existence of power in exchange relationships depends on more than just the pres-
ence of three or more actors. In a three-person network with relations A-B and B-C, the
exchange network A-B-C does not exist unless the exchange relationships are contingent
on each other—positively or negatively (Yamagishi, Gillmore, and Cook 1988). As described
earlier, negative relationships reduce exchange frequency with alternative partners, while
positive relationships increase exchange frequency with at least one other alternative part-
ner. The convergence of investigations regarding negatively connected networks is likely
due to the fact that these systems involve the principle of competition that can lead to exclu-
sion. Competition is fundamental to many types of economic and market relationships.

Network location clearly affects power for exchange relations connected negatively,
positively, or a combination of both (mixed networks). As Yamagishi, Gillmore, and Cook
(1988) demonstrate, the factors that create power differentials in networks with these
three connection types are distinct. In negatively connected networks, access to alternative
exchange partners with valued resources decreases dependence on others and therefore
increases individual power. In positively connected networks, however, alternative partners
are not competitive. In these systems, alternative partners facilitate one or more additional
exchanges in the network. Using empirical research and computer simulations of positively
connected networks, they find that local scarcity of valued resources determines relative
power. In mixed-type networks, positive and negative exchange relations exist in the same
exchange system. In these hybrid networks, the combined function of scarce resources and
network position determines an individual’s relative power. )

Cook and Yamagishi (1992) identify three classes of relations in exchange networks that
can emerge from a potential set of exchange opportunities: (1) exchange relations (connec-
ted in various ways to form networks) that represent ongoing exchanges, (2) latent relations,
which are links in the network opportunity structure that remain unused (hence “latent”),
and (3) nonrelations, which are potential links within the network that are never used. The
difference between the latter two categories is that latent relations affect the predicted dis-
tribution of power when they are removed from the network. Nonrelations have no such
effect. Cook and Yamagishi (1992) demonstrate through simulations (and subsequently
empirically) the significance of latent relations that can modify the distribution of power
in the network if they are ever activated as an alternative source of valued resources. The
simple existence of a latent tie that can be accessed, even if not frequently, has clear power
implications.

The relative position of actors in an exchange network is the main factor producing dif-
ferences in the use of power. Changes in the relative position of nodes and ties alter the dis-
tribution of rewards throughout the network. Subsequent empirical work by Willer (1991),
Markovsky and colleagues (1988), Skvoretz and Willer (1993), Friedkin (1992, 1993), and
Bienenstock and Bonacich (1992, 1993) developed more precise predictions concerning
features of networks and exchange relations that determine the exact distribution of power

in networks of different types (e.g. Willer, Chapter 8 in this volume).
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Much of the work following from Emerson’s power-dependence formulation focused on
the effects of variations in the network structure and in the types of connection as determ-
inants of power, specifically, power inequality. Whitmeyer’s research was the first to invest-
igate the importance of individual preferences for power dynamics in exchange networks.
His research shows that varying the interests (or values) of the actors can have effects on the
distribution of power independent of the network structure (1999b) and power inequalities
are created when individual preferences are convex (1999a). The analysis of power dynam-
ics and the associated mechanisms that alter the very structure of the networks under study
facilitated the investigation of the effects of variation in values and preferences (see also
the work of Bonacich and Friedkin [1998] on this topic). However, the role of value and
preference ordering remains a key topic for further theoretical and empirical development.

Power Dynamics. An important part of Emerson’s theory was his identification of power
balancing operations, though there has been less empirical work on this topic (but see State,
Abrahao, and Cook 2016). Balance is used to refer to factors that alter features of the dyadic
exchange relation or the structure in which it is embedded. An exchange relation in which
power (and conversely dependence) is unequal was defined by Emerson as unbalanced.
Power imbalance creates strains in exchange relations and provides an impetus for struc-
tural change as noted above. He claimed that four distinct balancing operations existed that
might stabilize relationships, though perhaps not for long.

Focusing on the two variables that affect dependence, Emerson proposed four processes
that would make power more equal in unbalanced relations in which, for example, A is
more powerful than B (i.e., P,z > Py, and Dy, > D,;). To balance this relation, (1) B can
reduce motivational investment in goals (or value of the resources) mediated by A (a form
of withdrawal from the relation); (2) B can locate alternative sources (e.g., actor C) for
achieving the goals mediated by A (referred to as “network extension”); (3) B can increase
A’s motivational investment in goals B mediates (e.g., through status giving to A); and (4)
B can work to eliminate A’s alternative sources for the goals B mediates (e.g., engaging in
coalition formation or another form of collective action with other actors, particularly other
suppliers of the resources A values).

With these power-balancing principles Emerson was able to predict the types of changes
in exchange networks produced by actors attempting to gain power or to maintain power in
the network. For example, a division of labor could occur if actors who were once compet-
itors in a negatively connected network specialize in the production of different resources
of value to the powerful actor. Or they could coalesce and bargain collectively with the
more powerful actor to gain advantage in setting the terms of trade (see later discussion).
Other network-level processes were also predicted to result from the strategic use of posi-
tional power. Various researchers, including Emerson, later noted that the coalition of the
powerful with the less powerful could also occur to thwart the collective action or power-
balancing efforts of the power-disadvantaged. Such action is often referred to colloquially
as “divide and conquer”

Differences in types of exchanges occurring in a network might alter the power dynam-
ics in the network. Different levels of commitment may translate into more stable dyadic
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exchange relations within networks, which has implications for those connected to these
relatively committed dyads. In the extreme, strongly committed dyads might become
isolated from the network over time, changing the structure of the alternatives for those
remaining in the network. Research on generalized exchange (Cheshire 2007) and pro-
ductive exchange (Lawler and Yoon 1993, 1996, 1998; Lawler, Ford, and Blegen 1988) has
provided further insights into the nature of power dynamics in networks involving other
modes of exchange. Negotiated exchange was the primary focus of much of the early empir-
ical research on networks of exchange relations, followed by subsequent work on reciprocal,
productive, and generalized exchange—all types of exchange identified in the original work
of Emerson (1972a, 1972b).

Emerson predicted other network-level changes to be a function of the types of resources
involved in the exchanges (Whitmeyer and Cook 2002). For example, he predicted that net-
work closure was more likely to occur when one dominant type of resource is exchanged
(e.g., approval). He referred to this as intracategory exchange, as when friends exchange
approval with one another. Social circles form in this way and tend to become closed,
maintaining their boundaries. Examples include exclusive social clubs or associations that
limit membership to those who meet certain criteria, often based on social class. The logic
behind closure is vague, involving pressures to maintain exchange relations and levels of
appropriate exchange. With too large a group the process breaks down and the group loses
the status it might gain as an exclusive network.

Emerson also discussed the emergence of stratified closed classes within intracategory
networks. For example, subgroups based on different ability levels or levels of exchange
might emerge as in the game of tennis when actors tend to associate only with those of sim-
ilar ability levels over time. Networks form into stratified elements based on resource mag-
nitude as well. Exchange stratification also occurs with intercategory exchange. Emerson
notes, for example, the tendency for initiations to flow upward in interclass exchange and
for transactions within such relations to be initiated from above. Many of these specific
theoretical insights in part II of Emersons (1972b) formulation have never been fully
developed theoretically or tested empirically.?

Coalitions and Collective Action in Exchange Networks. In power-imbalanced networks,
coalitions of the power-disadvantaged occur under various circumstances to create a more
equal distribution of power. Those with power, however, may thwart such collective action,
while those who stand to gain work to create a sense of shared fate and cooperation to
promote coalition formation. This is only one strategy that actors with a power disadvant-
age may use to gain power. Cook and Gillmore (1984) demonstrated that coalitions of the
power-disadvantaged can form, especially in relatively simple networks in which several
powerless actors coalesce against a more powerful actor to balance the power differential.

Coalitions in this case bring about a balance of power and a more equal distribution of
exchange profits. However, in larger networks in which there are more power-disadvantaged
actors to bring into the coalition, collective action is less effective because of the transaction
costs required to coordinate the activity of a larger number of actors. Coalitions that did not
include all of the disadvantaged actors in the networks investigated failed to attain power
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balance because the powerful actors retained access to alternative sources of the resources
they valued when some potential members of the coalition did not join. This factor mitigates
the gains that coalitions might produce in some circumstances as free riding occurs or there
is a failure of coordination of the relevant parties due to the costs involved. Such factors
clearly undermine the potential effectiveness of coalition formation as a power-balancing
mechanism. Cook and Gillmore (1984) demonstrated that coalitions in simple networks
that did include all of the power-disadvantaged actors were relatively stable, whereas those
that did not tended to deteriorate over time since actors competed for access to the more
powerful party. Such results reproduce findings obtained in organizational settings outside
the laboratory and replicate what we know about the difficulties of collective action in gen-
eral (see Cook and State [2017] on social dilemmas).

More often the tensions generated by power inequality can result in network extension
as actors seek new exchange partners. Power-disadvantaged actors, rather than banding
together to form coalitions to balance power, may seek out new relations, thus reducing
their dependence on a given actor. This solution to power imbalance has been investigated
in a limited set of studies. Leik (1992), for example, proposed a theory of network extension
and contraction based on principles derived from network exchange theory, formalized by
Markovsky, Willer, and Patton (1988). Empirical work by Lawler and Yoon (1998), however,
suggested that emotional responses to inequality may be an important factor motivating
network extension (see also Cook and Rice 2003). In the Lawler and Yoon (1998) study,
after exchanging with a limited number of partners, actors are allowed to interact with all
other participants in their network. Actors in power-balanced relationships continued to
solicit exchange with their previous partners. In power-imbalanced relationships, however,
the power-advantaged actors sought out their previous disadvantaged partners, but those
disadvantaged actors tried to find new partners who had not behaved opportunistically.
Thus, low levels of reward coupled with negative affect regarding the power-advantaged
actor appear to motivate network extension by those who would gain the most from it.

Before discussing specific applications of power-dependence and exchange network
theory, we discuss work derived from Emerson’s formulation of generalized exchange, a
topic that has received less attention until recently. Work on generalized exchange connects
to Molm’s research on reciprocal exthange since the structure of generalized exchange is
similar to reciprocal exchange networks, although in Molm’s early work the relations she
examined were typically dyadic and not chain generalized across a larger network as in
the classic case of the generalized exchange of necklaces and armbands in Malinowski’s
Trobriand Islands (see also Bearman 1997).

GENERALIZED EXCHANGE AND PROBLEMS
OF COLLECTIVE ACTION

Unlike negotiated direct exchange, in generalized exchange “the reward that an actor
receives . . . [is] not directly contingent on resources provided by that actor” (Yamagishi
and Cook 1993, 235). Generalized-exchange systems are a type of indirect exchange
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(Emerson 1972a, 1972b; Blau 1964). In these exchanges, one actor gives resources to
another, but resources are reciprocated not by the recipient but rather a third party (Molm
and Cook 1995). Thus, generalized-exchange systems inherently involve a minimum of
three actors. From the perspective of the recipient, the obligation to reciprocate is not
necessarily directed to the benefactor but instead to one or more actors who are “implicated
in a social exchange situation with his benefactor and himself” (Ekeh 1974). Inspired by
the early descriptions of generalized exchange by anthropologists (e.g., Malinowski 1922;
Lévi-Strauss 1969), Emerson (1981) suggested the importance of generalized exchange, but
he never had the opportunity to pursue it further. His colleagues and former students, e.g.,
Gillmore (1987) and Yamagishi and Cook (1993), conducted the initial studies that became
the foundation for laboratory research on generalized exchange (see chapter 2 by Molm in
this volume).

Ekeh (1974) identifies two main types of generalized exchange. The first type he calls
chain-generalized exchange, which is synonymous with network-generalized exchange
(Yamagishi and Cook 1993). In this type of exchange, each individual gives goods or ser-
vices directly to other individuals, and they can receive goods or services from others in
the same network. The Kula Ring trade studied by Malinowski (1922) is the most famous
example. The Kula Ring involved the exchange of necklaces of red shells in a clockwise fash-
ion between islands, while bracelets of white shells were exchanged in a counterclockwise
direction. These exchanges of symbolically valued objects solidified social cohesion and the
continuation of exchanges of various types that were central to the economy of the islands.
Another empirical example of a near-perfect cyclic chain is the exchange of women in a
1940’s Aboriginal population studied by Bearman (1997).

The second major type of generalized exchange involves individuals who contribute to a
public good and receive benefits from this public (or collective) good. Ekeh (1974) calls this
group-focused generalized exchange. Yamagishi and Cook (1993) refer to this type of system
as “group-generalized” exchange, in which individuals pool their resources centrally (in
contrast to the decentralized nature of network-generalized exchange). Examples include
villagers who pool resources to build a school or construct a bridge (Yamagishi and Cook
1993), combining resources for business ventures (Ruef 2003), and sharing digital music in
peer-to-peer Internet systems (Cheshire 2007).

Generalized exchange, like coalitions, presents a collective-action problem. That all
generalized-exchange systems require a minimum of three actors means that coordination
issues are likely to emerge. Since rewards are not reciprocated directly, individuals must
rely on the goodwill of a third party. And because receiving is not conditional on one’s
own giving, it becomes possible to free ride (i.e., to receive without giving). Thus, gener-
alized exchange systems produce social dilemmas (Yamagishi and Cook 1993; Cook and
Rice 2003; Cook and State 2017). In generalized exchange, people do better by not giving to

others while receiving from others, but if all refuse to give, everyone does worse than if they
all gave (Yamagishi 1995). Several authors have attempted to explain how such complex
exchange systems emerge (Bearman 1997; Takahashi and Yamagishi 1996, 1999; Ziegler
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1990; Takahashi 2000; Mark 2003; Cheshire 2007) and how they differ from other types of
exchange networks.

The production of collective action is difficult in generalized exchange because the
interests of individuals and that of the collective persistently diverge. One solution to
this problem is to allow individuals to pass along reputation information about previous
exchanges. For example, networks that allow individuals to be held accountable by shar-
ing information about previous interactions can successfully produce cooperative beha-
vior in repeated Prisoner’s Dilemma games (e.g., Axelrod 1984; Macy and Skvoretz 1998).
Using a series of simulations, Takahashi (2000) shows that when self-interested actors can
pass along information about the behaviors of others, network-generalized exchange does
emerge. This occurs when individuals employ a fairness-based selective-giving strategy (see
also Mark 2002). He assumes individuals in generalized exchange want to give more often
to those with higher ratios of giving or receiving. Although this explanation works in situ-
ations in which reputations exist, it does not apply when individuals are anonymous or
when reputation information cannot be transferred to others (Yamagishi 2009). Also, it
only applies to network-generalized exchange.

Research on online generalized exchange examines the development of pooled resources
on the Internet, such as collections of digital information goods (Kollock 1999a). Shah and
Levine (2003) and Cheshire (2007) argue that digital goods have near-pure jointness of
supply (i.e., they are nonrival goods). Specifically, digital goods can be enjoyed by many,
and contributors need not lose much (if any) of their value when they make a contribution,
because digital goods can be perfectly replicated, so the contributor keeps a copy when she
makes a contribution (Kollock 1999a; Cheshire and Cook 2004; Cheshire 2007). This line
of research demonstrates how important the nature of the good is in the development of
various types of exchange systems.

Large systems of network-generalized exchange on the Internet continue to grow, and
now involve online sharing of many different goods and services. Websites such as NetCycler.
com, ShareTribe.com, and Freecycle.org ask individuals to share or give unneeded goods
to others in need of those same goods or services. In many cases, direct negotiation or pay-
ment is explicitly prevented in order to encourage a unilateral gift economy or generalized
exchange system. Social scientists continue to examine how these forms of online gener-
alized exchange can foster group identity, solidarity and community among participants
over time (Willer, Flynn and Zak 2010; Suhonen et al. 2010). Without the reassurance of
direct negotiation and sanctions for failed agreements, these online systems foster percep-
tions of uncertainty that can be difficult to overcome for some users. The relative risks
and sources of uncertainty are sometimes lessened when online and offline exchanges take
place in small, local communities (Suhonen et al. 2010), but the risks may be significantly
higher when individuals must meet in-person to complete an exchange. For example, in
online systems such as Couchsurfing.com or Airbnb.com where travelers link to hosts who
provide space in their own homes for visitors, the personal risks to safety and security are
especially salient (Lauterbach et al. 2009; Lampinen and Cheshire 2016).
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Commitment, Relational Cohesion, and Trust

Research on social exchange has focused special attention on the effects of important factors
such as uncertainty and risk on the nature and structure of social exchange. Facing uncer-
tain environments, actors involved in exchange are more likely to form committed exchange
relations (Cook and Emerson 1978; Kollock 1994; Lawler and Yoon 1996) or networks of
trusted exchange partners (Cook 2005; Molm, Takahashi, and Peterson 2000). A significant
effect of the emergence of commitment is that it reduces the extent to which actors seek
exchange with alternative partners and thus reduces power inequalities within the exchange
relation and the network in which it is embedded (Rice 2002). Kollock (1994) demonstrated
that uncertainty not only results in commitment as a means of reducing uncertainty but
also tends to be correlated with perceptions of trustworthiness of the actors involved in the
exchange. Research on trust (Cook 2005; Molm et al. 2000; Molm 2009) in social exchange
relations treats trust as an emergent property in certain types of exchange settings. Power
differences in exchange relations have implications for trust. Schilke, Reimann and Cook
(2015), for example, find that those in powerful positions often place less trust in others
than do those with less power. Trust may be correlated with interpersonal commitment
which can reduce power inequalities.

Cook and Emerson first studied commitment in exchange relations and its impact on
power inequality in 1978. They found that under conditions of relatively low uncertainty
some actors formed commitments (measured as the extent to which two actors engaged
in repeat exchange with one another in the face of more profitable alternatives) over time.
More interesting, they found that dyadic commitment reduced power use by the high-
power actors in power-imbalanced networks. Commitment in this situation reduced the
economic exchange outcomes of the high-power actors because they reduced their explor-
ation of alternatives. The exchange outcomes of the low-power actors increased as a result,
suggesting that commitment was advantageous for them. This finding provided some sup-
port for the argument of Leik and Leik (1977) that low-power actors foster commitment to
reduce outcome disparities that derive from power imbalance.

Cook and Emerson (1984) early on explicitly explored the role of uncertainty in
exchange networks. They conceived uncertainty as the subjective probability of conclud-
ing a satisfactory exchange with any partner. They found that commitment varied directly
with uncertainty, increasing when uncertainty was high. As the likelihood of concluding a
transaction decreased, an actor was more likely to exchange with one partner exclusively,
ignoring possible alternatives. They also found that commitment formation reduced this
uncertainty. Cook and Emerson (1984, 13) argue that commitment behavior in this context
is rational because it increases the frequency of exchange and thus improves benefits for
those within the relationship.

Kollock (1994) subsequently investigated commitment formation under low uncertainty
and high uncertainty. He conceptualized uncertainty in terms of the unknown quality of
the goods being exchanged, thus focusing on a different source of uncertainty than Cook
and Emerson (1978, 1984). Kollock (1994) argued that committed relationships were more
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likely to form under conditions of high uncertainty about quality to reduce risk and assure
profit. Kollock’s work (and subsequent research) viewed commitment as a strategy for redu-
cing uncertainty in exchange situations, testing the argument posed originally by Cook and
Emerson (1978, 1984). In addition, Kollock investigated the role of trust. He found that per-
ceived trustworthiness of a partner was directly related to increased rates of commitment
(under uncertainty) and reduced rates of malfeasance.

Yamagishi, Cook, and Watabe (1998) report that trust emerges in exchange relations
under conditions of high uncertainty when actors begin to form commitments to exclusive
exchange relations in an attempt to avoid the possibility of exploitation by unknown actors
who enter the exchange opportunity structure. Given low uncertainty, actors are more
likely to continue to play the market and avoid forming commitments to specific partners
to maximize access to valued resources. Uncertainty in these experiments refers to the like-
lihood of being exploited by a new partner in a network of exchange opportunities that
changes over time. Uncertainty and vulnerability to exploitation are often defined as two
key elements in situations in which trust becomes paramount (Heimer 2001).

Lawler and his colleagues (e.g., Lawler and Yoon 1993, 1996, 1998) and Molm and her
colleagues (e.g., Molm, Takahashi, and Peterson 2000) subsequently explored commitment
between exchange partners in greater depth. In his theory of relational cohesion, Lawler
builds on the notion of cohesion derived from Emerson’s work (1962, 1972a, 1972b). He
defines cohesion as the total mutual dependence of both partners in an exchange relation;
the stronger the mutual dependence, the more cohesive the relation. He also investigates the
emotional processes that derive from positive and successful exchange that form the basis
for affective commitment. This research extends Emerson’s original formulation emphasiz-
ing the exchange relationship as the focus of analysis.

A key feature of Lawler’s theory of relational exchange is the idea that instrumental
exchange relations become transformed over time based on the nature of the exchange
dynamics so that the relationship itself becomes a valued object worthy of commitment.
In his studies of gift giving, for example, he measures this transformation by testing the
strength of the commitment between the exchange partners. Commitment, if it is meaning-
ful, is expected to precipitate gift giving as a symbolic gesture. In subsequent work Lawler
(2008) emphasizes the significance of commitment to larger social units based on positive
exchange and affective bonds as an important component of the production of social order.

Molm and her colleagues (e.g. Molm, Takahashi, and Peterson 2000; Molm 2003a,
2003b; Molm et al. 2004, 2013; see also Chapter 2, this volume) examine the effects of type
of exchange (reciprocal or negotiated) on affective commitment and trust. They argue
that reciprocal exchange is inherently more uncertain than negotiated exchange. Because
exploitation is always possible, actors in reciprocal exchange risk giving benefits unilater-
ally while receiving little or nothing in return. Moreover, Molm, Takahashi, and Peterson
(2000) emphasize that affective commitment is more likely to form in reciprocal exchange
than in negotiated exchange. Because of the inherent uncertainty, actors are likely to attrib-
ute a partner’s positive behaviors to personal traits and intentions, which results in the
emergence of stronger positive feelings in reciprocal exchange than in negotiated exchange.
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Molm, Takahashi, and Peterson (2000) also argue that trust should be higher in reciprocal
exchange compared with negotiated exchange, precisely because the fear of exploitation
should be stronger in reciprocal exchange. The salience of conflict is also reduced in recip-
rocal exchange relations, compared to negotiated exchange. In these lines of research Lawler,
Molm, and their colleagues explicitly incorporate emotions into the theory, an aspect that is
distinctly missing in Emerson’s early work on exchange but much less so in the work of the
anthropologists who studied more primitive forms of exchange (e.g., Mauss [1950] 1990;
Malinowski 1922).

Molm (2003a, 2003b; Molm, Collett, and Schaefer 2006, 2007) further demonstrate that
the indirect form of reciprocity and the unilateral flow of resources are key to explaining
the different effects of reciprocal versus negotiated exchange on integrative outcomes. All
things being equal, their work consistently confirms the prediction that reciprocal exchange
tends to lead to greater positive affect and higher levels of trust and solidarity compared to
negotiated exchange. The main reasons behind these findings are further developed in an
updated theory of reciprocity (Molm 2010). The core mechanisms that explain differences
in exchange outcomes include the increased risk of the failure of reciprocity in reciprocal
(rather than negotiated) exchange, the increased expressive value of reciprocating, and the
decreased salience of the conflictual aspects of reciprocal exchange compared to direct
negotiation.

Largely building on Molm’s theoretical arguments, several different researchers use
laboratory experiments to further examine the effects of different types of exchange and the
transitions between different forms of exchange on outcomes such as trust, commitment
and fairness (Cheshire, Gerbasi, and Cook 2010; Molm, Whitham, and Melamed 2012;
Savage and Sommer 2016). Cheshire, Gerbasi, and Cook (2010) examine shifts in one form
of exchange to another with the same partners. They demonstrate that when cooperation
rates between partners remain consistently high, overall assessments of trust decrease
when partners shift from a higher-uncertainty form of exchange (reciprocal) to a lower-
uncertainty form of exchange (negotiated exchange). Molm, Whitham, and Melamed (2012)
take a slightly different approach by embedding one form of exchange within another. For
example, two partners might interact two-thirds of the time in reciprocal exchange, and
one-third of the time in randomly interspersed negotiated exchanges. The researchers find
that the positive outcomes of primarily reciprocal exchanges can transfer to the embed-
ded form of exchange. For example, when negotiated exchanges are randomly embedded
in primarily reciprocal exchanges, the negotiated exchanges produce higher commitment
than a relation of pure negotiated exchange. Finally, Savage and Sommer (2016) examine the
effects of exit opportunities in different forms of social exchange, showing that while integ-
rative bonds are higher in pure reciprocal exchange compared to pure negotiated exchange,
reciprocal exchange can also increase the likelihood that disadvantaged actors may adopt
an attachment to reciprocity that inhibits structural change and reinforces preexisting dis-
advantages. Together, these studies reinforce the point that relationships are dynamic, and
social exchange theory is in a good position to examine the complex changes in relation-

ship trajectories and shifting forms of social exchange over time. Before discussing future
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directions, we comment on some of the applications of exchange theory, in particular those
based on power-dependence principles derived from Emerson’s research program.

SUBSTANTIVE APPLICATIONS OF POWER-DEPENDENCE
AND EXCHANGE NETWORK THEORY

Emerson’s work on power, dependence, and exchange networks has been applied to a wide
variety of social phenomena. Interactional dynamics in all types of settings frequently
involve exchange and power. To the extent that power and power use is responsible for
outcomes, Emerson’s approach proves useful in analysis and explanation. Substantive areas
of study in which exchange theory has been applied include the study of personal and family
relations and, more broadly, organizations and economic relations. There is clear overlap
with developments over time in social network theory and research (Cook and Whitmeyer
1992) and economic sociology. We will briefly mention only a few areas of application given
space constraints. We begin with some of the earliest applications in organizational theory
and research before examining some of the uses of exchange theory in economic sociology.

Power-dependence theory is the basis for an important theoretical approach in the
field of organizational studies, known as the resource dependence perspective (e.g., Pfeffer
and Salancik 1978). According to this perspective, organizations have a fundamental need
for resources from both outside and within the organization. Those entities—individu-
als, subunits, or other organizations—that exclusively provide the most needed or valued
resources will have the most power in the organization. This key postulate comes directly
from the main principle in power-dependence theory concerning the relationship between
dependence and power. Resource dependence theorists note that for power actually to be
exerted other factors come into play. Molm, Lawler, and others have studied the specific
determinants of power use that extend beyond structural sources of power.* They include
the strategic use of power, commitment, type of power (reward or punishment power), and
normative considerations (e.g., fairness concerns), as well as trust.

Since organizations are not self-sufficient they must engage in exchanges with other
organizations and entities in their environments to assure survival. Organizations thus
spend much of their time and energy involved to manage these “strategic dependencies”
As Scott (1992, 115) argues, “One of the major contributions of the resource dependency
perspective is to discern and describe the strategies—ranging from buffering to diversific-
ation and merger—employed by organizations to change and adapt to the environment.”
The application of power-dependence theory to the analysis of organizational exchange and
interorganizational relations was first pursued by Cook (1977) and subsequently by Cook
and Emerson (1984). Many of the strategies available to organizations to manage their crit-
ical dependencies can be understood in terms of the balancing operations spelled out in
power-dependence theory, since the goal is to acquire necessary resources without increas-
ing dependence. Such strategies include, under different circumstances, joint ventures,
long-term contracting, specialization, consolidation, reduction in production arenas, and
vertical integration of various types, among others. As Scott (1992, 193) puts it, “Unequal
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exchange relations can generate power and dependency differences among organizations,
causing them to enter into exchange relations cautiously and to pursue strategies that will
enhance their own bargaining position”

The work of Emerson and his colleagues also informs research and theory in the field of
organizations beyond the resource dependence perspective. In particular, it has contributed
to the network perspective on organizations (e.g., Mizruchi 1993, 2000; Knoke 1990; Knoke
and Guilarte 1994; Powell 1990).° A number of organizational theorists have extended the
analysis of exchange networks to examine network processes within and between organiz-
ations in addition to investigating the role of networks more broadly in the economy (e.g.,
Powell 1990; Powell et al. 1999; Lincoln, Gerlach, and Ahmadjian 1996; Lincoln, Gerlach,
and Takashi 1992). Much of this research is consistent with power-dependence principles.
Networks have been examined as significant determinants of labor practices, informal
influence, and the organization of business groups and networks of companies that cross
national boundaries (Powell and Smith-Doerr 1994). Central to these efforts is the attempt
to analyze the relative power of the economic actors in the network and the strategies used
to enhance network-wide power or to alter the distribution of power within the network.
The focus of attention is on the structural location of the actors in the network and how that
influences strategy. Exchange theory and the resource-dependence perspective (e.g., Pfeffer
and Salancik 1978) based on power-dependence arguments are commonly used for analysis
in these investigations of economic impact. Other topics of investigation include strategic
alliances, collaborative manufacturing enterprises, vertical integration of firms, interlock-
ing directorates, network diffusion of innovative practices, and mergers.

Another substantive application of social exchange and power-dependence is the
user-corporation relationship, where personal information is the primary object of
exchange. Many different industries, including online search, social networking, bio-
sensing wearables for health and fitness, and genetic analysis now implicitly and explicitly
involve the decision to share personal information with companies in exchange for useful
services (King and Cheshire 2015). While many forms of personal information collected
by companies are rarely described as having monetary value, the companies that collect,
merge, and analyze these data recognize their economic value. Such issues raise important
questions about power-dependence among users and service providers, as well as inform-
ation asymmetries regarding the perception of the current versus future value of personal
information. Ongoing research demonstrates that there is often a mismatch between how
the company frames an exchange relationship (e.g., as reciprocity, or perhaps altruism)
versus how the exchange of information-for-service operates in practice as an explicit nego-
tiation of rights to one’s personal information in exchange for a service (King 2017).

IMPLICATIONS OF EXCHANGE THEORY FOR ECONOMIC SOCIOLOGY

Work on power, dependence, and exchange networks also has significant implications for
economic sociology (Cook and Rice 2003; Cook and Gerbasi 2005). Uzzi and Gillespie
(1999), for example, examine how firms hierarchically stratify their dependence on different
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sources of financial capital to reduce uncertainty. They use network theory to explain how
the organization’s network of exchange relationships to outside suppliers of capital affects
the firm’s capital structure. The pecking order predicted by economic models can be mod-
ified, depending on the firm’s network ties. All relationships are not equal. Certain ties are
viewed as more dependable, thus firms use these ties more often. These ties also affect the
dispersion of capital sources within tiers of the pecking order. The uncertainty inherent
in the market serves to structure an organization’s networks and thus modifies its market
choices, underscoring the importance of research on the effects of uncertainty and risk on
social exchange, discussed earlier.

Uzzi’s (1996) research on the apparel industry demonstrates that network ties in the
industry are clearly embedded in an exchange system involving social relations that cre-
ate unique opportunities in contrast to the standard vision of purely economic markets.
Importantly, firms embedded in networks involving personal relations have higher chances
for survival than do firms that maintain arm’s-length, more asocial market relationships.
The positive effect of embeddedness, however, reaches a threshold after which the posit-
ive effect reverses, becoming negative. This finding suggests the wisdom of maintaining
a diverse set of relationships: up to a point it is wise to rely on one’s personal relations,
but it is equally wise to maintain some arm’s-length ties to secure access to more diverse
opportunities.

Moving from organizations to individuals engaged in economic transactions, DiMaggio
and Louch (1998) use exchange network theory to explain why and to what extent people
make significant purchases from others with whom they have prior noncommercial rela-
tionships. They argue that engaging in transactions with social contacts is effective because
it embeds commercial exchanges in a web of obligations and holds the seller’s network host-
age to appropriate role performance in the economic transaction, especially under uncer-
tainty. They find that in-network exchanges are more common for risky transactions that
are unlikely to be repeated and in which uncertainty is high.

Biggart and Castanias (2001) similarly argue that under uncertainty social relations
provide assurance that an economic transaction will proceed as agreed by the parties
involved. Commitment (Rice 2002) between exchange parties helps to provide this assur-
ance, especially when there is risk of opportunism or malfeasance. Committed social
relations may be more effective than actual contracts in this respect (see Malhotra and
Murnighan 2002). DiMaggio and Louch (1998) also find that, in terms of preferences for
exchanges within one’s social network, uncertainty about product and performance quality
leads people to prefer sellers with whom they have noncommercial ties. The converse is
true as well: people prefer to avoid selling to social contacts under the same conditions that
lead buyers to seek such transactions. Thus, there is an interesting asymmetry. Under con-
ditions of uncertainty (especially when the quality of the good is of concern), buyers prefer
to interact with a known seller, but under those same conditions, sellers prefer to exchange
with an unknown buyer.

When risks increase, commitment and trust become even more important (Heimer
2001). Under high risk people will often engage in exchange only with those they trust.
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Cook, Rice, and Gerbasi (2004) identify the types of economic uncertainty that lead to the
formation of trust networks for exchange. Trust networks, if they become closed networks,
actually may retard the transition to market economies under high economic uncertainty
such as that characteristic of eastern European countries and other countries that made the
transition from socialist to capitalist economies. Other implications of social exchange the-
ory for economic relations are explored in Cook, Rice, and Gerbasi (2004). Applications of
social exchange theory to macrolevel social structures and processes reflect Blaw’s enduring
influence on the development of exchange theory, despite his subsequent skepticism about
linking microlevel theories of exchange and macrolevel social structures and processes.

Applications of exchange theory in fields like health care at the organizational and net-
work level are less common. As early as 1974 Shortell used exchange theory to analyze phys-
ician referrals when fee-for-service was the primary mode of financing physician services.
Grembowski et al. (1998) subsequently examined physician referrals using an exchange
model to analyze referral decisions and the network of providers involved in the delivery of
health services under varying types of managed care in comparison with fee-for-service (a
much smaller segment of the health-care market over time). Issues of power and depend-
ence are investigated as they apply to physician-patient relations, the relations between vari-
ous categories of providers (e.g., physician to physician, primary care provider to specialist,
physician to alternative health-care provider, and physicians to hospital administrators or
other managers within the health-care system), as well as relations between organizations
involved in the delivery of health-related services (e.g., insurance carriers, suppliers of
goods and services, other health and community agencies).

Grembowski et al. (2002) developed a general model of the power relations between
purchasers, managed care organizations, providers, and patients in the health-care system
in the United States at three levels: exchanges between purchasers (primarily large health
insurance policy buyers) and managed care organizations, exchanges between managed
care organizations and physicians, and exchanges between physicians and patients. Their
research supports Emerson’s (1972) hypothesis that imbalanced exchanges tend to move
toward power balance. Grembowski and his colleagues found that collective action is one
of the most common strategies for reducing dependence, thus increasing power in the
exchange relations at stake.

Research based on models of exchange and power-dependence principles in the arena of
health care holds the promise of providing a more general theory of the processes involved.
The major shifts that have occurred over recent decades in the delivery of health care have
involved significant changes in the distribution of power among the key players in that
organizational system. For example, there has been a shift in power from relatively autonom-
ous physicians to the hospitals in which they practice and, more significantly, the insurers
that pay them, and who now exercise a great deal of control over the nature of the practice
of medicine as well as remuneration and working conditions. Even the Affordable Care Act,
initiated by the Obama administration and passed by Congress, was not able to reduce the

power of the health insurance industry by moving to a single-payer option, even though it
did improve access to care. New applications of exchange theory and power-dependence
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principles in arenas such as the health-care industry may offer important directions for
future theoretical development. In addition, a number of directions for theory development
and research derive from unanswered questions and lines of inquiry, many derived from
Emerson’ fruitful formulation, that have never been fully explored.

FUTURE DIRECTIONS OF THEORY DEVELOPMENT
AND EMPIRICAL RESEARCH

We have identified several areas of research for further development. These include power
dynamics, additional determinants of power such as differential values or preferences,
exploration of more complex forms of exchange, analysis of mechanisms of network change
beyond the strategic use of power, and continued investigation of emotions in exchange
relations and the networks they form. In addition, exploring further possibilities for applic-
ations of exchange theory outside the laboratory is important to extend the range and scope
of the theory. New methodologies for studying exchange networks and emerging markets
on the Internet (such as those involved in the “sharing economy”) should make this pos-
sible. For example, the study of systems of buying, selling, and trading on various Internet
sites, in addition to other forms of Internet exchange, allows for the collection and analysis
of large data sets on the emergence and maintenance of exchange relations and network
connections (see Santana, Parigi, and Cook 2017). Let us comment briefly on some of these
opportunities for further theoretical development and research.

The significance actors give to resources, services, or other outcomes is central to under-
standing the behavior of individuals in social exchange networks and power-dependence
relationships. Emersons (1987) last published paper, though unfinished, emphaéized the
importance of developing a more comprehensive understanding of actors’ preferences and
values. As power-dependence and social exchange theories continue to be expanded to
apply to real-world exchange systems (in which value is not as easily controlled or meas-
ured as in the laboratory), there is a clear need for a more complete theoretical treatment
of the social origins of value and the role of individual preference evaluations in social
exchange. Informative for these endeavors are Hechter’s (1992) call for the endogenous
use of values in behavioral explanations and Thye’s (2000) status value theory of power in
exchange relations, among others, which signal the importance of sociological analyses of
values and preferences in social exchange.

Most experimental research on social exchange involves one or perhaps two types of
pure exchange (usually binding negotiated exchange or reciprocal exchange), but real-world
examples (such as Uzzi’s [1996] work on the apparel industry) show us that exchange rela-
tionships are not always that simple. Often relationships start out as one type of exchange
(for example, as a contractual relationship), and as the parties get to know one another, the
relationship changes. For example, the same individuals may begin exchanging favors or
gifts, transforming the negotiated exchange relationship by including elements of reciprocal
exchange. On the other hand, some relationships begin with the exchange of favors, such as
picking up mail for a neighbor who is away for a weekend in exchange for having one’s cat
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fed. Eventually this relationship might involve formal, direct negotiation over other goods
or services (such as lending tools or the loan of a car for a short time). Several factors may
increase or decrease the likelihood of these transitions occurring between different types of
exchange, including perceived trustworthiness, the emergence of obligation, and consider-
ations of fairness (Cheshire, Gerbasi, and Cook 2010).

In addition to transitions or the evolution from one type of exchange to another, social
exchange systems can also overlap and interact to produce more complex structures. Social
roles and interpersonal interactions in the real world are often multiplex—that is, they
may involve different intersecting modes of exchange (for different goods and services and
among positively, negatively, or mixed types of exchange). The real world is dynamic, such
that an exchange relationship between individuals in one small network may affect one or
more other exchange relationships among the same (or different) actors embedded in a lar-
ger system. For example, managers within an organization might lobby to produce a collect-
ive good such as billets for new hires. This creates a positively connected, group-generalized
exchange system in which the collective good is a limited number of new employees. As
new billets become available, the same individuals who lobby for them may also engage in
negotiated exchanges with each other to acquire one of these scarce resources. Thus, a por-
tion of the same system simultaneously takes the form of a negatively connected negotiation
network where favors and resources are exchanged for billets. Much like the mixed-type
exchange systems explored by Yamagishi, Gillmore, and Cook (1988), the relative power of
the managers to obtain the billets may be determined by several interrelated factors such
as the network position relative to scarce resources as well as the number of alternative
exchange partners. Furthermore, behavioral reputation from one exchange system (such
as the lobby for new employees) may affect one’s exchange success in the other negotiated
exchanges. Clearly, such complex systems are taken for granted in everyday life. Much of
the future of social exchange theory and power-dependence theory may involve the invest-
igation of these complex systems and the specification of the determinants of power within
overlapping and compound forms of exchange.

Computer-mediated interaction situations, such as those that emerge on the Internet,
have become a particularly relevant area for theoretical development and empirical
research in social exchange and power-dependence relationships (e.g. State, Abrahao,
and Cook 2016). As discussed earlier, one avenue of empirical research on contemporary
generalized-exchange networks involves the exchange of digital goods (music, movies, soft-
ware, information, etc.) in Internet peer-to-peer systems (Shah and Levine 2003; Cheshire
2007). Another significant and growing area of social exchange is online peer-to-peer
exchanges of valued physical goods and services. Often referred to as the “sharing eco-
nomy, these systems enable a range of sharing, exchange, and co-use practices, such as
hospitality exchange, ridesharing, and recycling of used goods. These are important sites of
research for sociologists and social psychologists because they often involve collaboration,
reciprocity, negotiation and trust in the presence of risk and uncertainty (Lampinen et al.
2015, 2016), as well as the potential for developing community solidarity through bridging

and bonding ties (Lampinen, Huotari, and Cheshire 2015). Because many peer-to-peer and
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sharing economy systems are positively connected, the structure of power differentials may
have less to do with the numerous exchange partners in the system than with the relat-
ive scarcity of valuable goods throughout the networks. Understanding how such systems
emerge, overcome the inherent social dilemmas (and potential power differentials), and
produce persistent structures of exchange represents an area ripe for continued research.

Finally, pure economic exchange on the Internet is another arena in which Emerson’s
conception of exchange and power has renewed significance. Online auction sites (such as
eBay) and sites providing services (e.g., Snijders and Weesie 2009) are interesting to soci-
ologists and economists, especially with respect to the nature of reputation systems in these
networks (e.g., Kollock 1999b; Houser and Wooders 2000; Yamagishi and Matsuda 2003;
Resnick et al. 2000). The focus on reputation systems is because they serve to reduce the
risk and social uncertainty that are created when individuals interact anonymously across
the Internet. The role of reputation in online social exchange relationships is, however,
just one of many possible ways that anonymity can be reduced in online interactions. The
reduction in anonymity (and hence risk) largely depends on the continuity of the online
exchange system (i.e., whether one’s partners are fixed or random) and the frequency of the
interactions (i.e., iterated or onetime interactions; Cheshire and Cook 2004). While widely
described in the popular media and increasingly so in academia, Internet trading, virtual
communities, and other forms of computer-mediated social interactions are still largely
uncultivated arenas for research on social exchange processes, trust formation, collective
action, and power dynamics. In many ways, the world itself has become a fertile laboratory
for the study of social exchange networks and power dynamics.



NOTES

1. Emerson was the first exchange theorist in sociology to extend the theory to
networks of connected exchange relations. Homans's theoretical work remained at the
dyadic and group level. Blau’s framework extended into the macro realm of social life and
more complex forms of association, but he did not propose networks as the basis for the
extension of exchange concepts beyond the micro level as Emerson did. The significance
of this theoretical move is that it connects exchange theory directly to important
developments in the analysis of social networks.

2. The relationship between social structure and power is broader than the concern
with relations of exchange. Willer and his collaborators (e.g., Willer and Anderson 1981;
Willer 1999), for example, deal with exchange as well as other types of social process (e.g.,
coercion) in what they view as a more general theory of social structure and social process
often referred to as the “elementary theory of social behavior” We limit our concern to
relations of exchange.

3. As a part of his theory of structural change and group formation, Emerson
speculated on norm formation. The link between types of exchange (negotiated or
productive) and the emergence of norms of fairness was empirically examined by Stolte
(1987).

4. See also Cook and Emerson (1978) on commitment and fairness as constraints on
power use in exchange networks.

5. Knoke acknowledges the significance of laboratory research on exchange and power
for research on organizational relations, but he argues that application of the theory has
been hindered by the complexities inherent in naturally occurring networks.

Axelrod, Rober
Bearman, Peter
102:1383-1+
Bienenstock, E.
exclusionar
.1993.G
Sociological
Biggart, Nicole
The social i1
(2): 471-50
Blau, Peter. [1€
Bonacich, Phil
Social Psyct
Cheshire, Coy:
Psychology
Cheshire, Coy
for online i
Cheshire, Coy
modes of st
Cook, Karen ¢
Sociologica
.2005.1
DPsychology
Cook, Karen ¢
exchange r
.1984. .
the Sociolo
Cook, Karen !
Economic !
Cook, Karen
in Group F
Cook, Karen
Psychology
Cook, Karen
networks 1




ry to

1ed at the
ocial life and
»asis for the
significance
tant

e concern
lerson 1981;
process (e.g.,
social process
-oncern to

son
ted or
=d by Stolte

1straints on

ge and power
: theory has

REFERENCES |

Axelrod, Robert. 1984. The Evolution of Cooperation. New York: Basic Books.

Bearman, Peter. 1997. Generalized Exchange. American Journal of Sociology
102:1383-1415.

Bienenstock, Elisa Jayne, and Phillip Bonacich. 1992. The core as a solution to
exclusionary networks. Social Networks 14:231-43.

— . 1993. Game-theory models for exchange networks: Experimental results.
Sociological Perspectives 36:117-35.

Biggart, Nicole Woolsey, and Richard P. Castanias. 2001. Collateralized social relations:
The social in economic calculation. American Journal of Economics and Sociology 60
(2): 471-500.

Blau, Peter. [1964] 1986. Exchange and Power. New York: Wiley.

Bonacich, Phillip and Noah E. Friedkin. 1998. Unequally Valued Exchange Relations.
Social Psychology Quarterly 60:160-71.

Cheshire, Coye. 2007. Selective incentives and generalized information exchange. Social
Psychology Quarterly 70 (1): 89-100.

Cheshire, Coye, and Karen S. Cook. 2004. The emergence of trust networks: Implications
for online interaction. Analyse and Kritik 26:220-40.

Cheshire, Coye, Alexandra Gerbasi, and Karen S. Cook. 2010. Trust and transitions in
modes of social exchange. Social Psychology Quarterly 73, no. 2: 176-95.

Cook, Karen S. 1977. Exchange and power in networks of interorganizational relations.
Sociological Quarterly 18:62-82.

—.2005. Networks, norms and trust: The social psychology of social capital. Social
Psychology Quarterly 68:4-14.

Cook, Karen S., and Richard M. Emerson. 1978. Power, equity and commitment in
exchange networks. American Sociological Review 43:721-39.

. 1984. Exchange networks and the analysis of complex organizations. Research in
the Sociology of Organizations 3:1-30.

Cook, Karen S., and Alexandra Gerbasi. 2005. Trust in the economy. In Encyclopedia of
Economic Sociology, ed. Jens Beckert and Milan Zagiroski. London: Routledge.

Cook, Karen S., and M. R. Gillmore. 1984. Power, dependence and coalitions. In Advances

in Group Processes, ed. Edward J. Lawler. Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Cook, Karen S., and Eric R. Rice. 2003. Social exchange theory. In Handbook of Social
Psychology, ed. John Delamater. New York: Kluwer Academic/Plenum.

Cook, Karen S., Eric R. W. Rice, and Alexandra Gerbasi. 2004. The emergence of trust
networks under uncertainty: The case of transitional economies—insights from




188 l KAREN S. COOK, COYE CHESHIRE, AND ALEXANDRA GERBASI

social psychological research. In Problems of Post Socialist Transition: Creating
Social Trust, ed. Susan Rose-Ackerman, Bo Rothstein, and Janos Kornai. New York:
Palgrave-Macmillan.

Cook, Karen S., and Bogdan State. (2017) Trust and social dilemmas: A selected review
and evidence and applications. In Trust in Social Dilemmas, ed. Paul A. M. Van Lange,
Bettina Rockenbach, and Toshio Yamagishi. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Cook, Karen S., and Joseph W. Whitmeyer. 1992. Two approaches to social structure:
Exchange theory and network analysis. In Annual Review of Sociology, ed. Judith Blake
and John Hagan. Palo Alto, CA: Annual Reviews.

Cook, Karen S., and Toshio Yamagishi. 1992. Power in exchange networks: A power-
dependence formulation. Social Networks 14:245-66.

DiMaggio, Paul, and Hugh Louch. 1998. Socially embedded consumer transactions: For
what kinds of purchases do people most often use networks? American Sociological
Review 63:619-37.

Ekeh, Peter. 1974. Social Exchange Theory: The Two Traditions. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press.

Emerson, Richard M. 1962. Power-dependence relations. American Sociological Review
27:31-41.

———. 1964. Power-dependence relations: Two experiments. Sociometry 27:282-98.

——. 1972a. Exchange theory, part I: A psychological basis for social exchange.

In Sociological Theories in Progress, ed. Joseph Berger, Morris Zelditch Jr., and B.
Anderson. Boston: Houghton Mifflin.

———. 1972b. Exchange theory, part II: Exchange relations and network structures. In
Sociological Theories in Progress, ed. J. Berger, M. Zelditch, and B. Anderson. Boston:
Houghton Mifflin.

———. 1976. Social exchange theory. Annual Review of Sociology 2:335-62.

. 1981. Social exchange theory. In Social Psychology: Sociological Perspectives, ed.
Morris Rosenberg and Ralph Turner. New York: Basic Books.

———. 1987. Toward a theory of value in social exchange. In Social Exchange Theory, ed.
Karen S. Cook. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Friedkin, Noah E. 1992. An expected value model of social power: Predictions for selected
exchange networks. Social Networks 14:213-29.

———. 1993. An expected value model of social exchange outcomes. In Advances in Group
Processes, ed. Edward J. Lawler. Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Gillmore, Mary R. 1987. Implications of generalized versus restricted exchange. In Social
Exchange Theory, ed. Karen S. Cook. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Grembowski, David, Karen S. Cook, Donald Patrick, and Amy Roussell. 1998. Managed
care and physician referral: A social exchange perspective. Medical Care Research and
Review 55:3-31.

———.2002. Managed care and the US health care system: A social exchange perspective.
Social Science and Medicine 54:1167-80.

Hechter, M. 1!
Theory 10:
Heimer, Caro.
New York:
Houser, Danic
from eBay.
Knoke, David
University
Knoke, David
strategies.
Kollock, Pete:
uncertaint
.1999a
In Commu
———. 1999
ed. Edwar
King, Jennife

Presented
King, Jennife
California
Lampinen, A
Alexandre
peer exch:
Lampinen, A
Sharing E
CSCW’ 1¢
Lampinen, A
assurance
conferenc
Lampinen, A
sharing ec
network. .
Lauterbach, .
Reputatio
Lawler, Edw:
Review 7:
Lawler, Edw:
conflict:
Quarterly
Lawler, Edw
behavior




eating
. New York:

ected review
M. Van Lange,
Press.
structure:

d. Judith Blake

A power-

sactions: For
Sociological

MA: Harvard
gical Review
7:282-98.
1ange.

., and B.
ructures. In
'son. Boston:
pectives, ed.

ge Theory, ed.
ons for selected
vances in Group

inge. In Social

'98. Managed
Research and

ge perspective.

POWER, DEPENDENCE, AND SOCIAL EXCHANGE THEORY I 189

Hechter, M. 1992. Should values be written out of the social scientist’s lexicon? Sociological
Theory 10:214-30.

Heimer, Carol. 2001. Solving the problem of trust. In Trust in Society, ed. Karen Cook.
New York: Sage.

Houser, Daniel, and John Wooders. 2000. Reputation in auctions: Theory, and evidence
from eBay. Working paper, Department of Economics, University of Arizona.

Knoke, David. 1990. Political Networks: The Structural Perspective. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Knoke, David, and Miguel Guilarte. 1994. Networks in organizational structures and
strategies. Current Perspectives in Social Theory 14 (1): 77-115.

Kollock, Peter. 1994. The emergence of exchange structures: An experimental study of
uncertainty, commitment, and trust. American Journal of Sociology 100:313-45.

. 1999a. The economies of online cooperation: Gifts and public goods in cyberspace.
In Communities in cyberspace, ed. Marc A. Smith and Peter Kollock. London: Routledge.

— . 1999b. The production of trust in online markets. In Advances in Group Processes,
ed. Edward J. Lawler. Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

King, Jennifer, and Coye Cheshire. 2015. Privacy, disclosure, and social exchange.
Presented at Privacy Law Scholars Conference, June 2015, Berkeley, California.

King, Jennifer. 2017. Privacy, disclosure, and social exchange. PhD diss., University of
California-Berkeley.

Lampinen, Airi, Victoria Bellotti, Andrés Monroy-Hernédndez, Coye Cheshire, and
Alexandra Samuel. 2015. Studying the “Sharing Economy”: Perspectives on peer-to-
peer exchange. CSCW’15 Companion.

Lampinen, Airi, Victoria Bellotti, Coye Cheshire, and Mary Gray. 2016. CSCW and the
Sharing Economy: The Future of Platforms as Sites of Work Collaboration and Trust.
CSCW’ 16 Companion.

Lampinen, Airi, and Coye Cheshire. 2016. Hosting via Airbnb: Motivations and financial
assurances in monetized network hospitality. Proceedings of the 34th annual ACM

conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems, Chicago.

Lampinen, Airi, Kai Huotari, and Coye Cheshire. 2015. Challenges to participation in the
sharing economy: The case of local online peer- to-peer exchange in a single parents’
network. Interaction Design and Architecture(s) 24:16-32.

Lauterbach, D., H. Truong, T. Shah, and L. Adamic. 2009. Surfing a web of trust:
Reputation and reciprocity on CouchSurfing.com.IEEE. SocialCom 4:346-53.

Lawler, Edward J. 2008. Social exchange and micro social order. American Sociological
Review 73:519-42.

Lawler, Edward J., Rebecca Ford, and Mary A. Blegen. 1988. Coercive capability in
conflict: A test of bilateral deterrence versus conflict spiral theory. Social Psychology
Quarterly 51:93-107.

Lawler, Edward J., and Jeongkoo Yoon. 1993. Power and the emergence of commitment
behavior in negotiated exchange. American Sociological Review 58:465-81.



190 | KAREN S. COOK, COYE CHESHIRE, AND ALEXANDRA GERBASI

——. 1996. Commitment in exchange relations: A test of a theory of relational cohesion.
American Sociological Review 61:89-108.

——. 1998. Network structure and emotion in exchange relations. American Sociological
Review 63:871-94.

Leik, Robert K. 1992. New directions for network exchange theory: Strategic manipulation
of network linkages. Social Networks 14:309-23.

Leik, Robert K., and Sheila K. Leik. 1977. Transition to interpersonal commitment. In
Behavioral Theory in Sociology, ed. Robert L. Hamblin and John H. Kunkel. New
Brunswick, NJ: Transaction.

Lévi-Strauss, Claude. 1969. The Elementary Structures of Kinship, rev. ed. Boston: Beacon.

Lincoln, James R., Michael L. Gerlach, and Christina L. Ahmadjian. 1996. Keiretsu
networks and corporate performance in Japan. American Sociological Review 61:67-88.

Lincoln, James R., Michael Gerlach, and Peggy Takashi. 1992. Keiretsu networks in the
Japanese economy: A dyad analysis of intercorporate ties. American Sociological Review
57:561-85.

Macy, Michael W., and John Skvoretz. 1998. The evolution of trust and cooperation
between strangers: A computational model. American Sociological Review 63:638-60.
Malhotra, Deepak, and J. Keith Murnighan. 2002. The effects of contracts on interpersonal

trust. Administrative Science Quarterly 47:534-59.

Malinowski, Bronislaw. 1922. Argonauts of the Western Pacific. New York: E. P. Dutton.

Mark, Noah. 2002. Cultural transmission, disproportionate acquisition, and the evolution
of cooperation. American Sociological Review 67:323-44.

Markovsky, Barry, D. Willer, and T. Patton. 1988. Power relations in exchange networks.
American Sociological Review 53:220-36.

Mauss, Marcel. [1950] 1990. The Gifi: The Form and Reason for Exchange in Archaic
Societies. New York: Norton.

Mizruchi, Mark S. 1993. Managing with power: Politics and influence in organizations.
American Journal of Sociology 99:483-85.

———. 2000. Social networks and interorganizational relations: An illustration and
adaptation of a micro-level model of political decision making. Research in the
Sociology of Organizations 17 (1): 225-65.

Molm, Linda D. 1985. Relative effects of individual dependencies: Further tests of the
relation between power imbalance and power use. Social Forces 63:810-37.

——. 1997. Coercive Power in Social Exchange. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

——. 2003a. Power, trust and fairness: Comparisons of negotiated and reciprocal
exchange. In Advances in Group Processes: Power and Status, ed. Shane R. Thy and John
Skvoretz. London: Elsevier.

——. 2003b. Theoretical comparisons of forms of exchange. Sociological Theory 21:1-17.

——. 2010. The structure of reciprocity. Social Psychology Quarterly 73 (2): 119-131.

Molm, Linda D., Jessica L. Collett, and David R. Schaefer. 2006. Conflict and fairness in
social exchange. Social Forces 84:2331-52.

——.2007. Bu
American Jor
Molm, Linda D.
Sociological I
James S. Hou
Molm, Linda D.
consequence
Psychology Q
Molm, Linda D.
Explaining e:
American Sc
Molm, Linda, N
exchange: A1
105:1396-14
Molm, Linda D
integrative b
77:141-65.
Pfeffer, Jefrey, ¢
Resource Dej
Powell, Walter *
Research in (
CT: JAI Pres
Powell, Walter "
Handbook o
NJ: Princeto
Powell, Walter"
Network po:
biotechnoloy
Resnick, Paul, I
systems: Fac
Rice, Eric R. 20
diss., Stanfo:
Ruef, Martin. 2
paper. Stanfi
Santana, Jessice
of social inte
Savage, Scott V
negotiation,
Social Psych
Scott, W. Richa
Englewood




ational cohesion.
ican Sociological
gic manipulation

mitment. In
1kel. New

3oston: Beacon.
Keiretsu

eview 61:67-88.
‘works in the
siological Review

yperation
2w 63:638-60.
on interpersonal

=. P. Dutton.
d the evolution

1ge networks.
1 Archaic
‘ganizations.

:ion and
1 in the

«ests of the

37.

1versity Press.
iprocal

. Thy and John

heory 21:1-17.
:119-131.
d fairness in

POWER, DEPENDENCE, AND SOCIAL EXCHANGE THEORY I 191

———.2007. Building solidarity through generalized exchange: A theory of reciprocity.
American Journal of Sociology 113:205-42.

Molm, Linda D., and Karen S. Cook. 1995. Social exchange and exchange networks. In
Sociological Perspectives on Social Psychology, ed. Karen S. Cook, Gary A. Fine, and
James S. House. Boston: Allyn & Bacon.

Molm, Linda D., David Melamed, and Monica M. Whitham. 2013. Behavioral
consequences of embeddedness: Effects of the underlying forms of exchange. Social
Psychology Quarterly 76 (1): 73-97.

Molm, Linda D., David R. Schaefer, and Jessica L. Collett. 2004. Risk, trust, and solidarity:
Explaining effects of the form of exchange. Presented at Annual Meetings of the
American Sociological Association. San Francisco, CA.

Molm, Linda, N. Takahashi, and Gretchen Peterson. 2000. Risk and trust in social
exchange: An experimental test of a classical proposition. American Journal of Sociology
105:1396-1427.

Molm, Linda D., Monica M. Whitham, and David Melamed. 2012. Forms of exchange and
integrative bonds: Effects of history and embeddedness. American Sociological Review
77:141-65.

Pfeffer, Jeffrey, and Gerald R. Salancik. 1978. The External Control of Organizations: A
Resource Dependence Perspective. New York: Harper and Row.

Powell, Walter W. 1990. Neither market nor hierarchy: Network forms of organization. In
Research in Organizational Behaviour, ed. L. L. Cummings and B. M. Staw. Greenwich,
CT: JAI Press.

Powell, Walter W., and Laurel Smith-Doerr. 1994. Networks and economic life. In The
Handbook of Economic Sociology, ed. Neil Smelser and Richard Swedberg2. Princeton,
NJ: Princeton University Press.

Powell, Walter W., Kenneth W. Koput, Laurel Smith-Doerr, and Jason Owen-Smith. 1999.
Network position and firm performance: Organizational returns to collaboration in the
biotechnology industry. Research in the Sociology of Organizations 16 (1): 129-59.

Resnick, Paul, Richard Zeckhauser, Eric Friedman, and Ko Kuwabara. 2000. Reputation
systems: Facilitating trust in Internet interactions. Communications of ACM 43:45-48.

Rice, Eric R. 2002. The effect of social uncertainty in networks of social exchange, PhD
diss., Stanford University.

Ruef, Martin. 2003. Norms of generalized exchange in formal organizations. Working
paper. Stanford Graduate School of Business.

Santana, Jessica, Paolo Parigi and Karen S. Cook. 2017. Online field experiments: Studies
of social interaction in context. Social Psychology Quarterly 80 (1): 1-19.

Savage, Scott V., and Zachary L. Sommer. 2016. Should I stay or should I go? Reciprocity,
negotiation, and the choice of structurally disadvantaged actors to remain in networks.
Social Psychology Quarterly 79 (2): 115-35.

Scott, W. Richard. 1992. Organizations: Rational, Natural, and Open Systems, 3rd ed.
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.



192 I KAREN S. COOK, COYE CHESHIRE, AND ALEXANDRA GERBASI

Shah, S. K., and Sheen S. Levine. 2003. Towards a theory of large-scale generalized
exchange. Presented at the American Sociological Association, Theoretical Issues in
Economic Sociology Session, Atlanta, GA.

Shortell, S. M. 1974. Determinants of physician referral rates: An exchange theory
approach. Medical Care 12:13-31.

Skvoretz, John, and David Willer. 1993. Exclusion and power: A test of four theories of
power in exchange networks. American Sociological Review 58:801-18.

Snijders, Chris, and Jerome Weesie. 2009. Online programming markets. In eTrust:
Forming Relationships in the Online World, eds. Karen S. Cook, Chris Snijders,
Vincent Buskens and Coye Cheshire. New York: Sage.

State, Bogdan, Bruno Abrahao, and Karen S. Cook. 2016. Power imbalance and rating
systems. Proceedings of the Tenth International AAAI Conference on Web and Social
Media (ICWSM), Cologne, Germany.

Stolte, John F. 1987. Legitimacy, justice and productive exchange. In Social Exchange
Theory, ed. Karen S. Cook. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Suhonen, Emmi, Airi Lampinen, Coye Cheshire and Judd Antin. 2010. Everyday favors:
A case study of a local online gift exchange system. Proceedings of ACM 2010
international conference on supporting group work, Sanibel Island, FL.

Takahashi, N. 2000. The emergence of generalized exchange. American Journal of
Sociology 105:1105-34.

Takahashi, N., and Toshio Yamagishi. 1996. Social relational foundations of altruistic
behavior. Japanese Journal of Experimental Social Psychology 36:1-11.

. 1999. Voluntary formation of a generalized exchange system: An experimental
study of discriminating altruism. Japanese Journal of Psychology 70:9-16.

Thye, Shane R. 2000. A status value theory of power in exchange relations. American
Sociological Review 65:407-32.

Uzzi, Brian. 1996. The sources and consequences of embeddedness for the economic

performance of organizations: The network effect. American Sociological Review
61:674-98.

Uzzi, Brian, and James J. Gillespie. 1999. Interfirm relationships and the firm’s financial
capital structure: The case of the middle market. Research in the Sociology of
Organizations 16 (1): 107-26.

Whitmeyer, Joseph M. 1999a. Convex preferences and power inequality in exchange
networks: An experimental study. Rationality and Society 11:419-42.

———. 1999b. Interest-network structures in exchange networks. Sociological Perspectives

42:23-48.

Whitmeyer, Joseph, and Karen S. Cook. 2002. Social structure and social exchange. In
Structure, Culture and History: Recent Issues in Social Theory, ed. Sing C. Chew and J.
David Knottnerus. New York: Rowman and Littlefield.

Willer, David. 1999. Network Exchange Theory. Westport, CT: Praeger.

Willer, David, and Bo Anderson. 1981. Networks, Exchange and Coercion: The Elementary

Theory and Its Applications. New York: Elsevier.

Willer, Robb, -
A compara
Quarterly

Yamagishi, To
ed. Karen ¢
Bacon.

.2009. "
Karen S. C

Yamagishi, Tc

Social Psyc
Yamagishi, Tc
commitme
104:165-9
Yamagishi, T.
distributio
Yamagishi, Tc
societies:
Ecological
Ziegler, R. 19
Institution
R. Wipple




neralized
‘tical Issues in

ze theory
ur theories of

In eTrust:
s Snijders,

ce and rating

‘Web and Social

1l Exchange

veryday favors:
M 2010

rnal of

of altruistic
experimental
16.

5. American

e economic
cal Review

irm’s financial
ogy of

n exchange

jical Perspectives

exchange. In
C.Chewand]J.

: The Elementary

POWER, DEPENDENCE, AND SOCIAL EXCHANGE THEORY | 193

Willer, Robb, Francis J. Flynn, and Sonya Zak. 2012. Structure, identity and solidarity:

A comparative field study of generalized and direct exchange. Administrative Science
Quarterly 57:119-55.

Yamagishi, Toshio. 1995. Social dilemmas. In Sociological Perspectives on Social Psychology,
ed. Karen S. Cook, Gary A. Fine, and James S. House. Needham Heights, NY: Allyn &
Bacon.

———.2009. Negative and positive reputations. In eTrust: Forming Relations Online, ed.
Karen S. Cook, Vincent Buskens, Chris Snijders, and Coye Cheshire. New York: Sage.

Yamagishi, Toshio, and Karen S. Cook. 1993. Generalized exchange and social dilemmas.
Social Psychology Quarterly 56:235-48.

Yamagishi, Toshio, Karen S. Cook, and M. Watabe. 1998. Uncertainty, trust and
commitment formation in the United States and Japan. American Journal of Sociology
104:165-94.

Yamagishi, T., M. R. Gillmore, and K. S. Cook. 1988. Network connections and the
distribution of power in exchange networks. American Journal of Sociology 93:833-51.

Yamagishi, Toshio, and M. Matsuda. 2003. The role of reputation in open and closed
societies: An experimental study of online trading. Center for the Study of Cultural and
Ecological Foundations of Mind Working Paper Series, No. 8.

Ziegler, R. 1990. The Kula: Social order, barter and ceremonial exchange. In Social
Institutions: Their Emergence, Maintenance and Effects, ed. M. Hechter, K-D. Opp, and
R. Wippler. New York: Aldine de Gruyter.



