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ABSTRACT 

 The bonding power of the gift has been the subject of much social scientific 

research. My dissertation adds to this by examining the relationship between gift giving 

and commitment to a social network or an employing organization. Ideas and concepts 

from social exchange and identity theories provide the theoretical underpinnings for this 

investigation. Social exchange theory views human interaction as a series of resource 

exchanges, and I contend that how people exchange resources may have ramifications for 

the bonds that develop between them and for their commitment to particular social 

relations. This study has two parts. 

 In the first half of the dissertation, I ask whether the greater relational solidarity 

that results from direct reciprocal exchange, as opposed to negotiated exchange, affects 

whether actors choose to leave their existing exchange networks for new ones and if so, 

why? Direct reciprocal exchange involves actors directly and independently giving 

resources to others without knowing whether the recipients of those resources will 

reciprocate in kind. Negotiated exchange involves actors jointly bargaining over the 

terms of an agreement. Differences between these two forms of exchange inform my 

causal argument about why actors are more likely to stay in social networks if they 

participate in direct reciprocal exchange. I test this argument using an experiment.  

 The second half of the dissertation continues this investigation into reciprocal 

exchange by examining the factors that affect gift giving in the workplace as well as the 

effects of gift giving on organizational commitment. Here, gift giving is defined broadly 

to include any act that involves people freely and independently volunteering to provide 
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either tangible or intangible benefits to others without knowing if others will reciprocate. 

Data from a survey distributed to registered nurses working for two hospitals run by a 

large healthcare organization provide the empirical basis for this investigation.  

 Together the experiment and survey allow for an in-depth investigation into how 

exchange processes affect commitments to social networks and organizations. As such, 

the findings reported herein advance sociological understanding about how micro-level 

processes shape macro-level structures. They also speak to the issue of organizational 

retention.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 

A tension exists between social stability and social change, and this tension has 

long piqued sociological inquiry. Emile Durkheim ([1933] 1984), for instance, sought to 

explain how increasing the division of labor, a social change, could result in the 

development of social solidarity and a stable social system. More recently, researchers 

interested in social networks have sought to explain the processes that account for 

network change (Moody, McFarland, and Bender-deMoll 2005). As Ronald Burt (1992) 

makes clear, actors are not network automatons, behaving only in structurally mandated 

ways. Rather, they are active agents who can influence the shape and structure of their 

networks. This observation begs the question: what influences whether people choose to 

revamp their social relations by replacing them with new ones?  

Some scholars have argued that one’s place in a social network may prompt 

attempts at network change. For example, Richard Emerson (1972), drawing upon the 

work of Thibaut and Kelley (1959), noted that structurally disadvantaged actors—actors 

who are unable to obtain as many benefits as others due to their structural position—often 

try to improve their structural position and level the playing field. Power imbalanced 

social exchange networks are networks consisting of structural conditions that afford 

some actors a greater ability to influence others and to amass benefits than other actors. 

Emerson identified four ways disadvantaged actors go about bringing these power 
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imbalanced social exchange networks into balance.1 Two of these mechanisms involve 

transforming the network structure.  

The two structural change mechanisms he identified are coalition formation and 

network expansion. Coalition formation occurs when disadvantaged actors reduce the 

number of available alternatives for an advantaged actor by coming together to negotiate 

as a single entity. Unions are perhaps one of the best examples of this. Karen Cook and 

Mary Gillmore (1984) find evidence to suggest that disadvantaged actors will use this 

strategy when given the chance.  

Network expansion is the other way in which disadvantaged actors can improve 

their power position. By adding alternatives, actors become less dependent on others for 

resources and thus improve their relative position. Gordon Abra’s (2005) work on 

network exchange reveals that in negotiated exchange structures, the effect of network 

expansion on commitment depends on the shape of the network. Underlying Abra’s 

research is the notion that as the network structure changes, so do the exchange relations. 

These two strategies, however, only involve modifying the structure of an existing 

exchange network. They do not entail the complete replacement of the exchange relations 

that make up that network. Replacing one set of social relations with another can be quite 

dramatic, as it requires a major overhaul of one’s social ties. Nevertheless, it does occur. 

People change jobs, move, change club memberships, etc. That is, people make choices 

that involve effectively cutting the social ties that comprise their pre-existing network and 
                                                
1 Although Emerson (1962) identifies four mechanisms, discussed are only those two 
balancing mechanisms that focus on structural change. The other two (withdrawal and 
status-giving) involve actors changing their values about the exchange relation and are 
outside the purview of this dissertation.  



 16 

replacing them with new ones. Situations such as these where actors must choose 

between joining a new network of social ties and staying with an existing one are the 

primary focus of this research.  

The exit option is inherently risky. Rarely, if ever, do people have definite 

knowledge about the benefits the alternative social relations will provide. For example, 

employees often choose whether or not to leave their current job for another without 

perfect information about the alternative (Allen 2004). Embedded in the choice to exit an 

exchange network, then, is the risk associated with losing the predictable benefits that 

come from existing exchange relations, even if this risk is not recognized as such 

(Kahneman and Tversky 1979). Despite the risk of incurring a possible net loss, people 

sometimes choose to replace their existing set of exchange relations with a new set of 

exchange relations. 

The remainder of this dissertation builds on the existing social exchange literature 

to study how exchange processes and structures affect this choice. Much has been said 

about the bonding power of the gift (see, for example, Mauss 1925). This research refines 

and contributes to this line of thinking by explaining the social psychological processes 

that link how people exchange resources to network and organizational retention. It 

accomplishes this task by relying on two independent, but related, research endeavors. 

These two streams of research divide this dissertation into two halves. 

The first half of the dissertation focuses on the relationship between the two direct 

forms of exchange and an individual’s propensity to remain in a social network. The two 

forms of direct exchange are direct reciprocal exchange and negotiated exchange. Direct 
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reciprocal exchange involves an actor individually choosing to perform some act that 

benefits another actor without knowing whether the recipient of the benefit will 

reciprocate in kind. Negotiated exchange differs in that it involves actors bargaining over 

the terms of an agreement that will benefit both actors. Consideration of the differences 

between these two forms of direct exchange inform a theoretical argument about why 

actors should be more likely to remain in a social network if they participate in reciprocal 

exchange. Chapter 2 presents this theoretical argument, and chapter 3 describes the 

experiment used to test the hypotheses derived from this causal argument. The results 

from this experiment are provided in chapter 4. Chapter 5 discusses the implications of 

these results for the social psychological literature. The first part of the dissertation, then, 

fills a void in the social exchange literature by providing an explanation for why network 

commitments vary by these two forms of exchange. In the process, it also explains how 

small competitive exchange networks can come to be viewed as groups by the actors who 

comprise them, thereby switching focus from staying behaviors at the dyadic level 

(Lawler and Yoon 1993; 1996; 1998) to staying behaviors at the network level. 

The second part of the dissertation differs from the first. Rather than compare 

direct reciprocal exchange to negotiated exchange, it examines how gift giving—defined 

broadly as all exchange transactions that involve actors independently choosing to give 

resources to and from one another without negotiating over the terms of those 

exchanges—affects the choice to stay or leave in work settings. Importantly, this 

conceptualization of gift giving captures both direct and indirect reciprocal exchange. 

Unlike direct reciprocity, indirect reciprocity occurs when the recipient of a benefit does 
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not reciprocate directly to the actor who gave the benefit but to some other actor in the 

social system. Thus, this part of the dissertation examines how the gift giving nature of 

these two forms of reciprocal exchange affect organizational commitment. The first 

chapter in this section, chapter 6, reviews how management and organizational scholars 

have used the principles of exchange to explain a number of inter-and intra-

organizational phenomena. It also introduces a number of hypotheses about how the 

likelihood of receiving and giving gifts and the ratio of receiving to giving gifts affect 

employee commitment to the employing organizations. Chapter 7, then, describes the 

method used to test these hypotheses and explains why nurses make an ideal case study 

for investigating organizational retention. Results follow in chapters 8. Chapter 9 

concludes this half of the dissertation with a brief summary of the findings.   

Thus, the two parts of the dissertation combine to provide an in-depth 

investigation of how the way people exchange resources affects network and 

organizational retention. While the first half of this dissertation research advances 

theoretical understanding of social exchange processes, the second half begins to show 

how some of these theoretical ideas can be used to advance sociological understanding of 

organizational retention. In this way, the two-pronged approach adopted here expands 

sociological understanding of the social psychological processes that affect commitment, 

particularly within the organizational context.  

Aspects of this dissertation, then, should appeal to many different audiences. The 

first half of the dissertation should be especially interesting to social psychologists, as it 

posits an explanation for how the form of exchange ultimately affects the choice to sever 
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ties with an exchange network. Recently, Shane Thye, Edward Lawler, and Jeongkoo 

Yoon (2011) asked: how do small competitive networks come to be viewed as groups by 

the actors who comprise them? This half of this dissertation answers this question, and in 

the process, advances social psychological understanding of network stability.  

The second half of this dissertation should be of particular interest to 

organizational and management scholars. Organizational retention has long motivated 

organizational research (Barnard 1938; March and Simon 1958). This research adds to 

what we already know about turnover by explaining how employee-to-employee 

exchange processes shape worker psychology in such a way as to make them more or less 

likely to leave an organization. In this way, this dissertation builds on previous studies, 

which have relied on the social exchange perspective to explain employee turnover (e.g., 

Farrell and Rusbult 1981; Rusbult, Farrell, Rogers, and Mainous 1988; Witt, Hochwarter, 

Hilton, and Hillman 1999).  

Moreover, by studying organizational retention among registered nurses working 

at two large hospitals, this research is relevant to medical sociologists, policymakers, and 

healthcare managers. Roughly 16% of the United State’s Gross Domestic Product (GNP) 

is spent on health care (US Department of Health and Human Services 2010). This 

percentage is considerably higher than in other industrialized countries (OECD 2011), 

and nurse turnover is one contributor to the higher cost of healthcare in the United States. 

About 13% of all newly licensed registered nurses (RNs) change jobs after one year 

(Kovner et al. 2007). Nurse turnover is particularly problematic for hospitals. As Jeffrey 

Alexander, Joan Bloom, and Beverly Nuchols (1994) note, hospitals that experience high 
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turnover have considerably higher operating costs than those that do not. The findings in 

this study, therefore, may prove particularly valuable to those healthcare professionals 

wrestling to solve the problem of high turnover rates among registered nurses. 

So, while the focus of this project is singular—understanding how exchange 

processes affect retention in social networks—it should have broad ramifications. I now 

turn to the first half of the dissertation, where I introduce the social psychological 

principles that inform this research and test one of two unique theoretical arguments.  
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PART I 

 

FORMS OF EXCHANGE AND STAYING BEHAVIORS 
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CHAPTER 2. A SOCIAL EXCHANGE THEORY OF NETWORK RETENTION 

Social scientists have long recognized the analytic utility of viewing human 

interaction as a series of resource exchanges. Georg Simmel ([1907] 1971), Claude Levi-

Strauss (1969), and Marcel Mauss (1925), for instance, all recognize that exchange could 

affect the relationships that develop between people. Thus, apart from the simple transfer 

of resources, individuals can use exchange to impress others, build trust, and show 

approval (Blau 1964). Recognizing this, the current research offers and tests a theoretical 

model about how exchange processes can affect psychological group formation—or the 

psychological process by which people come to view themselves as part of a group 

(Lawler and Yoon 1993; Lawler, Thye, and Yoon 2000)—and the choice to stay in a 

social network.  

Experimental research on the relationship between social exchange and the 

development of relational cohesion has primarily focused on the feelings of attraction that 

develop between pairs of actors (for an exception, see Thye, Lawler, and Yoon 2011). 

For instance, Edward Lawler and Jeongkoo Yoon’s (1993; 1996) theory of relational 

cohesion has as its basic unit of analysis the dyadic exchange relation and offers a 

theoretical explanation for the conditions that affect whether two actors come to view 

themselves as a cohesive unit. Similarly, the work of Linda Molm and colleagues speaks 

to the relational solidarity that develops between pairs of exchange partners in larger 

social networks (Molm, Takahashi, and Peterson 2000; Molm, Collett, and Schaefer 

2006; Molm, Collett, and Schaefer 2007a; Molm, Schaefer, and Collett 2007b). Such 

personal attractions, however, are not the same as social attractions, or attractions among 
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members of a group (Hogg 1992). So while existing social exchange research provides 

important insight into the relational bonds that develop between pairs of actors within 

networks, it has yet to document fully the processes by which actors come to develop a 

sense of belonging to an entire exchange network or a set of three or more self-interested 

actors “each of whom provides opportunities for transactions with at least one other actor 

in the set” (Cook 1977).   

As a result, we do not fully understand how actors of exchange organically come 

to view their existing exchange networks as groups or collections of three or more actors 

who share a social identity insofar as they feel a sense of belonging with the other actors 

and value membership in the group (Hogg 2006). This is unfortunate because, as much 

social psychological research shows, groups matter. Such phenomena as groupthink 

(Janis 1972), stereotyping, and in-group favoritism (Turner, Sachdev, and Hogg 1983) 

are all linked with the creation of a group identity. Understanding how people come to 

view themselves as members of a group, then, has much practical utility. 

The remainder of this chapter relies on existing social exchange and social 

identity theories to derive a theoretical explanation for how exchange processes 

differentially affect the extent to which the opportunity to leave one’s exchange network 

activates psychological group formation and the desire to remain in an existing social 

network. Before fleshing out this logic, I first review some of the basic concepts and 

assumptions of social exchange theory. 
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Basic Concepts and Assumptions 

The social exchange perspective views human interaction as a series of resource 

exchanges between actors. Resources in social exchange are any capability or object that 

is held by one actor and valued by another. In this respect, resources can be almost 

anything—tangible goods or services, status, approval, advice, or psychological 

gratification.  

Exchange relationships form when the resources to be had from interdependently 

exchanging with others outweigh independent action (Thibaut and Kelley 1959). That is, 

in the pursuit of valued resources, actors—whether individuals or collectivities—enter 

into recurring exchange relations with those who can provide said benefits. Importantly, 

the assumption of recurring exchanges between actors allows actors of exchange the 

ability to evaluate the behaviors of exchange partners.  

Resource exchanges can take on various forms. When the outcomes of exchange 

depend on the behaviors of actors who exchange with one another, an exchange relation 

is said to be direct, and there are two forms of direct exchange relations: negotiated and 

reciprocal. Negotiated exchanges are those in which actors bargain over the terms of the 

exchange and engage in an exchange transaction only after the terms of the exchange 

have been agreed upon. The bargaining processes associated with buying a house or a car 

make these examples of negotiated exchanges. Typically social exchange researchers rule 

out opportunism by assuring that actors know about the quality of the resources to be 

exchanged (for an exception, see Kollock 1994) and by making agreements binding 

(Cook et al. 1983; Markovsky, Willer, and Patton 1988). 
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Direct reciprocal exchanges are those exchanges in which actors individually 

decide to initiate an exchange by providing a benefit to another. Swapping birthday 

presents is an example of reciprocal exchange. Lack of negotiation and binding 

agreements means that benefits flow unilaterally and that there is no assurance that giving 

will result in another’s reciprocation (Molm 2006). Direct reciprocal exchanges were of 

primary focus for many classical exchange theorists (Blau 1964; Homans 1974) and have 

recently received renewed attention from contemporary exchange researchers (Molm 

1994; Molm et al. 2000; Molm, Collett, and Schaefer 2007a; Bonacich and Bienenstock 

2009; Cheshire, Gerbasi, and Cook 2010).  

Although these two forms of exchange always occur directly between two actors, 

these actors may frequently be embedded in more complex networks of exchange 

relations. Network exchange structures consist of the connections between a set of 

exchange actors and bound the mutual dependence of actors. Negatively connected 

network exchange structures are those structures where exchange in one relation 

precludes exchange in another on any given exchange opportunity. Power imbalances in 

such networks arise due to inequalities in dependence. Richard Emerson’s (1972a; 

1972b) power-dependence theory holds that power exists as an attribute of the relations 

between people, with those less dependent on a given relation having a power advantage. 

When network alternatives result in one actor being less dependent on another actor for 

resources than the other actor is on him, a power imbalanced exchange relation exists, 

with the less dependent actor experiencing a power advantage.  
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I seek to determine whether the two different forms of direct exchange affect the 

choice to stay in these negatively connected, power-imbalanced network structures. Both 

forms of exchange pervade social life. For instance, organizational theory and research 

has discovered the prevalence and importance of negotiated and reciprocal exchange in 

the execution of organizational objectives (Kranton 1996; Larsen 1992; Powell 1990; 

Uzzi 1997). Thus, there is great utility in studying the relative effects of these two forms 

of exchange on the relationships that develop between actors of exchange. 

Recognizing this, I derive a new theoretical model linking form of exchange to 

network retention. Key to this theoretical explanation is the development of relational 

solidarity between actors of exchange and psychological group formation. I define 

relational solidarity as the feelings of social unity that develop between pairs of actors. 

Psychological group formation refers to the process by which people come to view 

themselves as part of a group characterized by higher levels of cooperation and reduced 

levels of self-interest (Hogg 1992; Lawler and Yoon 1996; Turner and Bourhis 1996). 

Specifically, the theory argues that differences in the relational solidarity between pairs 

of actors produced by these two forms of direct exchange psychologically condition 

actors to be more or less willing to re-conceptualize a network of exchange relationships 

as constituting a group, and as a result, remain in it when given the chance to leave.   

 

A Theory of Network Retention 

Previous investigation examines staying behavior in terms of whether or not an 

actor continues exchanging with a single exchange partner in the face of one or more 
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viable alternatives (Lawler and Yoon 1993; 1996; 1998). This research has found that at 

the dyadic level, feelings of cohesion or solidarity increase staying behaviors. In an 

experimental study, Edward Lawler and Jeongkoo Yoon found that “the degree to which 

actors perceive their relation to be a distinct, unifying social object” (1996:94) affects the 

likelihood that they will choose to exchange with one relation as opposed to another.  

Michael Hogg (1992) claims, however, that such personal attractions are 

restricted to interpersonal relationships, and thus, may not explain staying behaviors at 

units of analysis beyond the dyad. This seems especially likely in networks where actors 

interact with only a subset of network members and where power imbalances mean that 

these interactions are not always equal. For example, in large, hierarchical organizations, 

employees may only interact with a small subset of the organizational network and may 

often face power imbalances when interacting with these members of the organization. In 

situations like these, one’s perceptions of the network as a whole might be more 

important than his or her feelings towards any particular exchange relation.  

Of particular relevance is whether self-interested actors come to view their 

network as a social group. Social identity theorists find that the adoption of a group 

identity is associated with group phenomenon, such as stereotyping and in-group 

preference (Hogg 1992). Thus, the extent to which actors come to view their social 

network as a group might affect their propensity to remain in it. The question, then, is, 

what accounts for actors coming to view their exchange networks as groups and to what 

extent does this affect the staying behaviors of actors at the network level? 
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I answer these questions by presenting a new theory about how the two forms of 

direct exchange differentially affect whether actors choose to stay in negatively 

connected, power-imbalanced network structures when given a chance to leave them. To 

understand how reciprocal and negotiated exchange influence the choice to remain in a 

power imbalanced exchange network, I draw upon Molm’s reciprocity theory (Molm, 

Collett, Schaeffer 2007a), Lawler and Yoon’s (1993; 1996) theory of relational cohesion, 

and the current thinking in social identity theory (Hogg 1992; 2006). Figure 2.1 presents 

a sketch of the causal logic describing the endogenous processes linking form of 

exchange to staying behavior. 

 

Figure 2.1 Theoretical Pathway Model: Linking Form of Exchange to Staying Behavior 

 

 I pull from the work of Molm and the work of Lawler and Yoon to explicate how 

the forms of exchange and the structural power of actors affect the relational solidarity 

that develop between pairs of exchange partners in an exchange network (Molm et al. 

2007a). The relative strength of the relational solidarity between pairs of actors across the 
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two forms of direct exchange become relevant when actors are presented with the 

opportunity to defect from their existing exchange networks and to exchange with a new 

set of actors, without knowing the benefits that the new relations might provide. Social 

identity theory argues that “[p]eople strive to reduce subjective uncertainty about their 

social world and their place within it” (Hogg 2006:120), and that one way people do this 

is by psychologically coming to view themselves as being members of a social group 

(Hogg and Turner 1985). The presence of an alternative exchange network that may or 

may not offer greater benefits than the existing network introduces uncertainty into the 

social world of the actors. It also provides actors with a distinction upon which they can 

make an in-group/out-group classification. Combined, these two factors should motivate 

actors to re-conceptualize the existing dyadic exchange relations that comprise their 

exchange network as constituting a group of collectively-oriented actors, with greater 

perceived uncertainty affecting the strength of this incentive. 

How effective an actor is in coming to view her exchange relations as a group, 

however, should depend on the relational solidarity she feels toward her existing 

exchange partners (Lawler and Yoon 1993; Prentice, Miller, and Lightdale 1994). That is, 

the strength of an actor’s dyadic attachments should positively influence psychological 

group formation (Lawler and Yoon 1996) or the process by which people come to view 

themselves as part of a group characterized by collective interest (Hogg 1992; Turner and 

Bourhis 1996). Given that a sense of group membership has been shown to lead to in-

group preferences (Tajfel 1970), it follows that the extent to which an actor views herself 

as being part of a group, or a collection of people who have a social identity in common 
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(Hogg 2006), should affect the likelihood of the actor choosing to remain in an existing 

exchange network. To clarify the above logic, I now address each stage of the causal 

model in detail, introducing hypotheses throughout the discussion. 

 

Forms of Exchange, Power, and Relational Solidarity  

 Linda Molm’s theory of reciprocity relies on three causal mechanisms to explain 

why reciprocal exchange is more likely to generate integrative bonds, or feelings of social 

solidarity, between pairs of exchange partners than negotiated exchange (Molm et al. 

2000; Molm et al. 2006; Molm et al. 2007a; Molm et al. 2007b). These mechanisms stem 

from the different ways resources flow from one actor to another across these two forms 

of exchange. In negotiated exchanges, resources flow bilaterally with both actors of a 

negotiation receiving the agreed upon benefits. In reciprocal exchanges, resources flow 

unilaterally with an actor giving to another without the certainty of reciprocation (Molm 

et al. 2007a).  

This difference in how resources are exchanged across these two forms of direct 

exchange differentially affect the risk associated with, the conflict surrounding, and the 

expressive value of exchange and, as a result, the three dimensions of integrative bonds 

that she studies. Risk is higher for reciprocal exchanges than negotiated exchanges 

because in reciprocal exchanges actors give to others without knowing if others will give 

back. Since risk is necessary if actors are to prove themselves to be trustworthy (Coleman 

1990; Kollock 1994; Molm et al. 2000), it follows that reciprocal exchanges provide the 

opportunity for the development of greater trust, an element of social solidarity, than 
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negotiated exchanges. Reciprocal exchanges also yield higher expressive value than 

negotiated exchanges. Because actors know that reciprocal exchanges grant individuals 

discretion when it comes to giving, an act of reciprocity carries with it a connotative 

message not found in negotiated exchanges, namely, that the relationship is valued. 

Conflict, however, is more salient in negotiated exchanges than in reciprocal exchanges, 

and this depresses feelings of solidarity between exchange partners in negotiated 

exchange. Given the logic surrounding these three mechanisms, the theory predicts and 

empirical tests reveal that reciprocal exchanges produce more trust, affective regard, and 

social unity between exchange partners than negotiated ones (Molm et al 2007a).2 Of 

these three dimensions of integrative bonds, it is social unity that is relevant here as this 

research is concerned with whether an actor’s perception of an exchange relationship as 

one of unity and partnership operates to inform psychological group formation. 

 In addition to the form of exchange, power differences between the actors of 

exchange should also have a direct effect on the development of relational solidarity 

between exchange partners (Lawler and Yoon 1993; 1996). Previous research in the 

exchange tradition has shown that behavioral commitments to exchange partners vary 

inversely with power (Cook and Emerson 1978; Cook et al. 1983; Lawler and Yoon 
                                                
2 Lawler (2001) challenges Molm’s theory of reciprocity, arguing instead that negotiated 
exchange should produce greater commitment than reciprocal exchange. An experimental 
test of this proposition, however, failed to yield empirical support for it (Lawler, Thye, 
and Yoon 2008). Given this, there is reason to employ Molm’s theory of reciprocity 
rather than Lawler’s affect theory of social exchange as the basis for predictions 
regarding these two forms of exchange and commitment. But this is not the only reason 
to do so. As Molm et al. note, “the affective/emotional processes of [Lawler’s] affect 
theory are most likely to occur in equal-power relations” (2007a:239). Since the proposed 
work focuses on unequal power relations, the applicability of Lawler’s theory seems 
limited. 
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1996). This finding is intriguing given other research that finds a relationship between a 

partner’s behavioral commitments and an actor’s feelings of social unity with the 

exchange relation (Lawler and Yoon 1996; Molm et al. 2000). Since high power actors 

are less likely to be committed (behaviorally) to their low power exchange partners, it is 

not surprising that disadvantaged actors express less social unity toward their advantaged 

exchange partners (Molm et al. 2000). The evidence suggests then that disadvantaged 

actors should express, on average, less relational solidarity with their exchange relations 

than their advantaged counterparts.  

 Thus, extant research shows that exchange form and structural power affect the 

relational solidarity that develops between pairs of exchange actors. It also suggests that 

these two factors might interact to affect the development of such bonds. Unequal power 

makes reciprocal exchange even riskier for disadvantaged actors and intensifies the 

salience of conflict for disadvantaged actors in negotiated exchange (Molm et al. 2007a). 

These effects suggest the difference in relational solidarity across the two forms of 

exchange might be exaggerated for disadvantaged actors.  

 Given all of the above, I hypothesize:   

Hypothesis 1:  Actors will develop greater relational solidarity for their exchange 

partners in exchange networks characterized by reciprocal exchange relations than 

in those characterized by negotiated exchange relations. 

Hypothesis 2:  Advantaged actors will express greater relational solidarity for 

 their exchange partners than disadvantaged actors. 
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  Hypothesis 2a: The form of exchange will have stronger effects on   

  relational solidarity for disadvantaged actors than for advantaged actors. 

 

Relational Solidarity, Information, and Psychological Group Formation  
 
 Greater relational solidarity between pairs of exchange actors does not, in and of 

itself, result in actors viewing the set of exchange relations that make up an exchange 

network as constituting a group. Molm et al. find that for both reciprocal and negotiated 

exchanges, actors rarely describe their set of exchange relations as a “group, a team, 

working together” (2007a: 234). Rather, they view the bonds that exist between exchange 

partners as distinct and isolated units, with those embedded in reciprocal exchange 

networks having a greater chance of viewing the exchange relations as separate 

individuals working together and with those embedded in negotiated exchange relations 

having a greater chance of viewing the exchange relations as competitive. Lawler and 

Yoon (1998) recognize this when they note that an exchange network is not necessarily 

considered to be a group by the actors that form it and that despite the feelings of 

cohesion that develop between partners of exchange, some common group identity must 

be activated if actors are to conceptualize their exchange network as such. Thus, 

relational solidarity between pairs of actors in an exchange network is not enough to 

prompt actors to view the entire network as a social group. Something more is required 

for individuals to re-conceptualize the dyadic exchange relations that make up an 

exchange network as being elements of a larger group.  
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 To understand how an actor might come to conceive of her entire exchange 

network as a group, consideration of the thinking on social identity proves helpful. Social 

identity theory concerns itself with the process by which actors come to identify with a 

group and the subsequent effects of this identification (Tajfel 1981). It also says quite a 

bit about how individuals come to perceive a collection of individuals as constituting a 

group. The theory’s notion of psychological salience suggests that if a situation makes 

self-evident some distinction upon which actors can divide members into an in-group and 

an out-group, there will be a tendency for this social categorization to occur. Thus, by 

making actors embedded in a pre-existing network of exchange relations aware of an 

alternative exchange network, such a salient distinction will exist, as actors will be able to 

distinguish membership between the two networks. 

Simply the presence of an alternative network of exchange relations, however, is 

not enough to prompt individuals to psychologically view their network as a group. The 

alternative network must also produce uncertainty for the actors.3  Hogg (2006) contends 

that the desire to reduce subjective uncertainty about the social world motivates people to 

perceive themselves as being members of a group. Categorizing oneself as being a 

member of a group diminishes uncertainty, because it provides actors with expectations 

about what they might gain from their interactions with others who are in the group. 

Thus, to the extent that the introduction of an alternative network makes accessible social 

                                                
3 In cases where the alternative provides certain rewards, enacting a social identity 
provides little value, because it does nothing to bring greater order to the social situation. 
When certainty about the benefits of the alternative obtains, one should suspect actors to 
rationally choose that option that results in the greater realization of their respective self-
interests. Social identity should not be activated.  
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categories and inserts uncertainty into the social world of the exchange actors, there 

exists an incentive for actors to view themselves psychologically as being part of a group.  

Social identity theory posits two different ways actors can come to in-group/out-

group categorizations. First, actors can form attachments to a particular group identity, 

independent of any ties between group members. These groups are called common-

identity groups, because it is the commitment to the particular identity of the group that 

sparks the social identity. Second, interdependence and interaction (both features of 

exchange relations) among individuals can serve as the basis for people coming to 

perceive themselves as being part of a group (Rabbie and Horowitz 1988). In these so-

called common-bond groups, members define their group in terms of their relationships 

to others (Prentice, Miller, and Lightdale 1994).  

Of these two processes for psychological group formation, it is the second that is 

useful here. When actors are presented with the opportunity to defect to another network 

without knowing the benefits that the new relations might provide, they will rely on their 

existing dyadic relationships as the basis for assessing the degree to which they view their 

exchange network as constituting a group. The extent to which actors view their network 

as a group, therefore, will depend on the actor’s feelings of solidarity with his or her 

exchange partners.  

Importantly, whether these feelings of solidarity operate as a mechanism for 

psychological group formation should depend on the degree to which the opportunity to 

join an alternative network introduces uncertainty into the actor’s world. The amount of 

information an actor has about an alternative exchange network should result in actors 
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feeling either more or less subjective uncertainty. When actors are made aware of the 

possibility of joining an alternative network, they will use any information they have to 

compare the benefits it might provide to those supplied by their existing network (Molm, 

Schaeffer, Collett 2009). A complete lack of information about the alternative makes it 

impossible for actors to compare the two networks and introduces maximum uncertainty 

into their subjective worlds. Interestingly, the provisioning of additional (but incomplete) 

information about the alternative network does not improve the ability to determine 

whether the new exchange network will provide greater or lesser benefits. Still, the 

additional information should result in actors feeling as though they are better able to 

ascertain the benefits they will get from the alternative, thereby lessening perceptions of 

uncertainty (Molm et al. 2009). It therefore follows that by providing actors with 

additional (albeit incomplete) information about the alternative exchange network, 

perceptions of uncertainty should decline and the drive to see themselves as part of a 

group should weaken, although it will not disappear. Given this reasoning, it is possible 

to hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 3:  When an actor is made aware of an uncertain alternative network, 

 the extent to which the actor views the network as constituting a group will vary 

 positively with the relational solidarity felt by the actor towards his or her 

 exchange partners. 

 Hypothesis 3a:  Psychological group formation will be greater when the  

  amount of uncertainty about the benefits provided by exchange relations in 

  an alternative exchange network are high rather than low.  
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Psychological Group Formation and Network Retention 

 Social identity theory asserts that once people view themselves as being a member 

of a group, they will tend to make social comparisons based on group membership (Hogg 

2006). Associated with this is a propensity for individuals to favor their own group. 

While this does not mean that within a group individuals will be equally committed to all 

members (Lawler and Yoon 1998), it does mean that when faced with the choice between 

one’s own group and another, actors will be more likely to want to remain with their 

existing exchange partners and if given the choice, will actually pick their own network. 

It therefore follows that, given the opportunity to leave an existing network for an 

alternative one, the extent to which an actor views his or her network as a group and 

views himself or herself as part of that group will positively affect whether the actor 

chooses to stay in the existing exchange networks. The fourth hypothesis states this: 

 Hypothesis 4: The extent to which an individual conceptualizes his or her network 

 as a group will positively affect that individual’s desire to remain in it. 

 

Summary 

I have made a causal argument linking the form of exchange, an actor’s structural 

power, relational solidarity, uncertainty, psychological group formation, and an actor’s 

choice to remain in a pre-existing exchange structure. As presented, the logic suggests 

that this likelihood will be smaller for actors exchanging via the reciprocal form of 

exchange than for actors exchanging via negotiation. Critical to the relationship between 

form of exchange and the exit choice is psychological group formation. I contend that the 
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presence of an alternative network motivates actors to view their dyadic exchange 

relations as constituting a group, with the power of this effect varying as a result of the 

information they receive about the alternative and past exchange experience. 

Psychological group formation therefore provides the causal mechanism linking form of 

exchange to network retention, and it organically emerges upon the introduction of an 

alternative network. The next chapter describes an experiment designed to test these 

ideas. Following this is an empirical chapter describing the results from this experiment 

and a chapter discussing the broader significance of these findings.
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CHAPTER 3. EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN 
 

 I tested the predictions of the theory of network retention using a controlled 

laboratory experiment. The experiment had undergraduate students exchange with two 

computer-simulated actors in what they believed was a four-actor exchange network for 

purpose of earning money. The amount of money any participant received depended on 

the exchanges he or she made with partners. 

 Various aspects of the laboratory experiment made it advantageous for testing the 

causal processes described by the theory of network retention (Zelditch 1969). In natural 

settings, many different factors can give rise to psychological group formation, such as 

being of the same race or alumni from the same university. The experimental setting 

allowed me to control for these other factors, and thus, isolate the causal mechanisms 

described by the theory. Moreover, the use of random assignment evenly distributed 

variations in individuals across treatment conditions, thereby ensuring that the propensity 

of subjects to form group attachments were no different across conditions within the 

bounds of statistical error. Thus, the implementation of random assignment in concert 

with various experimental controls ruled out the possibility of systematic variation across 

experimental conditions (Campbell and Stanley 1963) and allowed for a rigorous test of 

the proposed predictions.  

 

Design and Participants 

Social exchange theory assumes that actors value the resources of exchange 

(Molm and Cook 1995). A precondition for participation in the experiment, then, was a 
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desire for the resource that was to be exchanged. To meet this scope condition (Walker 

and Cohen 1985), I recruited undergraduate students from a large, public university based 

on their desire to earn money, the exchange resource in the experiment. 

The actual laboratory experiment relied on a 2x2x2 factorial design, manipulating 

the form of exchange (reciprocal vs. negotiated exchange), the power of the participants 

(low vs. high power), and the information subjects had about the alternative network (low 

vs. high information). 1284 undergraduate students were randomly assigned to each of the 

eight cells of the 2x2x2 factorial resulting in 16 students per cell. For control purposes, 

equal numbers of men and women were assigned to each cell.5 Participants did not know 

that their exchange partners were computer-simulated actors, as this would have 

prevented them from developing bonds with their exchange partners.  

 

Procedures 

The experiment had participants engage in a series of exchange opportunities with 

two exchange partners in what they believed was a fixed, four-person exchange network. 

While multiple subjects could participate in the experiment at the same time, no two 

subjects encountered one another upon arriving for the experiment, thereby ensuring that 

the development of psychological group formation arose out of their exchange in the 

experiment. Exchange opportunities were divided into three distinct exchange phases by 

                                                
4 In actuality, 133 undergraduate students participated in the experiment. Data from five 
of the students, however, had to be excluded as these individuals indicated that they did 
not believe that they were interacting with real people. 
5 Preliminary analyses found no gender effects, so I omitted gender from the final 
analyses. 
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two different questionnaires. Upon arriving for the experiment, participants were directed 

to isolated rooms where they received a brief introduction to the experiment. They were 

told that the experiment would require them to interact with other participants via a 

computer network and that through these interactions they would earn money. They were 

also told that detailed instructions for the experiment would appear on the computer 

terminal as soon as all participants had arrived and that this might take a few minutes as 

the other participants would have to be directed to their respective rooms. The waiting 

period varied depending on when the subject arrived, but never lasted more than 15 

minutes.  

Instructions informed subjects that they would be interacting with other students 

and that the amount of money they earned would depend on these interactions. 

Unbeknownst to subjects, exchange partners were actually simulated actors designed to 

mimic real exchange behavior. The experiment used simulated actors for two reasons. 

First, simulated actors reduced the number of participants needed to conduct the 

experiment and thus, reduced costs. Second, the use of simulated actors helped ensure 

that subjects assigned to similar network positions had comparable earnings across the 

forms of exchange, as I was able to program the exchange behaviors of simulated actors 

and as a result, control for them. More will be said about the programming of simulated 

actors later in this chapter. 

The instructions also taught participants how to use their computers to exchange 

with their exchange partners. Participants were told that they would have two exchange 

partners who each had a common alternative partner. A diagram of this exchange 



 42 

network appeared on subjects’ screens and can be seen in Figure 3.1. Participants were 

also told that they would be interacting with their partners over a series of exchange 

opportunities and that for any one opportunity they would only be able to exchange with 

one partner.6 Subjects were aware of the potential benefits they could receive from each 

partner on each exchange opportunity. 

 

Figure 3.1 Diagram of the exchange network that appeared on subjects’ screens. Subjects 
were told that they were ‘S’ and that they could exchange with ‘X’ and ‘Z’. The relative 
value of these two exchange partners varied depending on the power condition to which 

the subject was randomly assigned. 
 

Following the instructions, subjects participated in a series of exchange 

opportunities with their two simulated exchange partners, with the behaviors of these 

simulated actors varying by the power position to which the participant was randomly 

assigned. The completion of each exchange opportunity resulted in participants receiving 

information about who gave them points and how many points they received. Total 

earnings were updated and reported. Subjects did not receive any information about the 
                                                
6 That is, subjects exchanged in negatively connected networks. In negatively connected 
networks, participants choose between alternative exchange partners (Cook and Emerson 
1978). To operationalize a negatively connected network under conditions of negotiated 
exchange, actors were told that for any given exchange opportunity, an agreement with 
one exchange partner prevents an agreement with another.  To operationalize a negatively 
connected network under conditions of reciprocal exchange, actors were told that giving 
to one actor precludes giving to another on any given exchange opportunity. 
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profits earned by their exchange partners. Not having this information reduced the 

likelihood of equity effects (Cook and Emerson 1978) and enhanced the uncertainty 

associated with exchange (Molm et al. 2000). Repeated interaction made possible the 

development of relational solidarity between exchange partners, as subjects were able to 

learn about the character of their two exchange partners.  

These repeated exchange opportunities were divided into three phases, with the 

number of exchange opportunities in each phase varying by the phase and the form of 

exchange. The first phase of exchange stopped after 62% of the exchange opportunities 

had passed. Subjects were informed that they were part way through the experiment and 

asked to answer a few questions about their interactions with their two exchange partners. 

Questions focused on participants’ dyadic relationships and feelings of relational 

solidarity with exchange partners (Molm et al. 2007a).  

 The second exchange phase began once these questions had been answered. This 

phase stopped after a pre-determined number of exchange opportunities, with the number 

varying by condition. Subjects were told that they had been randomly selected for a 

unique opportunity and that at some point in the next part of the experiment they would 

be able to begin interacting with a new set of people should they want to stop interacting 

with the people with whom they had been interacting. The amount of information 

subjects received about this alternative network varied by the condition to which they 

were randomly assigned. Subjects then were asked to answer a battery of questions that 

they were told might help them with this choice. Questions evaluated psychological 

group formation as well as each subject’s interest in leaving the network.  
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Once the second questionnaire was complete, the third phase of exchange started. 

After a number of additional exchanges, with the number varying by condition, subjects 

were given the opportunity to join the alternative network. The experiment ended as soon 

as the subject made this choice. All subjects were debriefed and paid upon completion of 

the experiment. 

 

Manipulations 

The Form of Exchange  

 Participants engaged in either reciprocal or negotiated direct exchange. I 

manipulated these using two exchange settings developed by Molm and colleagues 

(1999), which were designed to be as comparable as possible. 

 Negotiated exchange conditions had subjects bargain with simulated exchange 

partners over the division of a pool of benefits. Subjects knew the range of points that 

they could request from their exchange partners but did not know that they were simply 

dividing a fixed amount of benefits when making these requests, thereby preventing 

subjects from being able to determine how many points their partner received from 

exchange. That is, each round had subjects request how many points they wanted to 

receive from their exchange partners, and the computer converted these requests into 

offers to the partners. On any given exchange opportunity, subjects negotiated for up to 

four rounds and were able to make offers, make counteroffers, or accept offers on each 

round. Agreements were reached when an actor’s request matched his partner’s offer. If 

an agreement was made, the actor immediately received the agreed upon amount. If an 
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actor failed to make an agreement after four rounds, the actor did not receive points for 

that exchange opportunity.  

Reciprocal exchange conditions consisted of a series of exchange opportunities in 

which subjects had to individually select to whom they wanted to give points without 

knowing the choices of others. That is, on any particular exchange opportunity, subjects 

made their selection without knowing whether anyone was giving to them. Giving points 

did not result in the giver losing points from his or her total. At the end of each exchange 

opportunity, subjects were told who gave to them and how much they received. 

The experimental design incorporated a variety of procedures to ensure that these 

two very different forms of exchange were as similar as possible. First, more exchange 

opportunities were run in the reciprocal exchange condition (160) than in the negotiated 

exchange condition (80). Each exchange opportunity in the negotiated exchange 

condition allowed for up to four rounds of bargaining, while each opportunity in 

reciprocal exchange consists of a single act. Doubling the number of reciprocal exchange 

opportunities approximately equates the time and effort spent by participants across these 

two forms of exchange. Exchange opportunities were distributed across the three 

exchange phases such that: phase 1 consisted of 100 reciprocal exchange opportunities or 

50 negotiated exchange opportunities, phase 2 consisted of 40 reciprocal exchange 

opportunities or 20 negotiated exchange opportunities, and phase 3 consisted of 20 

reciprocal exchange opportunities or 10 negotiated exchange opportunities.   

Second, the monetary values of points were adjusted to ensure that comparable 

behaviors received comparable earnings across the two forms of exchange. The total 
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number of points an actor could give to an exchange partner on any exchange opportunity 

in reciprocal exchange was equal to one-half the points that could be divided between 

actors in the negotiated exchange setting on each opportunity. This ensured that the 

potential joint benefit of exchange was constant across the two forms of exchange.  

 

The Power of the Actor  

 Participants were randomly placed into either a high or low power condition. The 

two networks in Figure 3.2 illustrate the different structural circumstances of the high and 

low power conditions, with ‘SHP’ representing high power subjects and ‘SLP’ representing 

low power subjects.7 

Figure 3.2 High and Low Power Exchange Conditions. Solid lines represent high value 
exchange relations, and dashed lines represent low value exchange relations. 

  
 As the network on the left illustrates, those in high power conditions had one 

equal power exchange partner (Z) and one disadvantaged exchange partner (Xfocal). 

Although both Z and Xfocal offered the participant high value benefits, Xfocal had a greater 

incentive to exchange with the subject, as its alternative exchange relation (with Y) 

provided low value benefits. That is, even though participants could receive 6 points from 
                                                
7 These exchange networks are weak power network structures, because “no position…is 
assured of being able to exclude another without cost” (Markovsky, Skvoretz, Willer, 
Lovaglia, and Erger 1993: 202). 
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both exchange partners in reciprocal conditions and were able to bargain with both of 

their exchange partners over a pool of 12 points in negotiated exchange conditions, they 

held a power advantage over Xfocal, because Xfocal was more dependent on the exchange 

relation for benefits.  

 Subjects in low power positions had one equal power exchange partner (Z) and 

one advantaged exchange partner (Xfocal). In reciprocal exchange conditions, participants 

were able to receive 6 points from Xfocal  and 2 points from Z. In negotiated exchanges, 

subjects bargained with Xfocal over a pool of 12 points and with Z over a pool of 4 points. 

The greater benefits potentially provided by Xfocal combined with the fact that Xfocal also 

had a high value relation with Y meant that subjects were more dependent on Xfocal for 

resources than Xfocal was on them, and as a result at a power disadvantage.  

 Thus, participants were either high or low power relative to the focal actor (Xfocal), 

who was either more or less dependent on the participant for benefits as a result of the 

network structure. To ensure that simulated actors behaved in ways consistent with these 

structural conditions, data from past social exchange experiments was used to inform 

programming. More will be said about the programming of these simulated actors later. 

 

The Amount of Information about the Exit Opportunity  

 I randomly placed subjects in one of two information conditions, which varied by 

the amount of information subjects were given about the alternative network. In the first 

condition, subjects were told they had an opportunity to exchange in an alternative 

network, but they knew nothing about the structural dimensions of the network (the 
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availability of alternative partners, the relative value of exchange with alternative 

partners, and the number of alternative partners). In the second condition, subjects knew 

they had an opportunity to exchange in an alternative network, and they knew that the 

only real difference between their existing network and the alternative network would be 

the people with whom they interacted. That is, subjects were told that the alternative 

network had the same structural dimensions as their existing one. The information 

differences between these two conditions allow for the investigation of uncertainty on the 

development of psychological group formation. 

   

Programming of Simulated Actors 

I modified a program used by Molm et al. (2006) for a previous social exchange 

experiment to create the simulated actors. These modifications ensured that simulated 

actors behaved in realistic and believable ways, appropriate to their structural positions, 

and were informed by behavioral data from previous exchange experiments in which all 

actors were human subjects (Molm et al. 2000). This data also offered insights into how 

average behaviors differ across different power positions, thereby allowing for the 

creation of simulated actors that more closely reflected structurally appropriate exchange 

behaviors. Participants were randomly assigned to either high power or low power 

conditions and to either reciprocal or negotiated exchange conditions, and the exchange 

behaviors of simulated actors varied across these conditions. 
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Low Power Conditions  

 Subjects assigned to low power conditions had one high power simulated 

exchange partner (the focal partner) and one low power simulated exchange partner (the 

other partner) who each had another high power exchange partner in common. For both 

forms of exchange, the behaviors of the focal partner were set to disadvantage the low 

power participant, and the behaviors of the other partner were programmed to create, on 

average, equal value exchanges between the low power participant and the simulated 

actor. 

Interactions between participants and the focal partner disadvantaged the 

participant such that he or she received, on average, 5 points for every 7 points the 

simulated actor received from the subject. In the negotiated exchange conditions, this 

disparity between the participant and the focal partner was created by manipulating the 

number of points requested by the focal actor from the participant. The focal actor made 

initial requests of 7, 8, or 9 points, meaning subjects were only being offered 5, 4 or 3 

points. If this initial request was not accepted (and it almost never was), the request was 

lowered by 1 on the next round of negotiations and then repeated on all subsequent 

rounds. For each exchange opportunity, the high power simulated actor had a 20 percent 

chance of requesting 7 points, a 60 percent chance of choosing 8, and a 20 percent chance 

of choosing 9, resulting in an average initial request of 8 points and an average final 
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request of 7 points by the simulated actor.8 Subjects who accepted this request received 5 

points. 

   To create this 5/7 split between participants and focal partners in reciprocal 

exchange conditions, the program manipulated the frequency with which the simulated 

actor reciprocated the subject’s giving. Specifically, the focal actor was programmed to 

reciprocate the participant’s giving only 5 of every 7 times. To create this ratio, I adjusted 

the probability of the simulated actor giving after receiving and the probability of the 

simulated actor giving after not receiving. The probability of giving after receiving was 

set at .68 and the probability of giving after not receiving was set at .03. As the following 

equation shows, this created the desired 5 to 7 ratio: 

Eq. 3.1 (7*.68) + (7*.03) = 4.97 

 As stated, interactions between the low power participant and the other simulated 

actor were designed to create, on average, equal value exchanges. In negotiated 

exchange, this was achieved by having the simulated actor request 2 to 4 points in the 

first round, lower this request by 1 in the second round, and then repeat this request for 

all subsequent rounds. The probability of selecting 2, 3, or 4 as the initial request varied 

such that 25 percent of the time 2 was chosen, 50 percent of the time 3 was chosen, and 

                                                
8 To help convince subjects that they were interacting with real people, the program 
allowed for the possibility of the high powered actor making an agreement with another 
simulated actor on the second round of negotiations. Specifically, for each exchange 
opportunity, there was a 10% chance of the high power simulated actor reaching an 
agreement with another simulated exchange partner. In addition to enhancing realism, 
including this feature helped make the negotiated exchanges more similar to the 
reciprocal exchanges, where high power simulated actors chose not to give to lower 
power participants.   
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25 percent of the time 4 was chosen. This resulted in an average final request of 2.9 In 

reciprocal exchange, I relied on a modified tit-for-tat strategy to create the desired ratio.  

Here, the probability of the simulated actor giving after receiving was .85 and the 

probability of the simulated actor giving after not receiving was .15. As the following 

equation shows, this created the appropriate ratio: 

 Eq. 3.2 (2*.85) + (2*.15)=2 

 

High Power Conditions  

 Unlike subjects in low power positions, subjects assigned to advantaged (or high 

power) conditions had two high value exchange relations with simulated actors who each 

had another alternate exchange partner with which to interact. The behaviors of these two 

simulated actors varied as a result of the quality of this alternate exchange relation.  

 The focal actor behaved as if it was more dependent on the subject for valued 

resources as a result of having a low value exchange relation as its other exchange option. 

In negotiated exchanges, the focal actor made initial requests of 5, 6, or 7 points, meaning 

subjects were being offered 7, 6 or 5 points. If this initial request was not accepted (and it 

almost never was), the request was lowered by 1 on the next round of negotiations and 

then repeated on all subsequent rounds. Given that 20 percent of the time this initial 

request was for 5 points, 60 percent of the time this initial request was for 6 points, and 

20 percent of the time this initial request was for 7, the focal actor requested on average 
                                                
9 I added realism to the experiment by having this low power simulated actor 
occasionally reach agreements with another simulated actor after the second round of 
negotiations. For each exchange opportunity, there was a 6 percent chance of this 
occurring. 
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only 5 points from the participant.10 To match this ratio in the reciprocal exchange 

conditions, I adjusted the probability of the focal actor giving after receiving and the 

probability of the focal actor giving after not receiving. Specifically, the probability of 

giving after receiving was set at .96 and the probability of giving after not receiving was 

set at .44.  As the following equation shows, this created the desired 7 to 5 ratio: 

Eq. 3.3 (5*.96) + (5*.44) = 7 

The exchange relation between the participant and the other simulated actor was 

power balanced. As such, the other simulated actor was designed to create, on average, 

equal value exchanges with the participant. For negotiated exchanges, the simulated actor 

initially requested 6 to 8 points from the participant, lowered this request by one on the 

second round, and then stayed with this new request on subsequent rounds. Given that 25 

percent of the time the initial request was for 6, 50 percent of the time the initial request 

was for 7, and 25 percent of the time the initial request for 8, the simulated actor ended 

up offering the participant 6 points on average.11 To create a comparable amount of 

giving for the reciprocal exchange condition, I relied on the same modified tit-for-tat 

strategy used to create a 2 to 2 ratio described earlier. Only this time, the amount given 

was 6 points instead of 2.  

 

 

                                                
10 For each exchange opportunity, this simulated actor had a 6% chance of making a 
fictitious agreement with an alternative after the second round of negotiations.   
11 For each exchange opportunity, this simulated actor had a 6% chance of making a 
fictitious agreement with an alternative after the second round of negotiations. 
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Measures 

Relational Solidarity  

 To measure relational solidarity, I relied on participant responses to four items 

asking subjects to evaluate each of their two dyadic exchange relationships along the 

following dimensions: divided/united, self-oriented/team-oriented, coming apart/coming 

together, and partners/adversaries. These measures were taken from previous exchange 

experiments (see, for example Molm et al. 2007a), and all ranged in value from one to 

seven, with higher scores indicating greater relational solidarity. From these four items, a 

relational solidarity measure was created for each participant for relationships with both 

the focal simulated actor and the other simulated actor. Averaging these responses for the 

focal exchange relationship resulted in a scale with an alpha reliability of .88. A similar 

scale for the relationship with the other simulated actor had an alpha reliability of .86.  

 

Psychological Group Formation  

 The measures of relational solidarity concern interpersonal attachments rather 

than assessing the extent to which actors view themselves as part of a group. After 

subjects were made aware of the alternative network, they were asked to answer a series 

of questions about the set of people with whom they had been interacting up to that point. 

Some of these items were designed to measure psychological group formation. 

 Items tapping aspects of psychological group formation came from various 

sources (Bargozzi and Lee 2002; Hogg et al. 2005; Molm et al. 2007a), and all ranged in 

value from one to seven, with higher scores indicating greater levels of psychological 
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group formation. One item asked subjects to agree or disagree with the following 

statement: On the whole, Person X, Person Y, Person Z, and I worked together as a team 

(Molm et al. 2007a). Another had subjects indicate whether they felt very 

unattached/very attached to the set of participants who comprised their existing network 

(Bargozzi and Lee 2002). A third item asked subjects to describe how much obligation 

(very little/very much) they felt towards the other participants with whom they had been 

interacting (Bargozzi and Lee 2002). The fourth and fifth items assessed feelings of 

commitment (Hogg et al. 2005) and belonging (Bargozzi and Lee 2002; Hogg et al. 

2005). To measure commitment, subjects were asked to indicate the extent to which they 

felt a sense of commitment (uncommitted/committed) with the other participants with 

whom they’d been interacting (Hogg et al. 2005). To measure belonging, subjects were 

asked to indicate the extent to which they felt a sense of belonging with the set of 

participants who comprised their network. The alpha reliability score for these 5 items 

was .84. 

 

Staying Behaviors  

 The measure used to assess staying behavior is similar to that used by Lawler and 

Yoon (1993; 1998) in their studies of relational stay behavior and assesses whether actors 

chose to join the alternative exchange structure or not. Those who chose to stay in their 

existing network received a 1. Those who chose to leave received a score of 0. 
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Exchange Frequency  

 Previous research finds that higher frequencies of exchange generate greater 

relational cohesion between pairs of exchange partners and that the structure of exchange 

can affect exchange frequency (e.g., Lawler and Yoon 1993, 1996; Molm et al. 2000; 

Molm et al. 2007). Because the frequency of exchange might vary across the two forms 

of exchange and the two power conditions, I include exchange frequency as a control 

when conducting analyses. I measure the exchange frequency at each phase of the 

experiment by dividing the number of agreements with (negotiated exchange) or acts of 

giving to (reciprocal exchange) the focal actor by the total number of exchange 

opportunities. Exchange with the focal actor is of utmost importance, as it is through this 

exchange relationship that subjects experienced power differences. Moreover, not 

exchanging with the focal actor meant exchanging with the other simulated actor (or, in 

the case of negotiated exchange conditions, not exchanging), resulting in a relatively high 

correlation (-.90) between the frequency of exchanging with the focal simulated actor and 

the frequency of exchanging with the other simulated actor. Exchange frequencies ranged 

in value from 0 to 1 for each exchange relation. 

 

Analytic Strategy 

 This experiment was designed to test the theory of network retention described in 

chapter 2, which explained the causal processes linking form of exchange to staying in 

networks. As the theory notes, variations in relational solidarity across the two forms of 

exchange affect the extent to which the presence of an alternative network triggers 
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psychological group formation and as a result, the likelihood of an individual wanting to 

remain in his or her existing network and ultimately doing so. I employ analysis of 

variance, analysis of covariance, multiple regression, and logistic regression to test the 

different components of this theory. 

Table 3.1 Means and Standard Deviations for Measures by Experimental 
Condition  
   Reciprocal Exchange Negotiated Exchange 
 Low Power High Power Low Power High Power 

 
Measures 

Low 
Info 

High 
Info 

Low 
Info 

High 
Info 

Low 
Info 

High 
Info 

Low 
Info 

High 
Info 

Relational 
Solidarity With 

        

   Focal Actor 4.94 
(1.04) 

 

4.48 
(1.22) 

5.28 
(1.36) 

5.25 
(1.12) 

4.00 
(1.56) 

4.17 
(.70) 

4.84 
(1.18) 

4.98 
(1.13) 

   Other Actor 3.28 
(1.19) 

 

3.75 
(1.19) 

3.84 
(1.29) 

4.02 
(.83) 

3.03 
(1.33) 

3.05 
(1.27) 

3.22 
(1.16) 

2.64 
(1.43) 

Psychological 
Group 
Formation 
 

4.14 
(1.04) 

4.44 
(.97) 

4.16 
(1.08) 

4.33 
(1.23) 

3.6 
(1.13) 

2.91 
(1.12) 

3.13 
(1.66) 

3.8 
(1.10) 

Staying 
Behavior 
 

.5 .5 .31 .74 .19 0 .19 .38 

Exchange 
Frequency 
with Focal 
Actor* 

.75 
(.12) 

.67 
(.15) 

.54 
(.16) 

.61 
(.19) 

.69 
(.14) 

.71 
(.13) 

.72 
(.09) 

.74 
(.07) 

Note: For the relational solidarity and psychological group formation measures, higher 
values indicate greater relational solidarity and psychological group formation, on a 
scale from 1 to 7. Standard deviations for these variables are in parentheses. The staying 
behavior variable is dichotomous with a score of 1 indicating the choice to remain in the 
existing network. 
* Mean proportion of opportunities on which the subject exchanged with a focal 
simulated actor. 
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 Table 3.1 reports descriptive statistics by condition for the measures that inform 

these analyses. In line with expectations, means scores for relational solidarity, 

psychological group formation, staying intentions, and actual staying behaviors are 

generally higher for the reciprocal exchange conditions. The table also reports the 

exchange frequencies between subjects and their two exchange partners for the entire 

experiment. Across the two forms of exchange, the exchange frequencies between low 

power subjects and the focal simulated actor were similar to those in an experimental 

study conducted with only human subjects (Molm, Whitham, and Melamed 2012). This 

was not the case for the high power conditions, as high power subjects in reciprocal 

exchange conditions tended to exchange slightly less often with their focal (low power) 

exchange partner than subjects in previous experiments who exchanged only with 

humans (Molm et al. 2012), making the need to control for exchange frequency all the 

more necessary. 
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CHAPTER 4. ANALYSES AND RESULTS 
 

In chapter 2, I made a causal argument linking the form of exchange to retention 

in one’s social network. In this chapter, I use data from the experiment described in 

chapter 3 to empirically test the hypotheses derived from this causal argument. Results 

support the causal model.  

My causal argument begins with Molm’s theory of reciprocity. This theory states 

that reciprocal exchange should produce stronger relational bonds between dyadic 

exchange partners than negotiated exchange. It also notes that one’s power relative to his 

or her exchange partners should affect these feelings of integration. Ample experimental 

research offers support for both of these claims (Molm et al. 2003; Molm et al. 2007a).  

The first step in testing the theory of network retention, then, was confirming that 

reciprocal exchange and greater power do in fact result in higher perceptions of relational 

solidarity for this data, as predicted in Hypothesis 1 and Hypothesis 2. To do this, I ran a 

series of one-way analyses of variance and analyses of covariance that were designed to 

test whether the form of exchange and power position of the subject affected perceptions 

of relational solidarity with each of the two exchange partners. While the ANOVAs 

focused on the effects of the different forms of exchange and power positions for each 

exchange relation, the ANCOVAs controlled for exchange frequency. Frequency of 

exchange has been found to affect relational solidarity between actors (Lawler and Yoon 

1993, 1996; Molm et al. 2003) and thus, could affect the relationship between form of 

exchange and relational solidarity. Controlling for exchange frequency, then, ensures that 

any relationships that exist between the form of exchange and relational solidarity are not 
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the result of differences in exchange frequency across the two forms of exchange. Table 

4.1 and Table 4.2 (next two pages) present the results of these analyses. 

Table 4.1 summarizes the results of an analysis of variance and an analysis of 

covariance examining whether a subject’s perceptions of relational solidarity with the 

focal exchange partner are affected by form of exchange and power. The results of the 

analysis of variance show clear main effects for the two variables. As predicted, subjects 

expressed, on average, more relational solidarity for their focal exchange partner in 

reciprocal exchange conditions than in negotiated exchange conditions, and high power 

subjects indicated more relational solidarity for their focal partners than low power 

subjects. The predicted interaction of form of exchange and power, however, did not 

receive support. Nevertheless, these results do offer support for Hypothesis 1 and 

Hypothesis 2.  

Table 4.1 Analyses of Variance and Covariance on Subjects’ Feelings of 
Relational Solidarity with the Focal Exchange Partner 
 (ANOVA) (ANCOVA) 
 

Source 
 

MSS 
 

F-Ratio 
 

d.f. 
 

MSS 
 

F-Ratio 
 

d.f. 
Exchange 
Frequency with 
Focal Partner 

    
3.40 

 
2.48 

 
1 

 
Form of 
Exchange (F) 

 
7.63 

 
5.52* 

 
1 

 
9.72 

 
7.11** 

 
1 

 
Power (P) 

 
15.30 

 
11.06** 

 
1 

 
16.90 

 
12.36*** 

 
1 

 
FxP 

 
0.60 

 
0.43 

 
1 

 
0.02 

 
0.02 

 
1 

 
Residual 

 
1.32 

  
124 

 
1.37 

  
123 

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 (two-tailed tests) 
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Without controlling for the frequency of exchange, however, this support is 

somewhat tentative, as it could very well be the case that the main effect of the form of 

exchange on relational solidarity is due to differences in exchange frequency. The second 

analysis in Table 4.1 accounts for this by including as a covariate the exchange frequency 

between the subject and the focal actor in the first phase of the experiment. Results from 

the analysis of covariance do not reveal a significant main effect for exchange frequency. 

They also show that the effects of form of exchange and power actually become stronger 

after controlling for the frequency of exchange, thereby offering support for Hypothesis 1 

and Hypothesis 2. 

While a subject’s feelings of relational solidarity with the focal actor are very 

important as power imbalances are experienced through these relationships, feelings of 

relational solidarity with the other exchange partner might also affect psychological 

group formation in the network as a whole and thus, need to be considered. Table 4.2 

presents results from an analysis of variance and an analysis of covariance examining the 

effects of exchange form and power on feelings of relational solidarity toward the other 

exchange partner. 

As was the case for the focal exchange partner, subjects in reciprocal exchange 

conditions reported, on average, significantly higher perceptions of relational solidarity 

with the other exchange partner than subjects in negotiated exchange conditions. This 

finding persists even after controlling for the frequency of exchange with the focal 

partner. These results yield strong support for Hypothesis 1: reciprocal exchange 

produces greater relational solidarity than negotiated exchange.   
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Table 4.2 Analyses of Variance and Covariance on Subjects’ Feelings of 
Relational Solidarity with their Other Exchange Partner 
 ANOVA ANCOVA 

 
Source 

 
MSS 

 
F-Ratio 

 
d.f. 

 
MSS 

 
F-Ratio 

 
d.f. 

Exchange 
Frequency with 
Focal Partner 

    
7.79 

 
5.43* 

 
1 

 
Form of 
Exchange (F) 

 
17.44 

 
11.74*** 

 

 
1 

 
11.59 

 
8.08** 

 
1 

 
Power (P) 

 
0.74 

 
0.50 

 
1 

 
0.26 

 
0.18 

 
1 

 
FxP 

 
2.19 

 
1.48 

 
1 

 
0.26 

 
0.18 

 
1 

 
Residual 

 
1.49 

  
124 

 
1.37 

  
123 

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 (two-tailed tests) 
 

The results in Table 4.2, however, do not show a significant relationship between 

power and perceptions of relational solidarity with the other actor (Person Z). This is not 

surprising. Power differences did not exist in this exchange relationship, so they should 

not affect the exchange relation and the development of relational solidarity with this 

exchange partner. So, even though power does not have a significant main effect on 

relational solidarity for this exchange relation, this does not undermine Hypothesis 2, as 

power does not vary in this relationship.  

These results reaffirm past work. Consistent with Molm’s theory of reciprocity 

(Molm et al. 2007a), the form of exchange did affect feelings of relational solidarity. This 

effect held across both exchange relations and after controlling for exchange frequency, 

illustrating the robustness of this relationship. Lawler and Yoon’s (1993, 1996) theory of 

relational cohesion also garnered some support, as the frequency of exchange affected 

subjects’ feelings of relational solidarity with their equal power exchange partner (Person 
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Z). While the frequency of exchange did not affect relational solidarity with that 

exchange relation marked by a power imbalance, power differences between exchange 

partners were found to affect relational solidarity. Altogether, these findings indicate 

strong support for Hypothesis 1 and Hypothesis 2 and set the stage for examining 

whether these individual perceptions of solidarity at the dyadic level might inform 

psychological group formation. 

The next set of analyses examines the effect of the form of exchange on 

psychological group formation when the opportunity to join an alternative network 

presents itself. Specifically, they examine whether the relational solidarity that develops 

between pairs of dyadic exchange relations mediates any relationship that exists between 

form of exchange and psychological group formation, as my theoretical model proposes. 

I use ordinary-least-squares regression to test these relationships. Table 4.3 shows the 

results from these analyses.  

Model 1 regresses the measure of psychological group formation on the form of 

exchange, the power position of the actor, and the frequency of exchange between the 

subject and focal partner.12,13 Results show that only the form of exchange has a 

significant effect on psychological group formation, with reciprocal exchange conditions 

having a psychological group formation score almost one unit higher than negotiated 
                                                
12 Similar analyses were run using the frequency of exchange between the subject and 
other simulated actor. Results were similar. Given that it is the focal exchange relation 
that most affects the exchange experience, I only report these. 
13 Given that there is no prediction about the relation between frequency of exchange and 
psychological group formation, the measure of exchange frequency included in the 
reported results was only for the first exchange phase. Sensitivity analyses reveal that 
updating this to include exchanges that occurred during the second phase of exchange did 
not modify results.  
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exchange conditions. Thus, how actors exchange resources affects whether the presence 

of an alternative network triggers individuals to re-conceptualize their existing exchange 

networks as groups.  

Table 4.3 Unstandardized OLS Coefficients from the Regression of Psychological 
Group Formation on Independent Variables 
Independent 
Variable 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Form of Exchange 
(F) 
 
 

0.94*** 
(.22) 

.72*** 
(.21) 

.52* 
(.21) 

Power (P) 
 
 

0.10 
(.21) 

-.18 
(.21) 

-.26 
(.20) 

Exchange Frequency 
with Focal Partner 
 

0.43 
(.70) 

-.02 
(.68) 

.33 
 (.68) 

Relational Solidarity 
with Focal Partner 
 

 .38*** 
(.09) 

.46*** 
(.09) 

Relational Solidarity 
with Other Partner 
 

  .24** 
(.09) 

Constant 
 
 

3.01*** 
(.54) 

1.77** 
(.58) 

.49 
(.73) 

R2 .13 .25 .29 
Adjusted-R2 .11 .23 .27 
* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 (two-tailed tests) 
Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard errors; N=128. Form of exchange and power 
are dummy variables. The reference categories for these variables are negotiated 
exchange and low power, respectively. 
 

It remains to be seen, however, whether subjects’ feelings of relational solidarity 

towards their exchange partners intervene in this relationship, as predicted by Hypothesis 

3. Model 2 and Model 3 test this by adding to the analysis variables gauging the 

relational solidarity felt by subjects for their exchange partners. Model 2 incorporates the 
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measure evaluating subjects’ feelings of relational solidarity towards the focal actor. The 

resulting significant main effect suggests that feelings of relational solidarity towards the 

focal simulated actor do affect psychological group formation, and that this measure 

partially mediates the relationship between form of exchange and psychological group 

formation. Including relational solidarity in the model reduces, but does not eliminate, the 

effect of form of exchange on psychological group formation.  

Subjects’ perceptions of relational solidarity towards the other simulated actor 

also affects psychological group formation.  As Model 3 in Table 4.3 shows, a one-unit 

increase in feelings of relational solidarity with the other simulated actor increased 

psychological group formation by .24. This effect is noticeably smaller than the effect of 

relational solidarity with the focal actor, further highlighting its status as the secondary 

exchange relation. Still, the significant relationship provides additional evidence in 

support of Hypothesis 3. The bonds people feel towards their dyadic partners can serve as 

the basis for psychological group formation given the appropriate external trigger.  

Hypothesis 3a posits a positive relationship between uncertainty about the 

potential benefits an alternative network might provide and psychological group 

formation. Specifically, psychological group formation should increase as the benefits 

potentially provided by the alternative exchange network become more uncertain. 

Manipulating the amount of information subjects had about the benefits provided by the 

alternative exchange network allowed me to test this hypothesis. Table 4.4 presents the 

results from an OLS regression analysis. They show that this prediction did not receive 



 65 

empirical support, as the relationship between information and psychological group 

formation was insignificant.   

Table 4.4 Unstandardized OLS Coefficients from the Regression of Psychological 
Group Formation on Independent Variables 
Independent Variable Model 
Form of Exchange (F) .52* 

(.21) 
Power (P) -.26 

(.21) 
Exchange Frequency with Focal Partner .31 

(.68) 
Relational Solidarity with Focal Partner .46*** 

(.09) 
Relational Solidarity with Other Partner .24** 

(.09) 
Information .12 

(.19) 
Constant .43 

(.74) 
R2 .30 
Adjusted-R2 .26 
* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 (two-tailed tests) 
Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard errors; N=128. Form of exchange and 
power are dummy variables. The reference categories for these variables are negotiated 
exchange and low power, respectively. 
 

These analyses illustrate that while the amount of information individuals have 

about an alternative exchange network might not affect psychological group formation, 

the act of making people aware of the opportunity to join a new exchange network 

triggers psychological processes that under the right exchange conditions can result in 

psychological group formation. Specifically, the stronger feelings of relational solidarity 

that develop between pairs of individuals in reciprocal exchange positively affect whether 

being aware of an alternative network motivates psychological group formation.  
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Given this, one question remains: Does psychological group formation affect 

whether individuals ultimately choose to remain in their existing exchange network? The 

social exchange theory of network retention draws upon the extant social identity 

literature to argue that it should. Specifically, it argues in Hypothesis 4 that because 

individuals who view themselves as part of a group come to favor that group over other 

groups, they should be more likely to choose to remain with their existing network when 

given the chance to leave.  

A simple bivariate logistic regression analysis (not shown) indicates support for 

this prediction. A one-unit increase in psychological group formation increases the odds 

of staying in the network by a factor of 2.75. But how does this relationship fit with the 

overall model described in chapter 2?  That is, does psychological group formation 

mediate the relationship between the form of exchange and staying in one’s network? To 

answer this question, I ran a series of logistic regression analyses.  

Table 4.5 presents the results of these analyses. Model 1 in Table 4.5 presents the 

results of regressing staying behavior on the form of exchange, power, and the exchange 

frequency with the focal partner. The form of exchange continues to have a direct effect 

on staying even after controlling for these two additional variables. The odds of a subject 

choosing to remain in a social network are significantly higher if that individual 

interacted with others via reciprocal exchange. Moreover, this relationship actually 

becomes stronger after controlling for power and exchange frequency, which were both 

significant at the 0.10 level. These findings confirm the relationship between the form of 

exchange and staying behaviors.  
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Table 4.5 Logistic Regression Coefficients (Standard Errors) and Odds Ratios 
Predicting Staying in One’s Social Network 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Independent 
Variable 

Coef. 
(S.E.) 

Odds 
Ratios 

Coef. 
(S.E.) 

Odds 
Ratios 

Coef. 
(S.E.) 

Odds 
Ratios 

Form of 
Exchange 

1.79*** 
(.45) 

5.99 1.76*** 
(.48) 

5.83 1.56** 
(.53) 

4.77 
 
 

Power 
 
 

.73^  
(.42) 

2.07 .59 
(.45) 

1.80 .84 
(.48) 

2.31 

Exchange 
Frequency 
with Focal 
Partner 
 

2.54^ 
(1.45) 

12.67 1.92 
(1.50) 

6.84 1.51 
(1.61) 

4.54 

Relational 
Solidarity 
with Focal 
Actor 
 

  .20 
(.19) 

1.22 -.20 
(.24) 

.82 

Relational 
Solidarity 
with Other 
Actor 
 

  -.12 
(.19) 

.88 -.39^ 
(.22) 

.68 
 
 

Information     .52 
(.45) 

1.68 
 
 

Psychological 
Group 
Formation 
 

    1.03*** 
(.27) 

2.80 
 
 

Constant -3.67*** 
(1.19) 

 -3.72* 
(1.64) 

 -5.06** 
(1.92) 

 

-2 Log-
Likelihood 
Test 

  2.07  22.49***  

Model Chi-
Square 

20.73***  22.80***  43.48***  

Pseudo-R2 .12  .14  .26  
^ p < .10; * p < .05; **p < .01; *** p < .001 (two-tailed test) 
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The remaining models in Table 4.5 test the theoretical mechanisms that link the 

form of exchange to stay behaviors. Model 2 builds on this initial model by adding the 

two integrative bond variables. Neither of these two variables has a direct effect on 

whether an actor chooses to stay or not. At first, this finding might seem to undermine the 

causal model put forth in chapter 2. Are not these feelings of social solidarity supposed to 

mediate the relationship between form of exchange and staying? In fact, the answer is no. 

Not finding an effect here shows the problem with assuming that dyadic attachments, in 

and of themselves, will affect behaviors that involve choices at the network level. Rather 

than mediate the relationship between form of exchange and staying behaviors directly, 

these feelings of social solidarity (as previously shown) provide the bases for the 

development of group identity, which in turn should have an affect on behaviors at the 

network level.  

The results of Model 3 in Table 4.5 show this to be the case, as the variable 

measuring psychological group formation does have a significant effect on staying 

behaviors. Specifically, a one unit increase in psychological group formation made the 

odds of an individual remaining in the network 2.80 times greater, all things being equal. 

Given that feelings of relational solidarity mediate the relationship between exchange 

form and psychological group formation, especially for subjects in high power positions 

(see Table 4.3), this finding indicates that indeed the differences in the relational 

solidarity that develop between exchange partners across the two forms of exchange 

affect psychological group formation, which, in turn, affects whether one chooses to stay 
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in his or her social network. This supports the logic of the theory and thus, begins to 

advance what we know about the relative stability of social networks. 

Despite lending support for the causal logic linking form of exchange to staying 

behaviors, this final model has one unexpected finding. The relationship between form of 

exchange and staying behaviors persists, even after the inclusion of these intervening 

variables. There appears to be something about the form of exchange (apart from 

affecting the formation of a group identity) that makes subjects more likely to stay in 

their existing social networks when given the chance to leave. Previous research has 

documented the risk associated with these two forms of exchange (Molm, Schaefer, 

Collett 2009), finding that risk is higher for reciprocal exchange as individuals are 

dependent on the giving behaviors of others. Given that people are loss averse 

(Kahneman and Tversky 1979), the greater perceived risk associated with reciprocal 

exchange may motivate people to forego the opportunity to join the alternative network, 

hence, the continued direct relationship between form of exchange and staying behavior. 

The previous analyses offer strong support for the causal model proffered in 

chapter 2. Differences in the relational solidarity that develops between pairs of exchange 

partners across the two forms of exchange do affect psychological group formation in 

situations where individuals are made aware of the opportunity to join a new social 

network, and psychological group formation does affect whether one remains with his or 

her existing social network. These findings offer an explanation for how people 

organically come to view networks of dyadic exchange relations as groups to which they 

belong. Moreover, they offer important insights into the relative stability of exchange 
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networks. The implications of these are important for both the social exchange and 

organizational literatures. 
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CHAPTER 5. DISCUSSION 
 

 How do small, competitive exchange networks come to be viewed as groups by 

the actors who comprise them and what does this mean for network stability? The social 

exchange theory of network retention answers both of these questions by linking the form 

of exchange to staying behaviors through psychological group formation. Specifically, 

the theory asserts that the greater feelings of social solidarity produced by reciprocal 

exchange prime actors, so as to make them more likely to re-conceptualize their social 

networks as groups when faced with the opportunity to leave their networks. This 

psychological transformation, in turn, increases the likelihood of actors choosing to 

remain in their existing networks.   

 In this way, the theory contributes to sociological understanding about how 

exchange processes induce emergent properties that ultimately shape and structure social 

interaction (Blau 1964; Lawler and Yoon 1996; Lawler 2001; Molm 1994; Molm, 

Collett, and Schaefer 2007a). Lawler and his colleagues (2002; 2008) have introduced 

into the social exchange literature the notion of a micro social order, which is a recurring 

pattern of activity among two or more actors that has the following four dimensions: 

actors that orient their exchange behaviors towards members of the social unit, the 

presence of global emotions as a result of interaction, the development of affective 

attachments by actors towards the larger social unit, and the perception among actors that 

they are in fact a social unit. This theory helps explain the development of such micro 

social orders by addressing how actors in competitive exchange networks can come to 
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view those networks as cohesive social units (for an alternative explanation, see Thye, 

Lawler, and Yoon 2011).  

 This finding is potentially relevant to macro sociologists concerned with the 

social embeddedness of organizations (Granovetter 1985; Uzzi 1996; Uzzi and Lancaster 

2004). These scholars acknowledge that organizations are embedded within larger social 

networks and contend that these social relations can result in transaction patterns that 

diverge considerably from the predictions of neo-classical economics. As Uzzi (1996) 

notes, organizations can and do form special exchange relationships in an effort to create 

competitive advantages. Vital to the development of such relationships are group 

affiliations. The theory and results presented here help explain how particular types of 

interaction may condition organizational actors to view their exchange partners as 

constituting a group, and in this way, may help us understand why certain organizational 

connections may evolve from arm’s-length ties characteristic of the ideal type 

marketplace to the embedded ties that are so often observed in real markets (Uzzi 1996; 

Krippner 2001).  

 In addition to providing a structural explanation for the development of group 

identity, the theory of network retention also begins to address an apparent contradiction 

in the classic social exchange literature. While Emerson (1972) argued that over time 

power imbalances in exchange processes should produce pressures toward structural 

change, Blau (1964) suggested that power imbalances in exchange processes could 

become institutionalized and resistant to change. The theory begins to resolve these 

seemingly contradictory assertions by showing how structural conditions, like the form of 
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exchange, influence the stability of power imbalanced networks by affecting the 

propensity of actors’ leaving their social networks.  

 This link between the form of exchange and network retention is potentially of 

value to researchers interested in organizational turnover. Admittedly, I am not the first to 

recognize this. Witt, Hochwarter, Hilton, and Hillman (1999) also argue that the 

frequency of social exchange, or the provisioning of help, information, and recognition, 

among team members can affect organizational commitment. The second half of this 

dissertation draws on some of the ideas presented here to flesh out and extend this line of 

thinking and in the process, more clearly illustrates the relationship between gift giving 

and organizational commitment. I turn to this now.   
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PART II 
 
 
 

GIFT GIVING AND ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT 
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CHAPTER 6. GIFT GIVING AND THE INTENT TO STAY 
 

In the first half of the dissertation, I focused on the bonding power of the direct 

form of reciprocal exchange. Social exchange theorists, however, recognize that 

reciprocal exchange can also be indirect in nature. Indirect reciprocal exchange occurs 

when the recipient of a benefit does not reciprocate directly to the actor who gave the 

benefit but to some other actor in the social system. Although these two types of 

reciprocal exchange are different in many important ways (Molm et al. 2007a), both can 

be conceptualized as forms of gift giving. In this second half of the dissertation, I do not 

distinguish between these two types of reciprocal exchange but instead, investigate 

generally how reciprocal exchanges as acts of gift giving affect organizational 

commitment. 

As such, this portion of the dissertation should be particularly relevant to 

organizational and management scholars interested in turnover. Turnover refers to the 

“voluntary cessation of membership in an organization by an individual who receives 

monetary compensation for participating in that organization” (Hom and Griffeth 1995: 

4). Despite some scholars heralding the potential benefits of turnover for organizations 

(March 1991), most research focuses on its many costs (e.g., Salanick and Pfeffer 1978; 

Hom and Griffeth 1995; Griffeth and Hom 2001).  

Turnover costs include separation costs, replacement costs, and training costs 

(Griffeth and Hom 2001). Organizations incur separation costs to the extent that turnover 

leads to the loss of institutional knowledge (Carley 1992), negatively affects productivity, 

impairs service quality (Hom and Griffeth 1995), or harms morale for those employees 
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who stay (Salanick and Pfeffer 1978). Replacement costs include any expense directed at 

the recruitment and hiring of individuals to replace lost members. New organizational 

members must usually be trained if they are to effectively work towards organizational 

goals. The money spent on these instructional efforts constitutes an organization’s 

training costs. These costs drain valuable organizational resources (Alexander, Bloom, 

and Nuchols 1994; Hom and Griffeth 1995; Griffeth and Hom 2001) and have motivated 

many organizational researchers to investigate the causes of turnover (see, for example, 

March and Simon 1958; Becker 1964; Porter and Steers 1973; Price 1977; Farrell and 

Rusbult 1981; Price and Mueller 1981; Rusbult and Farrell 1983; Lee et al. 1999; Price 

2004). 

In the pages that follow, I add to this research by drawing on social exchange 

theory to explain how gift giving bonds individuals to their work units and as a result, 

their organizations. I define gift giving broadly to include any act that involves people 

freely and independently volunteering to provide either material or psychological benefits 

to others without knowing whether others will reciprocate in kind. Importantly, this 

conceptualization of gift giving captures both direct and indirect reciprocal exchange. 

There are two dimensions to gift giving: 1) the likelihood of receiving or giving 

gifts and 2) the ratio of receiving to giving. This chapter outlines why each of these 

dimensions should affect group identification and as a result, organizational commitment. 

It also begins to consider how various structural conditions may affect these two 

dimensions of gift giving at work. In both of these ways, this chapter extends what is 

already known about gift giving and organizational commitment (Witt et al. 1999).  
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Social Exchange and Organizations 

Scholars have long recognized the utility of the social exchange perspective for 

understanding organizational behavior and have used this perspective to explain 

behaviors both between and within organizations (Blau 1964; Cook 1977). At the 

organizational level of analysis, the exchange theoretic perspective provides the 

foundation for many theories of interorganizational behavior (Cook 1977). Contingency 

theory (Thompson 1967), resource dependency theory (Pfeffer and Salancik 2003), 

Burt’s (1992) theory of structural holes, and Benson’s (1975) political economy model all 

rely on various exchange principles to construct arguments about the behaviors of 

organizations. One thing all of these theories have in common is the recognition that 

organizations exist within networks of exchange relations and that the structure of these 

networks can affect an organization’s ability to secure resources and cope with 

uncertainty (Cook 1977; Levine and White 1961; Thompson 1967). In this way, each of 

these theories builds on Emerson’s (1962; 1972) observation about the relationship 

between network location and power to make predictions about the behaviors of 

organizations.   

Organizational researchers have also relied on exchange ideas to examine the 

different ways organizations exchange with one another. The classical economic model 

of organizational behavior assumes rational actors engage in market transactions by 

negotiating the terms of agreement. Much sociological research, however, shows that 

organizations often deviate from this form of exchange, interacting with other 

organizations in non-negotiated ways (see, for example, Uzzi 1997). According to this 
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school of thought, organizations are embedded in social relationships, and these 

relationships can lead organizations to shy away from prototypical market transactions 

(Granovetter 1985), engaging instead in forms of exchange that can be conceptualized as 

gift giving where one actor provides resources to other actors without knowing whether 

those other actors will reciprocate in kind. Numerous studies have investigated the gift 

giving and non-negotiated behaviors of organizations (e.g., Atkinson and Galaskiewicz 

1988; Galaskiewicz 1985; 1997; Uzzi 1996). Thus, extant research on inter-

organizational behavior borrows ideas and concepts from social exchange to explain 

organizational life.   

Social exchange applies equally well inside organizations. Organizations are goal-

oriented entities comprised of individuals who, while recognizing the value of the 

perpetuation of the organization, pursue multiple interests and interact with others in the 

pursuit of those interests (Scott and Davis 2003). One way sociologists have conceived of 

these member-to-member interactions is as resource exchanges. Peter Blau (1964), for 

instance, noted that the interactions that occur between members of organizations 

frequently involve resource transactions, thus paving the way for later organizational 

researchers who have used ideas and concepts from social exchange to explain myriad of 

intra-organizational behaviors. 

Some researchers have concentrated their efforts on understanding how network 

structures affect the exchange behaviors of individuals inside organizations. Ronald Burt 

(2002), for example, discusses how networks rich in structural holes yield organizational 

members competitive advantages, which they can use when negotiating the terms of an 
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exchange. Similarly, researchers have shown that central network positions result in 

power advantages for organizational members (e.g., Brass 1984). Being less dependent 

on others for resources affords central actors greater potential power, which they can use 

for their own benefits. That is, this line of research focuses on how people can use their 

network positions to exploit others in the pursuit of resources.   

Other researchers have focused less on how network structures shape exchange 

and more on the types of exchanges that occur in organizations. Both Peter Blau (1964) 

and Alvin Gouldner (1960) note that exchange relationships form as individuals 

reciprocate favors initiated by others. George Akerlof (1982; 1984) applies this thinking 

to labor contracts, arguing that by conceptualizing labor contracts as a partial gift 

exchange between the employer and employee, it is possible to better understand why 

workers work as hard as they do. Support for this argument can be found in the work of 

Sebastian Kube and colleagues (forthcoming), which finds that managers can increase 

worker productivity through the provision of not money, but gifts in-kind. Researchers 

working in the area of leader-member exchange theory similarly try to explain 

organizational success by focusing on the types of exchanges that occur between 

managers and subordinates (Liden, Sparrowe, and Wayne 1997). One persistent finding 

from this research is that managers who show that they care for their employees by 

providing them with attention and favors have employees who are more satisfied with 

their jobs and more effective (see, e.g., Cropanzano and Mitchell 2005). 

The exchange relationships that occur between employees are also important. 

Increasingly, organizations have enacted policies that erode the hierarchical differences 
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among employees and have moved towards team-based organizational structures 

(Mohrman, Cohen, and Mohrman 1995; Ouchi 1980). As a result, the interactions that 

occur between employees are a key part of the work experience and critical for 

understanding workplace behaviors.  

This realization has motivated a number of scholars to study how the exchanges 

that occur between employees affect a plethora of workplace behaviors. Francis Flynn 

and Joel Brockner (2003), for example, examine how favors, conceptualized as direct 

reciprocal exchanges between pairs of coworkers, affect each actor’s commitment to that 

particular dyadic exchange relation. Anson Seers’ research on team-member exchange 

also illuminates the value of employee-to-employee exchange for intra-organizational 

dynamics. Unlike Flynn and Brockner’s conceptualization of favors (2003), Seers’ team-

member exchange captures elements of both direct reciprocal exchange and indirect 

reciprocal exchange, as it concerns an individual’s “perception of his or her exchange 

relationship with the peer group as a whole” (1989: 119). That is, it attempts to evaluate 

the extent to which individuals experience gift giving like behaviors from other 

individuals in the work unit in the aggregate. Such exchanges have been found to affect 

job satisfaction (Seers, Petty, and Cashman 1995), organizational citizenship behaviors14 

(Love and Forret 2008), group identity (Witt et al. 1999), and organizational commitment 

                                                
14 Organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) refers to “individual behavior that is 
discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal reward system, and that 
in the aggregate promotes the effective functioning of the organization” (Organ 1988: 4). 
Note that organizational citizenship behaviors must benefit the organization and they 
must involve behaviors that go above and beyond the prescribed role of the individual. In 
both of these ways, OCB differs from team-member exchange, although team-member 
exchange can contribute to OCB (Love and Forret 2008). 



 81 

(Liden, Wayne, Sparowe 2000). Apparently, the direct and indirect reciprocal exchanges 

that occur between employees have a profound effect on the functioning of organizations.   

In the next section, I build on this research by crafting a causal argument linking 

gift giving to organizational commitment. Figure 6.1 visually depicts the logic of this 

argument. It begins with a discussion of demographic dissimilarity and its effect on gift 

exchange, defined broadly to include tangible and intangible benefits. It then explains 

how two dimensions of gift giving—the likelihood of receiving or giving gifts and the 

ratio of receiving to giving—influence an individual’s propensity to identify with his or 

her work unit.  

 

 
Figure 6.1 Theoretical Pathway Model Explaining Organizational Commitment 

 
 
 Notably, and in line with the theory described in the first half of this dissertation, 

receiving a job offer should modify the relationship between gift giving and group 

identification. Lee and colleagues (1999) argue that the presence of an alternative job can 

initiate psychological processes that ultimately inform whether an individual eventually 

chooses to quit his or her job. I build on this and contend that after receiving an 

alternative job offer, individuals will reflect back on their interactions with co-workers, 
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with this evaluation generating more or less group identification depending on their 

likelihood of participating in gift giving either by giving or receiving gifts. Thus, apart 

from its direct negative effect on organizational commitment (Farrell and Rusbult 1981), 

having a job offer should also have an indirect effect through group identification.  

The argument concludes with a discussion of the relationship between group 

identification and organizational commitment. Here, special attention is paid to how 

group identification influences job satisfaction and commitment (i.e., the desire to remain 

with the employing organization). I now flesh out each of these components in greater 

detail. 

 

Dissimilarity, Gift Giving, and Organizational Commitment 

Demographic Dissimilarity and the Giving of Gifts 

 A common feature of the modern organization is the work group or team 

(Kalleberg et al. 2006). Work groups are those sub-units of organizations that consist of 

interdependent members who work together in the pursuit of some goal. All 

organizational members who report to the same supervisor and who must coordinate their 

actions to complete work tasks are members of the same work group.  

 Work groups are important because they bound the work experiences of 

individuals (Mayo 1945). Despite this, James Baron and Jeffrey Pfeffer (1994) claim that 

modern sociological research on employee behavior too often fails to account for 

individuals within the context of their social relations and thus, misses out on important 

sociological insights. Rosabeth Moss Kanter’s (1977) classic work, Men and Women of 
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the Corporation, illustrates the value of adopting a more contextualized approach to the 

study of organizations. In her qualitative study, she finds that there is a relationship 

between the balance of majority and minority group membership and the inclusion of 

minority group members in the group. Quantitative support for this idea comes from a 

study by Pelled, Leford, and Mohrman (1999), which finds that individuals who are more 

dissimilar from other group members in terms of age and gender experience lower levels 

of inclusion. Similarly, research shows that sex-heterogeneous work settings depress 

levels of work satisfaction (Wharton, Rotolo, and Bird 2000) and that age dissimilarity is 

negatively associated with social integration (O’Reilly, Caldwell and Barnett 1999).  

 To account for the relationship between demographic dissimilarity and work 

group inclusion, researchers often invoke the psychological process of self-

categorization. Self-categorization theory holds that people use attributes, such as 

demographic characteristics, to classify themselves and others into social categories 

(Hogg and Abrams 1986). Once made, these categorizations influence group formation, 

with individuals choosing to form groups with similar others.  

 One problem with this explanation is that it tends to overlook the behavioral 

mechanisms linking social categorization and group membership. Assuming that just 

because individuals share some demographic characteristic they will immediately view 

themselves as members of a group ignores the interactive components associated with the 

development of a group identity. More likely, the psychological process of self-

categorization informs exchange behaviors that circle back to affect the development of a 

group identity.   
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 For an exchange relationship to develop, an actor of exchange must choose to 

shoulder the risks associated with initiating an exchange (Blau 1964; Gouldner 1960). 

Gift giving behaviors are inherently risky, as one gives without knowing whether the 

recipient will reciprocate in kind. As such, lower levels of trust should decrease the 

likelihood of individuals engaging in these types of exchanges. Given that greater 

demographic dissimilarity between members of a work group has been found to result in 

less trust (Chattopadhyay 1999), I contend that demographic dissimilarity should reduce 

the likelihood of receiving and giving gifts. Hypothesis 1 states this formally.  

Hypothesis 1: Individuals who are more demographically dissimilar from the 

 other members of their work units (in terms of race, age, and gender) will be less 

 likely to receive or give gifts. 

Apart from affecting the likelihood of receiving and giving, demographic 

dissimilarity might also affect the ratio of receiving to giving. Experimental research 

finds that actors try to exchange with high-status individuals and are willing to give high-

status individuals more favorable exchange rates (Thye 2000). That is, low status actors 

show a preference for exchanging with high status actors even if those exchanges 

disproportionately advantage the high-status actor. Applying this finding to the case at 

hand suggests that individuals who are more demographically dissimilar from the other 

members of the work group should be more likely to give to, but not receive from, those 

individuals who more closely match the prototypical group member.  

Past research on demographic dissimilarity helps clarify how this process actually 

plays out in the workplace. As Kanter (1977) and Pelled et al. (1999) note, 
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demographically dissimilar individuals tend to be excluded from work groups, with social 

isolation becoming more extreme as the ratio of one type of person over another becomes 

more skewed. Interestingly, however, when demographically dissimilar individuals are 

allowed to interact with the group, there is an expectation among the dominants that these 

other individuals will demonstrate their appreciation for inclusion by enacting behaviors 

that make the dominants look good. Thus, there is great social pressure for the members 

of the minority group to give to members of the majority group in an effort to gain 

acceptance. What this suggests is that work group members will tend to avoid those 

individuals who are more dissimilar from the prototypical group member, but that when 

these demographically dissimilar individuals are included in interaction, they will be 

expected to give more than they receive.    

Hypothesis 2: Individuals who are more demographically dissimilar from the 

 other members of their work units (in terms of race, age, and gender) will receive 

 fewer gifts than they give. 

  

Gift Giving and Group Identification 

 The possibility that gift giving might mediate the relationship between 

demographic dissimilarity and group identification motivated the previous discussion on 

the relationship between demographic dissimilarity and gift giving. Now, I switch focus 

to discuss the relationship between gift giving and group identification.  

 Henri Tajfel (1972) contends that people embrace a group identity when they 

become cognizant of their membership in a particular social group and when this group 
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membership has particular emotional value or significance. As I noted earlier, past 

research finds that interdependence and interaction (both features of exchange relations) 

can serve as the basis for people coming to perceive themselves as being part of a group 

(Rabbie and Horowitz 1988). Extant research also points to gift giving as a covariate of 

group identification. Experimental research, for instance, finds that the generalized form 

of reciprocal exchange, which entails indirect reciprocity, increases the odds of an 

individual actor viewing their exchange network as a group (Molm et al. 2007a). Survey 

research confirms this finding. In a survey study of a matrix organization, Witt et al. 

(1999) find a direct relationship between the likelihood of gift giving between members 

of work units and the propensity of those members to view the work unit as a group. 

Thus, the likelihood of receiving and giving gifts appears to trigger group identification. 

Following that, I make this hypothesis. 

Hypothesis 3:  A positive relationship will exist between the likelihood of 

 receiving and giving gifts and group identification.   

A key part of the theory of network retention presented in the first half of this 

dissertation is the presence of an alternative network. That theory contends that the 

opportunity to join another network motivates actors to reflect back on the quality of their 

existing exchange relations and that the extent to which this reflection triggers group 

identification depends on each actor’s perceptions of relational solidarity within these 

exchange relations. Importantly, such perceptions of relational solidarity are more likely 

under reciprocal exchange (i.e., receiving or giving gifts) conditions.  
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In the work setting, experiencing the exogenous shock of receiving a job offer 

(Lee et al. 1999) is tantamount to the presence of an alternative network. Job offers, then, 

should motivate individuals to re-evaluate their exchange relations with co-workers. 

Under the right circumstances, this evaluation can lead to group identification.  

Social identity theory argues that people form group attachments in order to cope 

with uncertainty (Hogg 2006). The presence of an alternative job introduces uncertainty 

insofar as the individual cannot be absolutely sure whether the new job is better than the 

current one. How much uncertainty this option produces, however, may depend on the 

individual’s perceptions of his or her existing exchange relationships at work. When gift 

giving and receiving is high, a job offer should produce relatively high levels of 

uncertainty, as leaving the organization would mean losing valued relationships. Here a 

job offer should make individuals more likely to form group identities. When gift giving 

and receiving is low, individuals should value their relationships with their co-workers 

less, meaning that a job offer should produce less uncertainty about moving and that an 

individuals’ identity with the group should decrease. Thus, gift giving should interact 

with the receipt of a job offer to influence group identification. Hypothesis 4 states these 

predictions formally. 

Hypothesis 4: The relationship between the likelihood of receiving and giving 

 gifts and group identification will be more pronounced for those who have 

 received job offers than for those who have not.  

In addition to the likelihood of receiving and giving gifts, the ratio of receiving to 

giving might also influence whether employees come to identify with their work groups. 
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An individual who gives a gift has no guarantee that the recipient of that gift will 

reciprocate in kind. It is therefore possible for individuals to give more than they receive 

or receive more than they give. 

Such imbalances might skew individuals’ feelings about their respective exchange 

partners. This is particularly true for those individuals who receive less than they give. 

Compared to over-reward, individuals are more likely to judge under-reward as unfair 

(Jasso 1980; Markovsky 1985). Not surprisingly, then, research finds that individuals 

who receive less than they give tend to experience feelings of exploitation and resentment 

(Rook 1987). Such negative feelings are likely to undermine social cohesion, as they 

subvert the common-bonds (Prentice et al. 1994) that can produce a group identity. For 

these reasons, the ratio of receiving to giving should affect psychological group 

formation.15 

Hypothesis 5:  The ratio of receiving gifts to giving gifts will affect whether 

 employees view themselves as part of a group, with those employees who receive 

 more than they give being more likely to view their work unit as a group.  

 

Group Identification, Job Satisfaction, Job Offers and Organizational Commitment 

Identifying with a social group involves recognizing the group as a unique entity 

and perceiving oneself as a member of that social body. Much research reveals that the 

development of a group identity has consequences for individual behavior, particularly in 
                                                
15 While the ratio of giving to receiving should affect group identification, I do not expect 
this to interact with the receipt of a job offer. The experiment showed that the presence of 
an alternative network triggered psychological group formation for those interacting via 
reciprocal exchange, even if those individuals received less than they gave.  
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work settings. For example, individuals who identify strongly with a group may work 

harder on group projects than they otherwise would (Williams, Karau, and Bourgeois 

1993). They are also more likely to abide by group norms (Terry and Hogg 1996). Both 

of these findings led Witt et al. (1999) to argue and find that the development of a group 

identity enhances team commitment. It therefore seems that identifying with a group 

results in employees expressing greater organizational commitment, defined as the 

probability that an individual will stay with an organization. 

This direct relationship between group identity and organizational commitment, 

however, might be mediated by job satisfaction. That is, job satisfaction—or the overall 

value an individual gets from his or her job (Farrell and Rusbult 1981; Kalleberg and 

Berg 1987; Price and Mueller 1981; Rusbult and Farrell 1983)—might operate as an 

endogenous variable connecting group identification to organizational commitment.  

Past research consistently finds a relationship between job satisfaction and 

organizational commitment (e.g., Price and Mueller 1981; Hom and Kinicki 2001), and a 

great deal of research has sought to identify the factors that enhance job satisfaction 

(Mobley 1977; Porter and Steers 1973; Price and Mueller 1986; Seers et al. 1995). 

Training, motivation, affectivity, met job expectations, autonomy, distributive justice, job 

hazards, job stress, pay, professional growth, promotional chances, and routinization have 

all been found to affect job satisfaction (Kim et al. 1996; Price 2004). Much of this 

research, however, suffers from a certain theoretical deficiency, as it tends to justify the 

inclusion of key exogenous and endogenous variables without considering how these 



 90 

variables relate to one another and exist as indicators of higher-ordered concepts, making 

existing models overly complex (Hom and Griffeth 1995; Price 2004).  

To correct for this, some researchers have relied on social exchange to craft more 

theoretically informed arguments about the determinants of job satisfaction (Farrell and 

Rusbult 1981; Rusbult and Farrell 1983; Rusbult et al. 1988; Seers et al. 11995). 

Conceptualizing job satisfaction as a function of the rewards and costs that accompany 

the job, these researchers are interested in the ratio of costs and benefits and try to gauge 

whether a particular work environment generates enough benefits to satisfy employees. 

Importantly, benefits do not have to be tangible resources. Intangibles, like group 

identity, might also inform job satisfaction. People value group membership, as it helps 

reduce uncertainty (Hogg 2008) and can raise self-esteem (Abrams and Hogg 1988). It, 

therefore, might very well be that job satisfaction mediates the relationship between 

group identity and organizational commitment. The following two hypotheses can be 

logically deduced from this discussion. 

Hypothesis 6: Group identification should positively affect job satisfaction 

Hypothesis 7: The relationship between group identity and organizational 

 commitment will be mediated by job satisfaction. 

 Earlier I described how a job offer might interact with gift giving to affect group 

identification and as a result, organizational commitment. In addition to this indirect 

effect, job offers should also affect organizational commitment directly. Having a job 

alternative should decrease an actor’s dependence on his or her current job for valued 

resources and thus, should decrease commitment to it. Previous research supports this 
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argument, consistently finding a strong negative relationship between job alternatives and 

organizational commitment (e.g., Farrell and Rusbult 1981). In line with this research, I 

make the following hypothesis.   

 Hypothesis 8: Having a job alternative should negatively relate to organizational 

 commitment. 

 

Summary 

In this chapter, I discussed how structural conditions and psychological processes 

combine to affect organizational commitment. This discussion began by acknowledging 

that in organizational settings, features of the work unit can have a profound effect on the 

behaviors of individuals. Specifically, it argued that those individuals who are more 

similar to the group are likely to receive and give more gifts and those who are less 

similar are likely to receive and give less. It also argued that demographic dissimilarity 

should affect the ratio of receiving to giving. The consequences of these two arguments 

are nontrivial, as these two dimensions of gift giving are hypothesized to affect group 

identification. Group identification, in turn, should affect organizational commitment 

through job satisfaction. Given that one’s expressed commitment to an organization has 

been repeatedly found to affect turnover (e.g., Price and Mueller 1981), the implications 

of this model for organizational retention are clear. 

 Over the next two chapters, I test this model. Chapter 7 describes the data, paying 

particular attention to the data collection procedures, the construction of key variables, 
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and statistical methods used to analyze the data and test the different hypotheses put forth 

here. Chapter 8 presents the results of various statistical analyses.  
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CHAPTER 7. A SURVEY OF REGISTERED NURSES 
 

To test the eight hypotheses introduced in the previous chapter, I rely on data 

from a cross-sectional survey administered to registered nurses (RNs) working for two 

hospitals located in the southwestern part of the United States as well as data provided by 

the organization overseeing both hospitals on the demographic composition of each work 

unit across the two hospitals. Before discussing the content of these data, the procedures 

used to collect it, and the methods used to analyze it, I offer theoretical and practical 

justifications for choosing RNs as a case for the study of organizational commitment. 

 

The Case of Nursing 

Research continues to warn of an impending nursing shortage (Buerhaus, 

Auerbach, and Staiger 2009; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics 2010). Both demand and 

supply side factors have been blamed for this projected dearth in nurses. On the demand 

side, more nurses will be needed to care for the aging baby boomer population. On the 

supply side, more nurses are retiring, fewer people are graduating from nursing school, 

and a significant number of highly trained nurses are voluntarily leaving due to 

dissatisfaction with the work (Huston 2006). If these projections are right, the need to 

retain highly qualified nursing personnel is of the utmost importance, as it may be 

difficult to replace those that leave.  

For hospitals, nurse commitment and turnover is especially problematic. The U.S. 

Bureau of Labor Statistics (2010) notes that hospitals experience relatively high turnover 

of nurses and that the nurses hospitals often lose are registered nurses. Nurses are either 
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licensed practical nurses (LPNs) or registered nurses (RNs). LPNs hold the lowest 

industry licensure and are able to provide patient care only under the supervision of a 

registered nurse (RN). RNs have more training and care for and educate patients about 

medical conditions as well as provide medical advice and support to family members. An 

individual can become an RN by either earning a bachelor’s degree in nursing, an 

associate degree in nursing, or a diploma from an approved nursing program. Some RNs 

seek out additional education. Nurse practitioners or advanced practice nurses are RNs 

who have completed either a master’s or doctoral degree program in nursing. Although 

both LPNs and RNs can be found in the hospital setting, a majority of nurses working for 

hospitals are RNs (Serow, Cowart, and Chen 1992), which means that more often than 

not the loss of a nurse is the loss of a skilled registered nurse.    

Research has documented the high costs hospitals pay when they are unable to 

retain RNs. Alexander et al. (1994), for instance, find that hospitals that face greater 

turnover of registered nurses have greater operating costs. Hospitals require around the 

clock patient care and as a result, must staff registered nurses for nights, weekends, and 

holidays. High levels of turnover force hospitals to pay considerable amounts in overtime 

and for temporary staff to ensure that patients are adequately cared for (Serow 1992; 

Serow and Clowart 1992). Moreover, the amount hospitals must pay for overtime and 

temporary staff has grown as “nurses exhibit increased specialization” (Scott et al. 2000: 

58). RNs increasingly require specialized knowledge to perform particular care functions, 

meaning that for hospitals to replace an RN they must find someone with the requisite 
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education and experience. While the health care benefits of such specialization are 

undeniable, this does result in higher replacement costs.  

 These financial burdens make studying the factors that affect the organizational 

commitment of nurses both timely and practical, and numerous research studies on 

organizational retention have done so (e.g., Blau 1985; 1993; Choi et al. 1986; Pfeffer 

and O’Reilly 1987; Price and Mueller 1981; 1986; Rosenstein 2002; Weisman et al. 

1993). These studies identify a number of factors affecting nurse turnover. They also 

point to certain weaknesses in the existing research. For instance, much of the research 

focuses on nurses as individuals apart from their particular units, leading Raingruber and 

Ritter (2003) to argue that more research needs to take the individual nurse’s social 

context into account.  

 This dissertation begins to correct for this omission by applying the logic of the 

theoretical path model described in the previous chapter to the case of registered nursing. 

Applying the logic of this model suggests that the demographic composition of hospital 

departments should affect gift giving behaviors of RNs, with those RNs who are 

members of the dominant demographic type discriminating against those who are not. 

Also, by considering how giving behaviors bond individuals to the work unit, the logic of 

the theory begins to flesh out how on-the-ground interactive processes forge 

psychological commitments among RNs.  

 Finally, by couching nurses in work units, this analysis allows for the systematic 

examination of some of the structural conditions that influence the gift giving experiences 

of RNs. While all RNs coordinate and deliver patient care and educate the public about 
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health conditions, the working environments in which they accomplish these tasks can 

vary considerably. Increasingly, RNs gain specific health knowledge by working in 

departments that offer sustained exposure to particular health conditions (Stein, Watts, 

and Howell 1990). Controlling for these work environments contextualizes the nursing 

experiences and helps illustrate how the structure of work molds the interaction patterns 

of nurses, patterns that might have real consequences for the nursing experience. 

 Thus, the case of hospital RNs stands as a unique setting for the study of gift 

giving and organizational commitment. Hospital RNs do incredibly important interactive 

work. Caring for and communicating with patients requires specialized training and can 

be emotionally draining (Hansen, Sverke, and Naswall 2009). Interactions among co-

workers on a nursing department may help alleviate some of these stressors and bond 

individuals to the work group. This research draws on and extends past thinking on 

organizational commitment to examine whether and how particular types of workplace 

interactions affect the organizational commitment of nurses. In this way, it is of both 

theoretical and practical value.  

 

Data 

 Data for this research come from two sources: surveys administered to registered 

nurses working at two hospitals and organizational records. Both hospitals are part of a 

large, not-for-profit health system that oversees the administration of numerous hospitals 

and healthcare facilities. This health system is sponsored by a religious organization, so 

not surprisingly a certain religious ethos pervades the organization. 
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 The organization’s mission and value statements make this blatantly clear, as they 

rely on these religious roots when defining the function and purpose of the organization. 

One particularly noteworthy value is the organization’s dedication to service and 

generosity. By making generosity a core organizational value, this particular health 

system may foster a unique environment that encourages its members to participate in 

giving behaviors. Casual observation provides some evidence to support this idea. For 

instance, while walking through the nurse education department, I saw a couple of 

posters encouraging nurses to help one another. Moreover, at one of the hospitals, I 

listened to a morning prayer cast over the intercom emphasizing service and care. These 

messages seemed to reach the ‘shop’ floor, as in one department I noticed a bulletin 

board where nurses could post the achievements of other nurses. Such admittedly 

unsystematic observations point to organizational practices in line with the guiding 

values of generosity and service, and while such practices may not be endemic to the 

organization as a whole—hospital affiliates are given a certain flexibility to oversee their 

daily operations, they suggest, at least at these two hospitals, the presence of a corporate 

culture that encourages employee generosity and giving. To the extent that these values 

translate to on-the-ground actions, the organizational climate at these two hospitals might 

provide a unique institutional context for this investigation into the effects of gift giving. 

 Another distinguishing feature of these two hospitals is that they are considerably 

larger than the average US hospital, at least, in terms of the number of staffed beds.16 

                                                
16 To calculate the average the number of staffed beds in US hospitals, I divided the total 
number of staffed beds in all US registered hospitals (941,955) by the total number of US 
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Each employs over 2000 individuals distributed across a multitude of organizational 

departments.17 The sheer size of these two hospitals means that the work experiences of 

RNs are typically shaped by their daily interactions with the other members of their 

departments. The department, then, bounds the organizational life of RNs. For this 

reason, my research focuses on the interactions that occur within these departments.   

 Combined, the two hospitals employ well over 1400 registered nurses. Not all of 

these RNs, however, are in the sampling frame. My research is limited to only those RNs 

who typically work in the confines of the hospital setting18 and who directly interact with 

and care for patients. Still, even after excluding those who do not meet these criteria, 

there were over 1370 RNs working for the two hospitals: 547 in Hospital 1 and 831 in 

Hospital 2. Of these, about 20 were seasonal, about 100 were per diem workers, and 

about 185 worked less than 25 hours a week. The remaining 1061 nurses had more 

traditional employment schedules, working 30 or more hours a week.        

 Survey packets were distributed to nurses between April 2011 and April 2012. 

The initial distribution of survey packets was handled by the organization19 and involved 

a select group of organizational members distributing the survey on my behalf. Stacks of 

survey packets were brought to each hospital department. Upon delivery, RNs were told 

that the survey was designed to examine workplace interactions and that participation 
                                                                                                                                            
registered hospitals (5754) (AHA 2012) for an average of almost 164 beds per hospital. 
The two hospitals studied have more than double that amount. 
17 To conceal the identity of the organization, I do not provide an exact count. 
18 My contact informed me that hospice workers, while employed by the hospital, 
typically work outside of it. As such, I removed these nurses from the sampling frame. 
19 Neither hospital granted me the opportunity to go to individual departments in order to 
introduce the project and distribute surveys. This was to protect patients’ rights and 
privacy. 



 99 

involved filling out the survey and returning it in the provided envelope by either leaving 

it in a drop box provided by the organization or mailing it directly to the principle 

investigator. The survey packet included a cover letter that described the study, 

emphasized its voluntary nature, and assured respondents of confidentiality. Surveys did 

not require RNs to identify themselves by name.  

 The second phase of data collection occurred in May of 2011. Both hospitals 

required RNs to attend in-service training. During these events, survey packets were 

made available to those nurses interested in participating in the study. These first two 

phases of data collection generated 239 completed surveys. 

 The third phase of data collection involved once again having the organization 

distribute surveys to RNs. The focus of this third effort was to solicit responses from 

those units with particularly low response rates. Surveys were taken to particular units, 

and RNs were asked to mail completed surveys directly to the principle investigator. For 

various administrative reasons, the third phase of data collection was delayed until March 

of 2012. To ensure that the same individual did not respond multiple times, RNs were 

made aware of the initial data collection phases and asked only to participate if they had 

not already done so. 

 As of April 2012, a total of 257 surveys had been collected. 111 of these came 

from the smaller hospital, Hospital 1. The remaining 146 came from Hospital 2. To 

calculate the response rate, I first had to remove two groups of nurses from the original 

sampling frame. Seasonal nurses did not have the opportunity to complete the survey and 

thus, were not included. Also, both hospitals were undergoing organizational changes that 
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resulted in some departments not having the opportunity to respond. For instance, my 

organizational contact informed me that RNs working for Department 11 at Hospital 2 

were being reviewed at the time and thus, were told not to participate. After accounting 

for these factors, the overall response rate improves from 19% to just over 20%. 

Table 7.1 Comparing Demographic Characteristics of Respondents to the 
Demographic Characteristics of the Sampling Frame by Hospital 
  Hospital 1 Hospital 2 
Race  Sampling 

Frame 
Sample Sampling 

Frame 
Sample 

 Hispanic/Latino 100  (18%) 17  (16%) 94   (11%) 15   (10%) 
 Other 82    (15%) 13  (12%) 76    (9%) 5      (4%) 
 White 365  (67%) 72  (72%) 661 (80%) 125 (86%) 
 Total 547 108* 831 145^ 
Sex      
 Female 457 (83.5%) 99  (89%) 765 (92%) 135 (92.5%) 
 Male 90   (16.5%) 12  (11%) 66    (8%) 11    (7.5%) 
 Total 547 111 831 146 
Age      
 <25 18      (3%) 2     (2%) 24      (3%) 0       (0%) 
 26 to 30 61    (11%) 9     (8%) 88  (13.5%) 18    (12%) 
 31 to 35 60    (11%) 12   (11%) 108   (13%) 7       (5%) 
 36 to 40 63    (12%) 17 (15.5%) 92    (11%) 11   (7.5%) 
 41 to 45 66    (12%) 14   (13%) 100   (12%) 20    (14%) 
 46 to 50 64    (12%) 11   (10%) 112 (13.5%) 26    (18%) 
 51 to 55 83    (15%) 18   (16%) 115   (14%) 19    (13%) 
 56 to 60 66    (12%) 17 (15.5%) 108   (13%) 27 (18.5%) 
 >60 66    (12%) 10   (9%) 84     (10%) 18    (12%) 
 Total 547 110** 831 146 
*The race of three respondents was unknown. 
** One respondent did not provide her age. 
^ The race of one respondent was unknown. 
 

 Such a low response rate is a problem for making estimates of population 

characteristics if those who respond are systematically different from non-responders 

(Keeter et al. 2006). Given this, I investigated whether there were systematic differences 

between those who did and did not respond. Data provided by the organization aided in 
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this effort. This data consisted of unit-level and hospital-level demographic information 

for those RNs in the study population.20  

 Table 7.1 (previous page) compares the demographic characteristics of 

respondents to those of the sampling frame by hospital. Generally, the socio-demographic 

characteristics of respondents were representative of the RN population in each hospital, 

although, for Hospital 2, older RNs were slightly more likely to respond than younger 

RNs. This finding is reassuring, as it suggests participation was not tied to being in a 

particular category on one of these socio-demographic characteristics. 

 Next, I examined whether members of certain departments were more or less 

likely to respond. Tables 7.2 and 7.3 (below) report the response rates for all departments 

in these two hospitals.21 Response rates varied considerably across departments, ranging 

from a low of 0% to a high of 67%. Although these rates suggest the possibility of 

participation being influenced by department, a closer look at the data call this possibility 

into question. 

 First, response rates for effectively the same departments fluctuated widely by 

hospital. For example, department 23 had a response rate of roughly 52% in Hospital 1, 

but only 8% in Hospital 2. Similar trends held for departments 6, 28, 30, 31, and 33. This 

pattern stands in stark contrast to what one would expect if response rates were tied to 

differences in the nature of work across units or in the types of people who self-select 

into particular specialty areas. 

                                                
20 This data was completely anonymized, to ensure confidentiality.  
21 For the sake of anonymity, I do not identify departments by name. A number of 
departments could only be found in one of the two hospitals. 
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 Second, the data show that the size of the department did not seem to affect 

response rates. Response rates were high and low for both small and large departments, 

indicating that these variations in response rates were not the result of variations in size. 

Nor does it appear that the response rates vary by hospital. After accounting for the one 

department in Hospital 2 that did not receive the survey, response rates were 20% in 

Hospital 1 and 19% in Hospital 2. The evidence, then, suggests that these differences in 

response rates across hospital departments are not the product of systematic differences. 

 To further allay concerns over the low response rate, I turn to recent research on 

non-response bias. Using call-record histories from the Survey of Consumer Attitudes 

and Sentiment, Curtin, Presser, and Singer (2000) find that additional efforts to increase 

response rates from an initial low of 20% to a final rate of 70% had little to no effect on 

sample bias. Keeter et al. come to a similar conclusion in their study, finding that there is 

little evidence to support the claim that survey non-response “seriously threatens survey 

estimates” (2006: 759). While Groves (2006) cautions against misinterpreting these 

findings to conclude that non-response bias is not a problem, he too concedes that, 

“nonresponse rate alone is a weak predictor of nonresponse bias components” (2006: 

662). Thus, the existing empirical research on the biasing effects of non-response does 

not support the oft-held belief that a low response rate produces biased (and thus, non-

generalizable) survey estimates. 
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Table 7.2 Response Rates at Hospital 1 by Department 
Departments Number of RNs Number of Responses Percent Responded 

(1) . . . 
(2) . . . 
(3) 22 0 0% 
(4) 15 0 0% 
(5)* 17 2 12% 
(6) 15 10 67% 
(7) 34 6 18% 
(8) 3 2 67% 
(9) 87 4 5% 
(10) 9 0 0% 

(11)* 64 21 33% 
(12) 11 0 0% 
(13) 9 0 0% 
(14) 9 0 0% 
(15) . . . 
(16) . . . 
(17) . . . 
(18) . . . 
(19) . . . 
(20) . . . 
(21) . . . 
(22) 8 5 63% 
(23) 27 14 52% 
(24) . . . 
(25) . . . 

(26)* 60 4 7% 
(27) 47 7 15% 
(28) 18 4 22% 
(29) . . . 
(30) 26 12 46% 
(31) 14 3 21% 
(32) 10 2 20% 
(33) 42 13 31% 
(34) . . . 

Totals 547 109 20% 
Note: 111 RNs actually responded. Two could not be placed in a department. 
* This department consists of multiple departments. Subject responses, however, did 
not allow for a more fine-grained division. 
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Table 7.3 Response Rates at Hospital 2 by Department 
Departments Number of RNs Number of Responses Percent Responded 

(1) 2 0 0% 
(2) 19 3 16% 
(3) 12 2 17% 
(4) 3 0 0% 

(5)* 11 1 9% 
(6) 22 4 18% 
(7) 36 4 11% 
(8) . . . 
(9) 78 10 13% 

(10) . . . 
(11) 70 0 0% 
(12) 7 0 0% 
(13) . . . 
(14) 9 1 11% 
(15) 52 31 61% 
(16) 53 13 25% 
(17) 4 3 75% 
(18) 7 2 29% 
(19) 42 0 0% 
(20) 2 0 0% 
(21) 6 0 0% 
(22) 3 0 0% 
(23)* 88 7 8% 
(24) 28 4 14% 
(25) 23 0 0% 
(26) . . . 
(27) 32 5 16% 
(28) 27 4 15% 
(29) 8 0 0% 
(30) 68 23 34% 
(31) 23 12 52% 
(32) 10 2 20% 
(33) 53 8 15% 
(34) 33 6 18% 

Totals 831 145 17% 
Note:  146 RNs responded, but I could not identify the unit for one respondent. 
* This department actually consists of multiple departments. Subject responses, 
however, did not allow for a more fine-grained division. 
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 In an ideal world the response rate to this survey would have been much higher, 

and concerns about non-response bias would be irrelevant. Unfortunately, this is not an 

ideal world. The response rate for this survey was low, so it is entirely possible that non-

response bias affects these data. The possibility, however, should not be overblown, as 

the available evidence suggests that in all likelihood results are not unduly influenced by 

non-response bias. Before turning to these results, however, a discussion of both the 

relevant variables and the analytic strategy are needed. I begin with a review of the 

variables. 

 

Measured Variables 

 The causal model described in chapter 6 starts by arguing that an individual’s 

place relative to other individuals in a work unit might affect the provisioning and receipt 

of work related gifts. This, in turn, is thought to affect organizational commitment 

through group identification and job satisfaction. Below I describe the operationalization 

of each of these concepts, beginning with a discussion of the three exogenous 

demographic dissimilarity measures. I close this section with a discussion of the 

numerous control variables included in the different analyses.    

 

Demographic Dissimilarity 

 I relied on department-level data provided by the healthcare organization to create 

three separate demographic dissimilarity measures for each of my respondents. These 
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three measures assessed each respondent’s dissimilarity from the other RNs in his or her 

department with respect to sex, race, and age.22  

 Creating each of these measures required a two-step process. First, I used 

department-level demographic data provided by the organization to measure how 

dissimilar each RN was from all of the other RNs in his or her hospital department on a 

specific attribute.23 An individual’s dissimilarity score was calculated for each of the 

three aforementioned attributes using the Euclidean distance measure found in previous 

research (e.g., Pelled et al. 1999):   

                 n 
Eq. 7.1  Di = [Σ (Si–Sj )2/(n-1)]1/2  

    j=1    
 

Here, n is the number of individuals in a particular work unit, Si is the attribute value for 

the ith individual in that work unit, and Sj is the value of that same attribute for the jth 

member of the work unit. Si–Sj equals 0 if the unit members being compared are the same 
                                                
22 Each RN in each department was categorized as non-Hispanic White, Hispanic, or 
Other race. Each RN was also given an age score ranging in value from 1 to 9, with a 
score of 1 indicating that the RN was 25 years of age or less, a score of 2 indicating that 
the RN was between 26 to 30, a score of 3 indicating that the RN was between 31 to 35, a 
score of 4 indicating that the RN was between 36 and 40, a score of 5 indicating that the 
RN was between 41 and 45, a score of 6 indicating that the RN was between 46 and 50, a 
score of 7 indicating that the RN was between 51 and 55, a score of 8 indicating that the 
RN was between 56 and 60, and a score of 9 indicating that the RN was 61 or older. 
These categories were used to create the race and age dissimilarity measures, 
respectively.  
23 In a few instances, demographic data from multiple departments had to be combined 
and treated as if it was from one department. For instance, despite general medical 
surgery being divided into multiple departments at one of the hospitals, I ended up 
collapsing these departments into one omnibus department. I had to do this, because 
participants rarely distinguished between these different medical surgery departments and 
simply stated that they worked in general medical surgery. Thus, this is the only way I 
could use the organizational data to create demographic dissimilarity scores that could 
then be matched to those respondents in these departments.  
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race, sex, or age. For any of the three measures of demographic dissimilarity, higher 

scores indicate that a RN is more dissimilar from the other registered nurses working in 

that unit. Second, I used these results to assign appropriate demographic dissimilarity 

scores to each of the respondents in my sample by matching respondents to those 

individuals in the organizational data who had the same demographic characteristic and 

who worked in the same department. 

 

Gift Giving Index (Likelihood of Receiving and Giving Gifts) 

 Flynn and Brockner (2003) as well as Seers (1989) illustrate that in work settings, 

individuals often choose to give benefits to other members of the work unit in an 

informal, non-negotiated fashion. Flynn and Brockner (2003) focus on such acts at the 

dyadic level, labeling them favor exchanges; Seers (1989; Seers et al. 1995) emphasizes 

these acts among any and all members of the work unit and calls them team-member 

exchanges. Regardless of these conceptual differences, both lines of research underscore 

the reality that individuals choose to give benefits to others without knowing whether 

others will choose to reciprocate the action, that is, to participate in gift giving.  

 My conceptualization of gift giving encompasses both favor and team-member 

exchanges, because it does not distinguish between the direct and indirect forms of 

reciprocal exchange. It does, however, differentiate between giving and receiving and in 

doing so, allows for the examination of two very different aspects of gift giving: the 

likelihood of receiving or giving gifts and the ratio of receiving to giving. 
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 To measure the likelihood of receiving and giving gifts, I created an additive 

index—the Gift Giving Index—by summing together each respondent’s answers to six 

survey questions concerning his or her propensity to freely give benefits or resources to 

other members of the department as well as his or her beliefs about the propensities of co-

workers to do the same.24 Questions include: how likely is it that a co-worker will bring 

in something for the whole unit to enjoy (such as food, a motivational poster, office 

supplies, etc.); how likely is it that you will bring in something for the whole unit to 

enjoy (such as food, a motivational poster, office supplies, etc.); how likely is it that other 

nurses on your unit will volunteer their efforts to help you out in busy situations; how 

likely is it that you will volunteer your efforts to help other nurses on your unit out in 

busy situations; how likely is it that someone in your unit will praise you for doing a 

good job on a typical day; and how likely is it that you will praise someone for doing a 

good job on a typical day? 25 Clearly, these six questions speak to the two different sides 

of gift giving. Half of the items speak to behaviors initiated by the respondent for the 

benefit of others, while the other half concern respondents’ perceptions of the giving 

behaviors of others. According to social exchange theory, exchange transactions involve 

the mutual exchange of benefits, suggesting that when one considers the effects of 

exchange on various social processes, it is necessary to consider both the provisioning 
                                                
24 In line with social exchange theory, these benefits are not restricted to material objects. 
25  I recognize that the item asking participants to indicate how likely co-workers are to 
bring in something for the whole unit to enjoy differs from the other two measures of co-
worker giving in that it concerns the provisioning of benefits to the department as 
opposed to the respondent. Given this, I ran sensitivity analyses to determine if the 
inclusion of the two measures about bringing something in for the department affected 
results. Results were essentially the same when only the two helping and two praise items 
were used to create the gift giving measures used in this study.  



 109 

and receipt of resources. It is for this reason that I consider the combined effect of the 

likelihood of giving and receiving. A Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient of .83 

indicates that these six items are reliable measures of the same underlying concept and 

support the creation of this additive index. Because each question ranged in value from 1 

to 5, the resultant Gift Giving Index ranged in value from 5 to 30. Higher numbers 

indicate a greater likelihood of receiving and giving gifts. 

 

Ratio of Receiving to Giving     

 Simply looking at the likelihood of receiving and giving in the aggregate masks 

the reality that these two aspects of gift giving are different. Scholarly research shows the 

ratio of receiving to giving can have consequences for perceptions of justice and 

psychological wellbeing (e.g., Homans 1974; Jasso 1980; Markovsky 1985; Nahum-

Shani, Bamberger, and Bacharach 2011). This points to the need to also consider this 

dimension of giving. To do so, I created a new variable for each respondent by dividing 

the sum total of those three items measuring the respondent’s evaluations of the 

likelihood that other RNs would provide benefits by the sum total of those three items 

measuring the respondent’s perceptions of the likelihood that he or she would provide 

benefits to others. Scores of 1 indicate that a respondent believes others are just as likely 

to give as he or she is; scores above 1 occur when a respondent believes others are more 

likely to give than he or she is; and scores below 1 occur when the opposite is true. 
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Job Offers 

 Survey respondents were asked if another employer had offered them a 

comparable nursing job in the last six months. I include this variable to evaluate the 

extent to which the presence of a job alternative affects the development of a group 

identity and one’s propensity to leave an organization. Those that had received a job offer 

were assigned a score of 1; those that had not received a score of 0.  Of the 257 

respondents, 70 indicated that they had received a job offer from another organization in 

the last six months.  

 

Group Identification 

 A group identity is defined as “the individual’s knowledge that he belongs to 

certain social groups together with some emotional and value significance to him of this 

group membership” (Tajfel 1972: 292). Given this definition, measures of group 

identification should evaluate both feelings of belonging to a defined social unit as well 

as if membership in that group provides the individual with something of value. Two 

separate question items (α=.89) were designed to measure these aspects of group 

identification. Each item had subjects indicate whether they agreed (5) or disagreed (1) 

with a particular statement. These statements were: 

• I feel a sense of belonging with the other people in my unit. 

• I like and respect my co-workers on my unit. 

These two variables were summed to create an aggregate group identification measure.  

 



 111 

Job Satisfaction 

 Farrell and Rusbult (1981) conceive of job satisfaction as the value one gets from 

his or her job. Price and Mueller (1981) offer a more succinct definition, describing it as 

the degree to which employees like their jobs. Regardless of the definition, this concept 

tends to be operationalized in similar ways (Farrell and Rusbult 1981; Hom and Kinicki 

2001; Lee et al. 1999; Price and Mueller 1981). The present research follows in these 

footsteps by creating an additive index from measures previously used to gauge job 

satisfaction. Each of these measures had respondents express whether they agreed with 

these statements:  

• Overall, working as a nurse at this hospital provides me with a sense of job 

satisfaction; 

• I would recommend this job to a friend interested in a career in nursing; and 

• I like working for this hospital. 

All three measures ranged in value from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5), and a 

Cronbach’s alpha score of .88 indicates that they hang together well.  

 

Organizational Commitment 

 Like Farrell and Rusbult (1981), I define organizational commitment as the 

probability that an individual will leave his or her job in the near future. I measure 

organizational commitment using participants’ responses to the following question: how 

likely is that you will take a new nursing job at another healthcare organization in the 

next year? Although initially a Likert item with answer choices ranging in value from 
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very unlikely (1) to very likely (5), I recoded this variable to create a dichotomous 

variable. Those respondents who answered likely or very likely received a score of 0. All 

other respondents received a score of 1. Scores of 1, therefore, indicate that the individual 

is committed to the organization, as he or she is not likely to take a new nursing job at 

another healthcare organization in the next year.  

 

Control Variables 

 There were a number of control variables in this study. Although control variables 

do not appear in all analyses, I present them together for simplicity and readability.   

 The first set of control variables consists of four socio-demographic variables: 

sex, race, education, and age. Similar to Tsui, Ega, and O’Reilly (1992) I include these 

variables when evaluating the effects of demographic dissimilarity on gift giving to 

ensure that dissimilarity effects are not in fact simple demographic effects. For the same 

reason, I also include them when analyzing the factors that affect group identification. 

Sex is a dichotomous variable with women receiving scores of 0 and men receiving 

scores of 1. There are two race dummy variables. These indicate whether the respondent 

is non-Hispanic White or some other race.26 A value of 1 for a given race dummy 

variable indicates that the respondent aligns him/herself with that particular racial 

category. The non-Hispanic White variable is the reference category for the analysis. The 

educational variable is an ordinal variable ranging in value from 1 to 5. Scores of 1 were 

                                                
26 Initial analyses included three dummy variables: non-Hispanic White, Hispanic, and 
Other. The Other category only had 18 respondents, so I collapsed it with the Hispanic 
category. This did not significantly change results. 
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given to those RNs with a diploma in nursing or an associates degree, scores of 2 were 

assigned to those with a bachelors degree, scores of 3 were given to those with some 

graduate education but no degree, scores of 4 were given to those with a master’s degree, 

and scores of 5 were given to those who had completed their doctoral training. Age is the 

last variable, and it is interval in nature. The age variable ranges in value from 1 to 9, 

with 1 indicating that the respondent was 25 years of age or less, 2 indicating that the 

respondent was 26 to 30 years of age, 3 indicating that the respondent was 31 to 35 years 

of age, 4 indicating that the respondent was 36 to 40 years of age, 5 indicating that the 

respondent was 41 to 45 years of age, 6 indicating that the respondent was 46 to 50 years 

of age, 7 indicating that the respondent was 51 to 55 years of age, 8 indicating that the 

respondent was 56 to 60 years of age, and 9 indicating that the respondent was 61 years 

of age or older.  

 In addition to these socio-demographic variables, I also control for certain 

workplace conditions. First, I control for the frequency with which respondents work 

alongside the same people. Common sentiments develop out of frequent interaction 

(Homans 1950), and for this reason, I include a variable evaluating how often 

respondents work with the same people. It is a dichotomous variable, with scores of 1 

indicating that the respondent works with the same people very frequently and scores of 0 

indicating that respondent works with the same people rarely, occasionally, or just 

frequently. I code the variable in this way to correct for skew, as most respondents 

indicate that they worked with the same people either very frequently or frequently. 

Second, I control for unit size, as this may influence the likelihood of receiving or giving 
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gifts. This variable was simply a count of the total number of registered nurses working 

on the unit. 

 So far, discussion has centered on those control variables that might affect the two 

dimensions of gift giving and group identification. Extant research also identifies a 

number of factors to control for when predicting an individual’s propensity to leave an 

organization. Burnout, or the term used to describe the emotional exhaustion that comes 

from work, has been found to affect turnover intentions (Spence Laschinger et al. 2009). 

Given this, I include a measure of burnout when examining organizational commitment. 

The measure comes from one item asking respondents to indicate the extent to which 

they agreed with the following statement: I feel emotionally drained from my work. 

Those who strongly agreed or agreed with this statement received a score of 1. All other 

respondents received a score of 0. Coding the variable in this way obviates concerns 

about the categorical nature of a five-point Likert item affecting regression analyses 

(Berry 1993).  

 I also control for job investment and compensation. Job investment, or the 

resources an individual puts into a job, has also been found to affect commitment (Pfeffer 

and Lawler 1980; Rusbult, Farrell, Rogers, and Mainous 1988). One standard measure of 

investment is tenure or time in organization. To determine this, I asked each respondent 

to indicate how long (in years) he or she had been a nurse at the hospital. Satisfaction 

with one’s pay might also inform commitment. This variable was measured by having 

participants indicate the extent to which they agreed or disagreed with the following 

statement: I feel I am fairly compensated for my work at this hospital. Here again, I 



 115 

recoded the variable to address concerns about the categorical nature of the variable 

influencing regression outcomes (Berry 1993).27 Those who disagreed or strongly 

disagreed with the statement received scores of 1; all others received scores of 0.  

Table 7.4 Descriptive Statistics for Variables of Theoretic Interest 
Analytic Variables Mean Std. Dev. Min Max N 

Demographic 
Dissimilarity 

     

Dissimilarity Index-Age 2.89 .80 .82 5.34 253 
Dissimilarity Index-Race .56 .22 0 1 251 
Dissimilarity Index-Sex .31 .26 0 1 254 

Gift Giving      
Gift Giving Index 23.67 4.09 7 30 254 
Receiving to Giving Ratio .92 .15 .33 1.33 254 

Job Alternatives      
Job Offer .27  0 1 255 

Group Identification      
Group Identification Index 8.09 1.57 2 10 255 

Job Satisfaction      
Job Satisfaction Index 10.69 2.73 3 15 253 

Organizational 
Commitment 

     

Likelihood of Staying .79  0 1 256 
      

 The previous pages introduced a host of variables. Tables 7.4 and 7.5 present the 

descriptive statistics for each of these variables. Table 7.4 list those variables that 

comprise the theoretical core of the model described in chapter 6. On average, 

respondents indicated a relatively high likelihood of participating in gift giving by either 

receiving or giving gifts, averaging a score of almost 24 out of a possible 30. This 

number would have been even higher if respondents thought that others were as likely as 

they were to engage in giving behaviors. That variable measuring the ratio of receiving to 

                                                
27 Using binary versions of the compensation and burnout variables did not yield 
substantially different outcomes from analyses run with these variables in their original 
Likert form.   
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giving illustrates this, as its average value of .92 indicates that respondents tend to believe 

that they are more likely to give than their coworkers. On average, the measure of group 

identification also received relatively high scores, suggesting that the RNs studied here 

do tend to think of their work departments as groups. Finally, respondents were generally 

satisfied with their jobs. Given these statistics, the fact that respondents tended to indicate 

that they were not likely to take another job with an alternative healthcare organization 

makes sense.     

Table 7.5 Descriptive Statistics for Control Variables 
Control Variables Mean Std. Dev. Min Max N 

Sex (1=male; 0=female) .09  0 1 257 
Education 1.94 .99 0 5 253 
Age 5.78 2.22 1 9 256 
Race-Non-white .20  0 1 253 
Unit Size 43.24 21.96 3 88 254 
Same People .43  0 1 257 
Burnout .51  1 0 257 
Years Nurse at Hospital 10.14 9.39 .08 38 257 
Compensation .25  1 0 255 
 

  Table 7.5 offers a little more insight into the background characteristics of 

respondents by providing descriptive statistics for the control variables in this study. A 

majority of respondents were white women. This is hardly shocking, as white, female 

RNs are disproportionately represented at these two hospitals. The average respondent 

was also between 40 and 50 years of age and had worked at the hospital for just over 10 

years. Also, just under half of the respondents stated that they work with the same people 

very frequently. Finally, respondents seemed relatively ambivalent regarding feelings of 

burnout, and only a relatively small number of RNs were unsatisfied with their pay.  

 



 117 

Analytic Strategy 

The theoretical path model described in chapter 6 consists of a number of 

consecutive arguments ultimately linking gift giving to the likelihood of an individual 

choosing to leave his or her organization. The first step in this model is an examination of 

some of the workplace characteristics that might affect two dimensions of gift giving. 

From there, the model posits a positive relationship between these two dimensions of gift 

giving and group identification. Importantly, the theory holds that the link between the 

likelihood of receiving or giving gifts and group identification should be exaggerated by 

the presence of an alternative job offer. Establishing this relationship is critical, as the 

next step in the model asserts that group identification should affect organizational 

commitment through job satisfaction. 

To test the different parts of this theoretical argument, I rely on a number of 

different regression strategies. The first three steps in the model concern the factors that 

affect gift giving, the factors that affect group identification, and the factors that affect 

job satisfaction. These outcome variables are all additive indexes. While none of these 

variables are strictly speaking continuous, it is common to treat such variables as if they 

were and to rely on Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression to evaluate the 

relationships between variables (Allison 1999). Following that, I run a series of OLS 

regression analyses to test the hypotheses associated with each of these dependent 

variables.28 

                                                
28 Given that respondents were embedded within departments within hospitals, 
hierarchical linear modeling would appear to be an appropriate strategy for modeling 
these data, as the method allows for the examination of individuals couched within larger 
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For OLS regression to work well, certain assumptions must be met. Regression 

diagnostics reveal that these data violate two of these assumptions. The first is the OLS 

assumption of homoscedasticity, which states that regardless of the values of the 

independent variables, the degree of random noise remains constant. Relying on three 

versions of the Breusch-Pagan (1979) and Cook-Weisberg (1983) test for 

heteroscedasticity in Stata 12, I find that this assumption is not met for regression models 

investigating the factors affecting gift giving and group identification. Deeper 

investigation explains why. The data contain a number of outliers. When these outlying 

cases are removed from the data, the degree of random noise becomes static across values 

of x and the assumption of homoscedasticity is met.  

There are a few options for dealing with data marred by the presence of outliers. 

One option involves simply dropping outlying cases. This recommendation is useful if 

outlying cases are the result of coding errors. Removing cases that are not the result of 

coding errors, however, could be dangerous, if doing so involves discarding relevant and 

useful information. It might also unnecessarily shrink the sample size. Examining 

outlying cases did not uncover coding errors, suggesting that dropping cases might be a 

risky proposition.  

Another option involves robust regression. Robust regression is an alternative to 

OLS, and it is specifically designed for data contaminated by outliers. In Stata 12, robust 

regression involves a multi-step process. First, it runs OLS regression. Second, it 

identifies those outliers with great leverage using the Cook’s distance measure. Extreme 
                                                                                                                                            
work structures. Preliminary analyses, however, did not find significant differences 
across departments or hospitals, leading me to forego this method of analysis. 
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observations (scores greater than 1) are subsequently dropped from the analysis.29 Third, 

it relies on Huber weighting and biweighting to down-weight outlying cases and re-run 

the analysis. Of these two options for dealing with outlying observations, I choose the 

second. In the upcoming chapters, I report both standard OLS regression and, when 

necessary, robust regression results. 

A second major assumption of OLS regression is mean independence or the lack 

of relation between the independent variables and the error term (Allison 1999). Reverse 

causation, where the dependent variable affects an independent variable, can result in the 

violation of this assumption. This is a problem for the present study. While the 

experiment shows that giving behaviors can serve as the basis for group identification, 

other research shows that group identification can circle back to encourage people to 

share resources (Thye, Lawler, and Yoon 2011). In natural settings, individuals are often 

embedded in groups, making it difficult to parse out whether reciprocal exchange is the 

cause or consequence of group identification. This problem is only compounded by the 

cross-sectional nature of the survey instrument, which does not allow a temporal 

examination of the effect gift giving has on group identification. While there are 

techniques, such as simultaneous equation modeling, designed to cope with this problem 

of reverse causation, these methods often require assumptions “as dubious as the 

assumption of mean independent” (Allison 1999: 125).30 For this reason, I de-emphasize 

                                                
29 No observations were dropped for the analyses that I present in the next chapter, 
because no case met the criteria for extreme leverage. 
30 Instrumental variable analysis is a form of simultaneous regression modeling designed 
to deal with the problem of endogeneity. The method tries to parse out the causal effect 
of an independent variable, x, on a dependent variable, y, through the inclusion of an 
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these methods when presenting results in the next two chapters, although when 

appropriate I do rely on them to confirm and clarify results from regression models.   

The last step in the theoretical path model presented in chapter 6 is predicting 

whether an individual is likely to remain in the organization in the next year. This is a 

dichotomous dependent variable, with those individuals indicating that they are likely to 

leave receiving a score of 0 and all other respondents receiving a score of 1. Logistic 

regression is a specialized regression technique designed to deal with such binary 

dependent variables.  

In some ways, logistic regression is similar to OLS regression. Like OLS, logistic 

regression generates coefficients for each independent variable as well as information 

about the significance of each coefficient. The interpretation of these coefficients, 

however, differs across these two forms of regression. In OLS regression, one can 

evaluate the change in the dependent variable brought on by a one-unit increase in an 

independent variable by examining the size and direction of relevant coefficient. In 

logistic regression, this coefficient speaks to the effects of a one-unit change in an 

independent variable on the log odds of experiencing the outcome of interest. 
                                                                                                                                            
instrumental variable, z. The logic of the method holds that so long as this third variable 
only effects y through x and is not correlated with the error term in the original equation, 
this instrumented variable can be used to establish that x does in fact affect y, 
independent of any effect y might have on x. For this method to work, however, the 
analyst must have an instrumental variable, z, that is a strong predictor of x and that are 
clearly not correlated with the error term in the equation of interest. Unfortunately, no 
such variable was available, and because weak instruments may produce inconsistent 
estimates (Bound, Jaeger, and Baker 1995), using this strategy would have been risky. 
That being said, an exploratory analysis into the viability of this method for modeling the 
relationship between group identification and the frequency of gift giving generated an 
insignificant value (p=.32) for the Durbin-Wu-Hausman test of endogeneity, meaning 
that I could not reject the possibility that gift giving is indeed an exogenous variable.    
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Transforming this coefficient into odds ratios aids in interpretation, in so far as the 

analyst can use this number to determine how a one-unit increase in the independent 

variable affects the odds of an individual experiencing the outcome of interest. For the 

case at hand, this means that logistic regression can be used to evaluate whether each of 

the independent variables affects the odds of an individual indicating that he or she will 

leave the organization within the next year.31   

The theoretical argument presented here, however, goes beyond simply predicting 

relationships between various independent variables and organizational commitment. 

Rather, it develops a causal model explaining how certain variables mediate the 

relationship between giving behaviors and the likelihood of an individual leaving an 

organization. Statistical mediation refers to that situation where the direct relationship 

between an independent variable (X1) and a dependent variable (Y1) disappears or 

shrinks upon the introduction of a third variable (X2) that is itself predicted by X1 and 

that explains Y1 (Baron and Kenny 1986). In both OLS regression and logistic 

regression, such mediated relationships can be tested by adding variables in a stepwise 

fashion and by considering models that take into account the relationships between 

independent variables. In the results that follow, I will rely on this technique as well as a 

number of supplementary techniques, such as path analysis, to test the hypotheses put 

                                                
31 As with the OLS regression analyses, regression diagnostics pointed to the presence of 
outliers (usually about five cases) for the logistic regression analyses. There is no 
analogue to robust regression for the logistic regression model. Thus, to investigate the 
effect of these cases on results, I ran supplementary logistic regression analyses 
excluding them from the data. This generally resulted in significant variables becoming 
more significant.  
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forth in the previous chapter and the causal argument as a whole. I now turn to these 

results. 
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CHAPTER 8. ANALYSES AND RESULTS 
 

 In this chapter, I test the theoretical path model described in Chapter 6. The 

chapter has two main sections. In the first section, I analyze the conditions and factors 

that affect group identification, paying particular attention to the roles of demographic 

dissimilarity and the two dimensions of gift giving described earlier. In the second, I 

examine the relationships between group identification, job satisfaction, and 

organizational commitment.  

 

Dissimilarity, Gift Giving, and Group Identification 

The Effects of Demographic Dissimilarity 

 The causal model presented in chapter 6 implies that gift giving mediates the 

relationship between demographic dissimilarity and group identification. For this to be 

true, a relationship must exist between demographic dissimilarity and group 

identification. The first set of OLS and robust regression analyses tests this by regressing 

group identification on a number of control variables as well as the three dissimilarity 

indexes. Table 8.1 presents these results. For each model, coefficients and standard errors 

from the OLS regression are in the left column and those from the robust regression are 

in the right column.  

 The first model in Table 8.1 regresses the group identification on three socio-

demographic characteristics as well as on three department-level variables. The results 

are relatively consistent for OLS and robust regression analyses. Only one of the control 

variables has a significant effect on group identification, and that is the variable 
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measuring whether RNs work with the same people very frequently (p=.000). 

Surprisingly, none of the socio-demographic factors have a significant effect. 

Table 8.1 Regression Analyses of Group Identification on Independent Variables 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
 OLS Robust OLS Robust OLS Robust 
 
Variables 

Coef. 
(S.E.) 

Coef. 
(S.E.) 

Coef. 
(S.E.) 

Coef. 
(S.E.) 

Coef. 
(S.E.) 

 Coef. 
(S.E.) 

Same 
People 
 

.87*** 
(.20) 

.75*** 
(.17) 

.91*** 
(.20) 

.78*** 
(.18) 

.91*** 
(.20) 

.77*** 
(.18) 

Unit Size 
 
 

-.00 
(.00) 

-.00 
(.00) 

-.00 
(.00) 

.00 
(.00) 

-.00 
(.00) 

-.00 
(.00) 

Sex 
 
 

-.25 
(.34) 

-.02 
(.30) 

.51 
(.47) 

.63 
(.42) 

  

Non-white 
 
 

.39 
(.25) 

.27 
(.22) 

-.11 
(.47) 

-.24 
(.42) 

  
 

Age 
 
 

-.04 
(.05) 

-.01 
(.04) 

-.03 
(.05) 

.00 
(.99) 

-.03 
(.04) 

-.00 
(.04) 

Diss. 
Index- Sex 
 

  -1.23* 
(.53) 

-1.05* 
(.47) 

-.81* 
(.38) 

-.55^ 
(.33) 

Diss. 
Index- 
Race 
 

  1.20 
(.88) 

1.21 
(.78) 

.96* 
(.46) 

.74^ 
(.41) 

Diss. 
Index- Age 
 

  -.04 
(.13) 

-.05 
(.12) 

-.03 
(.13) 

-.04 
(.11) 

Constant 
 

8.06*** 
(.38) 

8.06*** 
(.33) 

7.72*** 
(.60) 

7.71*** 
(.53) 

7.78*** 
(.56) 

7.86*** 
(.50) 

R2 .10  .12  .12  
Adjusted-
R2 

.08  .09  .09  

N 249 249 249 249 249 249 
^ p < .10; * p < .05; **p < .01; *** p < .001 (two-tailed test) 
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  Nevertheless, I control for these socio-demographic factors when including the 

dissimilarity measures to make sure that these three variables do not reflect simple socio-

demographic differences. Model 2 reports these results. Of the three dissimilarity 

indexes, only the one for sex has a significant negative relationship with group 

identification (p=.02), indicating that men feel less a part of the group as they become 

more dissimilar.   

 The lack of effect begs further investigation. Examination of the correlations of 

the variables in Model 2 reveals the possibility of multicollinearity, as the correlations 

between the nonwhite variable and the race dissimilarity index (.84) as well as between 

the sex variable and the sex dissimilarity index (.69) were relatively high. Studying the 

variance inflation factors for each of the variables in Model 2 also points to the presence 

of multicollinearity. The race dissimilarity index had a variance inflation factor of 4.15, 

indicating that the standard error for the coefficient of this variable is 2.03 times as large 

as it would be were collinearity not a problem, and the sex dissimilarity index had a 

variance inflation factor of 2.13, indicating that the standard error for this variable’s 

coefficient is 1.46 times as large as it otherwise would be. The first of these is a clear 

violation of Allison’s (1999) criterion of 2.5 for the variance inflation factor, while the 

other is close to it. Given this, I re-ran the analysis excluding both the nonwhite and sex 

control variables.  

 Model 3 in Table 8.1 presents these results. In the OLS regression analysis, the 

race dissimilarity index becomes significant (p=.04) but not in the expected direction. 

The coefficient is positive, indicating that the more racially dissimilar one is, the more 
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they feel a sense of group identification. These results are somewhat weaker in the robust 

regression analysis. Contrary to expectation, then, demographic dissimilarity does not 

necessarily result in lower levels of group identification, as this is only the case for sex.  

 Still, it is worth examining whether gift giving mediates the relationships between 

these dissimilarity measures and group identification. The first two hypotheses assert that 

those individuals who are more demographically dissimilar from the other members of 

their work department will be less likely to receive or give gifts and will receive less than 

they give. I test these two hypotheses with two separate sets of analyses.    

 First, I examine the factors affecting the likelihood of receiving or giving gifts. I 

begin by regressing the Gift Giving Index on a number of control variables measuring 

socio-demographic traits as well as certain environmental characteristics. Education is 

included as a control in this analysis, because those with higher levels of education may 

have more opportunities to help others and thus, may be more likely to indicate that they 

do. With this baseline established, I then add the demographic dissimilarity measures. 

Results from these different analyses are in Table 8.2.   

 Not surprisingly, those RNs who work with the same people very frequently state 

that they are more likely to engage in gift giving behaviors (p=.001), controlling for the 

other variables. The size of the department also influences gift giving, with those in larger 

units reporting a lower likelihood of receiving and giving gifts (p=.03). Once again, 

socio-demographic characteristics, de-contextualized from the work unit, have no effect 

on the outcome.  
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Table 8.2 Regression Analyses of the Gift Giving Index on Independent Variables 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
 OLS Robust OLS Robust OLS Robust 
 
Variables 

Coef. 
(S.E.) 

Coef. 
(S.E.) 

Coef. 
(S.E.) 

Coef. 
(S.E.) 

Coef. 
(S.E.) 

 Coef. 
(S.E.) 

Same 
People 
 
 

1.64*** 
(.50) 

1.62*** 
(.46) 

1.64** 
(.52) 

1.59*** 
(.47) 

1.62** 
(.51) 

1.57*** 
(.46) 

Unit Size 
 
 

-.03* 
(.01) 

-.02* 
(.01) 

-.02^ 
(.01) 

-.02^ 
(.01) 

-.02^ 
(.01) 

-.02^ 
(.01) 

Education 
 
 

-.13 
(.26) 

-.34 
(.24) 

-.17 
(.26) 

-.40^ 
(.24) 

-.16 
(.26) 

-.38^ 
(.23) 

Sex 
 
 

-1.33 
(.84) 

-1.08 
(.77) 

-.08 
(1.19) 

.34 
(1.08) 

  

Non-white 
 
 

.04 
(.63) 

-.03 
(.57) 

-.34 
(1.19) 

-.74 
(1.08) 

  
 

Age 
 
 

-.04 
(.11) 

.01 
(.10) 

-.02 
(.11) 

.02 
(.10) 

-.02 
(.11) 

.02 
(.10) 

Diss. 
Index- Sex 
 

  -1.96 
(1.36) 

-2.17^ 
(1.23) 

-1.99* 
(.95) 

-1.86* 
(.86) 

Diss. 
Index- 
Race 
 

  .99 
(2.23) 

1.52 
(2.03) 

.46 
(1.16) 

.32 
(1.06) 

Diss. 
Index-Age 
 

  -.23 
(.33) 

-.33 
(.30) 

-.21 
(.32) 

-.26 
(.29) 

Constant 
 

24.82*** 
(1.10) 

25.35*** 
(1.00) 

25.33*** 
(1.64) 

25.98*** 
(1.49) 

25.46*** 
(1.54) 

26.26*** 
(1.40) 

R2 .08  .09  .09  
Adjusted-
R2 

.06  .06  .07  

N 245 245 245 245 245 245 
^ p < .10; * p < .05; **p < .01; *** p < .001 (two-tailed test) 
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 Correcting for this by incorporating measures of dissimilarity yields at best mixed 

results. Models 2 and 3 in Table 8.2 illustrate this. Only sex dissimilarity has a significant 

effect on the likelihood of receiving or giving gifts, and this effect only becomes 

significant at the .05-level after dropping the sex and race dummy variables. Importantly 

though, this effect is in the expected direction, with greater sex dissimilarity decreasing 

the likelihood of receiving or giving. Given that just one of the three dissimilarity 

measures—sex dissimilarity—influences how likely an RN is to receive or give gifts, 

these findings only partially support Hypothesis 1. 

 Perhaps these measures have a stronger effect on the ratio of receiving to giving. 

Table 8.3 reports results from a set of regression analyses testing to see if this is so. The 

results show that while working with the same people has a positive effect on the ratio of 

receiving to giving, increases in age actually result in respondents receiving less and 

giving more (p=.001). Models 2 and 3 examine the effects of the three demographic 

dissimilarity measures. Unlike the previous analyses, however, none of these measures 

are significant. Hypothesis 2, therefore, lacks empirical support: demographic 

dissimilarity does not influence the ratio of receiving to giving. 

 One final point needs to be made about the models presented in Tables 8.2 and 

8.3. The coefficient of determination (R2) is quite low across all of these models, 

meaning that the independent variables explain only a small portion of the variation in 

these two dependent variables. Ostensibly, other variables are necessary to fully account 

for these two dimensions of gift giving, and additional research should examine what 

these might be.  
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Table 8.3 Regression Analyses of the Ratio of Receiving to Giving Gifts on 
Independent Variables 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
 OLS Robust OLS Robust OLS Robust 
 
Variables 

Coef. 
(S.E.) 

Coef. 
(S.E.) 

Coef. 
(S.E.) 

Coef. 
(S.E.) 

Coef. 
(S.E.) 

 Coef. 
(S.E.) 

Same 
People 
 
 

.06*** 
(.02) 

.05** 
(.02) 

.06*** 
(.02) 

.05** 
(.02) 

.06*** 
(.02) 

.05** 
(.02) 

Unit Size 
 
 

.00 
(.00) 

.00 
(.00) 

.00 
(.00) 

.00 
(.00) 

.00 
(.00) 

.00 
(.00) 

Education 
 
 

-.01 
(.01) 

.00 
(.01) 

-.01 
(.01) 

.00 
(.01) 

-.01 
(.01) 

.00 
(.01) 

Sex 
 
 

-.04 
(.03) 

.01 
(.03) 

-.02 
(.05) 

.03 
(.04) 

  

Non-white 
 
 

.01 
(.02) 

.01 
(.02) 

-.00 
(.05) 

-.02 
(.04) 

  
 

Age 
 
 

-.02*** 
(.00) 

-.01*** 
(.00) 

-.01*** 
(.00) 

-.01*** 
(.00) 

-.01*** 
(.00) 

-.01*** 
(.00) 

Diss. 
Index- Sex 
 

  -.02 
(.05) 

-.03 
(.04) 

-.04 
(.04) 

-.01 
(.03) 

Diss. 
Index-Race 
 

  .04 
(.08) 

.07 
(.07) 

.04 
(.04) 

.03 
(.04) 

Diss. 
Index- Age 
 

  -.00 
(.01) 

-.00 
(.01) 

-.00 
(.01) 

-.00 
(.01) 

Constant 
 

.98*** 
(.04) 

.98*** 
(.04) 

.97*** 
(.06) 

.96*** 
(.05) 

.97*** 
(.06) 

.97*** 
(.05) 

R2 .09  .10  .09  
Adjusted-
R2 

.07  .06  .07  

N 245 245 245 245 245 245 
^ p < .10; * p < .05; **p < .01; *** p < .001 (two-tailed test) 
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 Such an investigation is especially warranted if the giving and receiving of gifts 

affects group identification. Before investigating the relationship between gift giving and 

group identification, however, it is necessary to show that they are in fact different things. 

 

Distinguishing Between Gift Giving and Group Identification 

It is entirely possible that acts of gift giving operate as behavioral indicators of 

group identification. That is, gift exchanges among members of a work unit may not be 

conceptually different from group identification. This possibility makes it necessary to 

establish that the measures of gift giving and the measures of group identification speak 

to two different concepts.   

Arthur Stinchcombe (1971) describes a relatively simple heuristic procedure for 

empirically answering this question. This heuristic procedure includes three steps: “(1) 

Estimate the communalities in a factor analysis…(2) Delete all variables with 

communalities too near zero. (3) Divide each cell of the reduced correlation matrix by the 

product of the square roots of the communalities of the two corresponding items” (1971: 

1081). Numbers at or near one indicate that two items are redundant, numbers at or near 

zero reveal that the variables measure completely different things, and scores of .7 

indicate that the items are “maximally muddled” with respect to one another. This 

procedure works, because 

Eq. 8.1. cosφij = r ij /h ih j 

where r is the correlation between two variables i and j, h i and h j are the square 

root communalities of items i and j, and φij is the angle of these two items in factor 



 131 

space.32 That is, this equation allows analyst to determine the extent to which two 

variables are indistinguishable in factor space. 

Table 8.4 Estimates of Variable Similarity 
 
 
 
Variables 

Feelings of 
B

elonging 

R
espects 

C
ow

orkers 

Praises 
C

ow
orkers 

Praised by 
C

ow
orkers 

R
espondent 

G
ives 

C
ow

orkers 
G

ive 

H
elps 

O
thers 

H
elped by 

O
thers 

Feelings of 
Belonging 

1        

Respects 
Coworkers 

.92 1       

Praises 
Coworkers 

.47 .48 1      

Praised by 
Coworkers 

.65 .71 1 1     

Respondent 
Gives 

.41 .43 .77 .67 1    

Coworkers 
Give 

.65 .63 .66 .77 1 1   

Helps 
Others 

.51 .57 .74 .67 .76 .83 1  

Helped by 
Others 

.71 .70 .55 .74 .64 .92 1 1 

Note: Due to rounding errors, numbers were slightly above 1 on occasion. When this 
occurred, I rounded down. 
 

Applying this procedure to the two measures of group identification and the six 

measures of gift giving generates the estimates found in Table 8.4. These estimates offer 

a number of important insights. First, with an estimated score of .92, the ‘belonging’ and 

‘respect’ variables appear to be measuring the same underlying concept, although 

because the number does diverge from 1 they are not perfectly similar. It is also worth 

noting that the six gift giving variables have components that make them conceptually 

                                                
32 Note that when cosφij = 1, r ij = h ih j so that the correlation between the two variables is 
equal to their communalities. 
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distinct from these two measures of group identification. In fact, the scores in Table 8.4 

suggest that at best some of these variables are maximally muddy in terms of their 

relationship with these two group identification variables.  

 The results also show that the respective pairs of gift giving variables measure the 

same thing, that is, the two praise variables measure praise, the giving variables measure 

giving, and the helping variables measure helping. Despite the consistency between pairs 

of giving measures, the relationships across the different aspects of giving are a little 

more ambiguous. With the exception of the two helping variables and the variable 

measuring whether an RN’s coworkers are likely to bring in a gift for the department to 

enjoy, scores tend to hover between the .65 and .75 range, indicating that while related, 

these variables speak to slightly different things. This lack of congruency, however, 

might simply be the result of dividing the praise, helping, and giving measures into 

giving and receiving components, but such divisions, while analytically useful, are not 

consistent with social exchange theory’s conceptualization of exchange transactions. 

Recall that an exchange transaction involves the mutual exchange of benefits, suggesting 

that each of these pairs of variables should be combined when evaluating their 

relationships to each other and to the two group identification variables.      

 After taking the average of each these three pairs of variables, I re-ran the 

analysis. Table 8.5 presents the new estimates. The results are much cleaner. Feelings of 

belonging and respect for one’s coworkers clearly measure the same thing. With scores of 

1, it is also evident that praise, giving, and helping also address the same underlying 

concept. The remaining values in the table highlight the muddy relationship between the 
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group identification and the gift giving measures, suggesting that it is acceptable to treat 

them as different concepts (Stinchcombe 1971). 

Table 8.5 Estimates of Variable Similarity 
Variables Feelings of 

Belonging 
Respects 

Coworkers 
Praise Giving Helping 

Feelings 
of 
Belonging 

1       

Respects 
Coworkers 

1 1      

Praise .79 .83 1     
Giving .71 .71 1 1   
Helping .81 .82 1 1 1 
Note: Due to rounding errors, numbers were slightly above 1 on occasion. When this 
occurred, I rounded down. 
 

 Further support for this conclusion comes from two factor analyses. The first was 

a standard factor analysis with oblique rotation.33 This statistical procedure identifies two 

factors separating the two group identification measures from the three combined gift 

giving measures. Table 8.6 illustrates this dichotomy. 

 Maximum-likelihood factoring also points to multiple factors. This method allows 

the analyst to conduct formal hypothesis tests to determine the appropriate number of 

factors. Results of a maximum-likelihood factor analysis consisting of the two group 

identification measures and the three gift giving measures indicate that a two factor 

solution is not significantly worse (p=.73) than a perfect-fit model.34 A similar test that 

                                                
33 I also ran an exploratory factor analysis without rotation. Only one factor had an 
eigenvalue greater than 1. While some interpret this as a single factor accounting for all 
of the covariances among measurement items, Podsakoff et al. (2003) note that this result 
is possible if items are correlated because of a causal relationship. My theory as well as 
the results from the experiment point to the merits of this second possibility. 
34 Here, a low p-value is interpreted as suggesting that the predicted number of factors is 
two simple.  
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did not average together the pairs of giving measures was also run. When testing for a 

four factor solution, the outcome was a Heywood case, indicating a boundary solution. 

As a result, the chi-squared test lacks justification but can be used informally to identify 

the appropriate number of factors. Accounting for this, it appears that the solution 

identified four factors: a group identification factor, a praise factor, a helping factor, and 

a giving factor.   

Table 8.6 Factor Analysis of Gift Giving and Group Identification Variables 
 Factor Loadings 

Items Gift Giving Group Identification 
Feelings of Belonging .04 .82 
Respects Coworkers .06 .81 
Praise .54 .12 
Giving .72 .01 
Helping .62 .13 
Note: Boldface factor loadings indicate the items retained for the two scales. 
 
 
 
 
 

 Thus, the statistical evidence suggests that although related, the measures of gift 

giving and the measures of group identification do speak to two different concepts. With 

this conceptual difference established, it is now possible to examine the effects of gift 

giving on group identification as described by the theoretical pathway model in chapter 6. 

 

The Effects of Gift Giving on Group Identification 

 The first set of analyses presented here tests to see if the likelihood of receiving 

and giving gifts affects group identification, as predicted by Hypothesis 3. They also 

examine whether this likelihood mediates the relationship between sex dissimilarity and 

group identification. These analyses involve adding the Gift Giving Index to a revised 
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regression model that regresses the group identification on those variables found to be 

significant—or close to significant—in Table 8.1. Model 1 in Table 8.7 presents the 

baseline model. Model 2 includes the Gift Giving Index. Again, analyses were conducted 

using both OLS and robust regression. 

Table 8.7 Regression Analyses of Group Identification on Gift Giving Index, Job 
Offers, and Their Interaction 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
 OLS Robust OLS Robust OLS Robust OLS Robust 
 
Variables 

Coef. 
(S.E.) 

Coef. 
(S.E.) 

Coef. 
(S.E.) 

Coef. 
(S.E.) 

Coef. 
(S.E.) 

 Coef. 
(S.E.) 

Coef. 
(S.E.) 

 Coef. 
(S.E.) 

Same 
People 
 

.92*** 
(.19) 

.80*** 
(.17) 

.51** 
(.17) 

.42** 
(.16) 

.46** 
(.17) 

.40* 
(.16) 

.53** 
(.17) 

.46** 
(.16) 

Diss. 
Index-
Sex 
 

-.84* 
(.37) 

-.58^ 
(.32) 

-.35 
(.31) 

-.17 
(.30) 

-.29 
(.32) 

-.14 
(.30) 

-.18 
(.31) 

-.09 
(.30) 

Diss. 
Index- 
Race 
 

1.04* 
(.44) 

.74^ 
(.38) 

.99** 
(.37) 

.79* 
(.35) 

1.02** 
(.37) 

.81* 
(.35) 

.90* 
(.36) 

.74* 
(.35) 

Gift 
Giving 
Index 
(GGI) 
 

  .21*** 
(.02) 

.20*** 
(.02) 

.22*** 
(.02) 

.20*** 
(.02) 

.17*** 
(.02) 

.17*** 
(.02) 

Job Offer 
(JO) 
 

    -.26 
(.19) 

-.12 
(.18) 

-3.81*** 
(1.06) 

-3.46*** 
(1.01) 

GGIxJO       .15*** 
(.04) 

.14*** 
(.04) 

Constant 
 
 

7.4*** 
(.29) 

7.7*** 
(.26) 

2.3*** 
(.55) 

2.8*** 
(.52) 

2.3*** 
(.56) 

2.8*** 
(.53) 

3.4*** 
(.63) 

3.7*** 
(.61) 

R2 .11  .38  .39  .42  
Adjusted-
R2 

.10  .37  .37  .40  

N 249 249 246 246 244 244 244 244 
^ p < .10; * p < .05; **p < .01; *** p < .001 (two-tailed test) 
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 As predicted, this index significantly affects group identification (p=.000). 

Standardizing the coefficients in Model 2 helps one comprehend the magnitude of this 

effect, as a standard deviation increase in the Gift Giving Index increases group 

identification by .54. None of the other variables in Model 2 have a standardized 

coefficient even close to this large, with the next largest coefficient being .16 for working 

with the same people very frequently. Comparing Model 1 to Model 2 reveals another 

important insight. The Gift Giving Index only mediates the relationship between sex 

dissimilarity and group identification, as the significant positive relationship between 

race dissimilarity and group identification persists even after the inclusion of this 

variable. So, while these results clearly support Hypothesis 3, they only partially support 

the idea that gift giving mediates the relationship between demographic dissimilarity and 

group identification.  

 Hypothesis 4 builds on Hypothesis 3 and argues that job offers will modify the 

relationship between gift giving and group identification. Specifically, the hypothesis 

predicts that the effect of an increase in the likelihood of receiving and giving gifts on 

group identification will be more pronounced for employees who have received job offers 

from other organizations. This hypothesis implies an interaction between the likelihood 

of gift giving and job offers. Model 3 in Table 8.7 shows that by itself, having a job offer 

does little to affect group identification (p=.17). Model 4 includes the interaction: it is 

significant (p=.001).    
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Figure 8.1 Group Identification by Gift Giving for RNs Who Had and Had Not Received 

Alternative Job Offers, Controlling for All Other Variables 
 

 Including this interaction term affects the interpretation of all the constitutive 

terms in the model (Allison 1999). That is, the coefficients for the Gift Giving Index and 

job offer variable hold special meaning and must be interpreted in the context of each 

other and the interaction term. The graph in Figure 8.1 visually depicts the relationship 

between the Gift Giving Index and group identification for those respondents who had 

and had not received job offers, controlling for all other variables in the model. For those 

RNs who had not received a job offer in the previous six months, the OLS results show 

that a one unit increase in the Gift Giving Index results in a .17 unit increase in group 

identification. For those RNs who had received a job offer in the previous six months, the 

results are not as straight forward. What these results demonstrate is that the effects of the 

likelihood of receiving and giving gifts on group identification are more pronounced for 

those RNs who indicate that they have received a job offer in the last six months. These 
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findings lend support for Hypothesis 4 and illustrate that under the right exchange 

circumstances, a job offer can in fact result in greater levels of group identification.  

 The evidence, then, points to a significant relationship between the likelihood of 

gift giving and group identification. It also shows that this relationship changes as a result 

of receiving a job offer from another organization. But, the likelihood of gift giving is 

only one of the two dimensions of gift giving. The ratio of receiving to giving might also 

affect group identification. 

 I test this by adding the measure of the ratio of receiving to giving to Model 4 in 

Table 8.7. Table 8.8 on the next page presents the results. As predicted, a significant 

positive relationship exists between the ratio of receiving to giving and group 

identification (p=.001), with those RNs who receive more than they give expressing more 

respect for their colleagues and feeling a greater sense of belonging to the department. 

Note that including this variable does not erase the effects between the other independent 

variables and group identification, so we can be confident in the previous results. 

 Some argue that receiving more than one gives can also have negative 

consequences, such as feelings of guilt and indebtedness (Bowling et al. 2004). This 

implies that the relationship between the ratio of receiving to giving and group 

identification might be curvilinear. Results from a regression analysis (not shown), 

however, do not support this, as squaring the independent variable does not yield a 

significant relationship (p=.15). These results, then, indicate that the ratio of receiving to 

giving is an important variable to consider when explaining group identification and 

support Hypothesis 5. 
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Table 8.8 Regression Analyses of Group Identification on Ratio of Receiving to 
Giving, Controlling for Other Variables 
 OLS Robust 
 
Variables 

Coef. 
(S.E.) 

 Coef. 
(S.E.) 

Same People 
 

.48**  (.17) .44**  (.16) 

Dissimilarity Index-Sex 
 

-.23      (.30) -.16      (.30) 

Dissimilarity Index-Race 
 

.76*    (.36) .65^    (.35) 

Gift Giving Index (GGI) 
 

.15*** (.02) .15*** (.02) 

Job Offer (JO) 
 

-2.86**   (1.07) -2.71**   (1.05) 

GGIxJO 
 

.12** (.04) .11*   (.04) 

Receiving to Giving 
 

2.11*** (.61) 1.66**  (.60) 

Constant 
 

2.07*    (.73) 2.49**  (.73) 

R2 .44  
Adjusted-R2 .43  
N 244 244 
^ p < .10; * p < .05; **p < .01; *** p < .001 (two-tailed test) 
 

 All in all, these regression analyses offer important insights into the causal 

argument introduced in chapter 6. First, they reveal that with the exception of sex 

dissimilarity, demographic dissimilarity has little effect on the likelihood of gift giving 

(Hypothesis 1). Second, they show that demographic dissimilarity has no effect on the 

ratio of receiving to giving (Hypothesis 2). In stark contrast to the weak support for 

Hypothesis 1 and the lack of support for Hypothesis 2, these analyses support Hypotheses 

3 through 5. Thus, the third major insight of this investigation is the positive relationship 

between gift giving and group identification. Both the likelihood of receiving and giving 

and the ratio of receiving to giving correlate with a RN’s sense of ‘we-ness’ with his or 
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her work unit. Interestingly, having a job offer interacts with the likelihood of gift giving 

to affect group identification, depressing group identification for those indicating a low 

likelihood of gift giving but enhancing it for those indicating a high likelihood.  

To test these ideas more completely, I also ran a multiple-group path analysis 

using the SEM package provided by Stata 12. Path analysis is a technique used to analyze 

the set of regression equations that comprise a causal diagram and allows for the 

examination of mediation. It is a special case of the general structural equation model, 

where each measure operates as the sole indicator of a latent variable and is assumed to 

lack measurement error (Bollen 1989). Multiple-group analysis allows for the 

examination of differences in path analyses across two groups. I use it here to test the 

interaction effect between the likelihood of gift giving and job offers. Table 8.9 presents 

the results. 

Generally, the results confirm those from the OLS regression analyses. The 

relationship between the Gift Giving Index and group identification index is significant at 

or below the .001 level for both RNs who had received job offers and RNs who had not. 

Moreover, the effect of the Gift Giving Index on group identification is larger for those 

RNs who had received job offers, which is what we should expect if gift giving and job 

offers interact. 

The one surprising result from this analysis concerns the relationship between sex 

dissimilarity and the likelihood of gift giving. Unexpectedly, this relationship is not 

statistically significant for those RNs who had not received job offers and only partially 

significant for those who had (p=.10). Despite this one hiccup, the rest of the results are 



 141 

in line with predictions, and given that the model is a good fitting model, as indicated by 

a non-significant Chi-square test statistic (11.32; p=.79), this model only bolsters 

confidence in the theoretical pathway model described in chapter 6.  

Table 8.9 Multiple Group Path Analysis of Factors Influencing Group 
Identification (N=244) 
 Job Offer (Yes=1; No=0) Coefficients (S.E.) 
Gift Giving Index on  

0 2.03*** (.57) Same People 
1 .58 (1.12) 
0 -.02^ (.01) Unit Size 
1 -.01 (.02) 
0 -1.40 (1.04) Dissimilarity Index-Sex 
1 -2.54^ (1.48) 
0 24.29*** (.78) Constant 
1 24.97*** (.97) 

Ratio of Receiving to Giving 

on 

 
0 .06*** (.02) Same People 
1 .00 (.05) 
0 -.01*** (.00) Age 
1 -.03 (.01) 
0 .99*** (.03) Constant 
1 .95*** (.05) 

Group Identification on  
0 .15*** (.02) Gift Giving Index 
1 .30*** (.05) 
0 2.38*** (.69) Receiving to Giving 
1 1.12 (1.19) 
0 .49** (.18) Same People 
1 .53 (.37) 
0 1.13** (.40) Dissimilarity Index-Race 
1 -.29 (.70) 
0 1.55* (.73) Constant 
1 -.30 (1.01) 

^ p < .10; * p < .05; **p < .01; *** p < .001 (two-tailed test) 

The question lingers, however, as to whether a non-recursive relationship between 

gift giving and group identification affects these findings. To test for this possibility, I 
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rely on Stata 12’s structural equation modeling option to run a path analysis that 

explicitly considers feedback between the two gift giving measures and group 

identification. This analysis does not include the interaction between the likelihood of 

receiving and giving gifts and having a job offer, because this model would not converge. 

It does correlate the two gift giving measures, because there is reason to suspect that they 

are intimately related.  

Table 8.10 Path Analysis of the Non-Recursive Relationship Between Group 
Identification and Gift Giving (N=246) 
 Coefficients (S.E.) 
Gift Giving Index on  
Same People 1.84* (.86) 
Unit Size -.02* (.01) 
Dissimilarity Index-Sex -1.90^ (1.02) 
Group Identification -.18 (.80) 
Constant 26.02*** (6.48) 
Ratio of Receiving to Giving on 

on 

 
Same People .05^ (.03) 
Age -.01*** (.00) 
Group Identification .01 (.02) 
Constant .87*** (.19) 
Group Identification on  
Same People .44*  (.22) 
Dissimilarity Index-Race .85* (.38) 
Gift Giving Index .22** (.08) 
Receiving to Giving 1.08  (1.97) 
Constant 1.23 (2.08) 
^ p < .10; * p < .05; **p < .01; *** p < .001 (two-tailed test) 
 

Table 8.10 provides the coefficients and standard errors of this path analysis. 

Importantly, group identification does not have a significant effect on the frequency of 

gift giving or on the ratio of receiving to giving, suggesting that concerns about group 
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identification circling back to influence gift giving are unwarranted. We can be confident 

in the validity of this model and these results. The Chi-square test statistic is not 

significant (3.22; p=.78), indicating a good model fit. Also, a test of model stability 

produces a stability index of .15, suggesting that eigenvalues lie inside the unit circle 

(Bentler and Freeman 1983). 

As predicted, these analyses demonstrate how the exchanges that take place 

among members of the work unit can rouse group identification. This alone is a 

significant contribution as it begins to illustrate how different types of workplace 

exchanges can affect how employees’ perceive their work units and their place within 

them. One consequence of this might be a greater commitment to the organization. 

 

Organizational Commitment 
 

 The last section establishes a relationship between gift giving and group 

identification, but does group identification decrease the odds of an individual leaving his 

or her organization to take a job with another organization? I now answer this question by 

investigating the relationship between group identification and organizational 

commitment and in the process, test the second half of the theoretical path model 

introduced in chapter 6. Recall that this portion of the model links group identification to 

organizational commitment through job satisfaction. 

 Before testing this portion of the theory, it is first worth examining whether gift 

giving independently influences organizational commitment. The experiment did not find 

a direct relationship between gift giving and network retention, but the experiment only 
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examined direct reciprocal exchanges that occur at the dyadic level. In the work setting, 

people engage in both direct and indirect (generalized) reciprocal exchanges, sometimes 

with multiple people. This added complexity may alter the relationship between gift 

giving and organizational commitment.  

Table 8.11 Logistic Regression of Organizational Commitment on Two Measures 
of Gift Giving 
 Model 1 Model 2 
Independent 
Variable 

Coef. 
(S.E.) 

Odds Ratios Coef. 
(S.E.) 

Odds Ratios 

Gift Giving 
Index 
 

.09* 
(.04) 

1.09 .04 
(.04) 

1.04 

Receiving to 
Giving 
 

  2.76* 
(1.18) 

15.77 

Constant .71 
(.84) 

 -2.10* 
(1.03) 

 

-2 Log-
Likelihood 
Test 

   
5.86* 

 

Model Chi-
Square 

5.88*  11.74**  

Pseudo-R2 .02  .05  
N 253  253  
^ p < .10; * p < .05; **p < .01; *** p < .001 (two-tailed test) 
 

 Regressing organizational commitment on the two gift giving measures supports 

this possibility. Model 1 in Table 8.11 shows a significant positive relationship between 

the likelihood of receiving and giving gifts and organizational commitment (p=.02). 

Much like Witt et al. (1999), I find that individuals are more likely to want to stay with 

their organization if they are more likely to participate in gift giving. This relationship, 

however, disappears when the ratio of receiving to giving is added to the model (Model 

2), suggesting that perceptions of distributive justice affect organizational commitment 
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more so than the likelihood of gift giving. Importantly, the odds of an RN claiming that 

they will stay with their employing organization in the next year are higher for those RNs 

who indicate that others are more likely to give than they are.  

 Gift giving, however, does not occur in a vacuum, and it is important to see if 

these effects persist after controlling for other relevant factors. In Model 1 of Table 8.12 

(next page), I regress organizational commitment on a number of control variables. 

Unsurprisingly, the odds of an RN indicating that he or she is committed to the 

organization are lower if that RN feels emotionally drained from their work (p=.009), 

feels inadequately compensated for his or her work (p=.001), and has job offers from 

other organizations (p=.000). Tenure also affects organizational commitment, as each 

additional year working for the hospital increases the odds of an RN stating that he or she 

will probably not take a new nursing job at another healthcare organization in the next 

year (p=.04). Similarly, male RNs are at greater odds of saying that they will remain with 

the organization in the next year than female RNs are (p=.03). Race does not appear to 

affect organizational commitment.  

 When the two gift giving-related measures are added to this list of variables 

(Model 2 in Table 8.12), neither measure is significant. It appears, then, that any effect 

gift giving has on organizational commitment occurs indirectly through other variables. 

The last section established the strong positive relationship between gift giving and group 

identification, so the question here is: Does group identification affect organizational 

commitment? 
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Table 8.12 Logistic Regression of Organizational Commitment on Gift Giving and 
Group Identification 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Independent 
Variable 

Coef. 
(S.E.) 

Odds 
Ratios 

Coef. 
(S.E.) 

Odds 
Ratios 

Coef. 
(S.E.) 

Odds 
Ratios 

Burnout 
 
 

-.96** 
(.37) 

.38  -.91* 
(.38) 

.40 -.88* 
(.38) 

.42 

Compensation 
 
 

-1.24*** 
(.37) 

.29 -1.17** 
(.39) 

.31 -1.17** 
(.38) 

.31 

Years Nurse 
 
 

.05* 
(.02) 

1.05 .05* 
(.03) 

1.05 .05* 
(.02) 

1.05 

Job Offer 
 
 

-1.31*** 
(.37) 

.27 -1.27*** 
(.39) 

.28 -1.26*** 
(.37) 

.28 

Sex 
 
 

1.92* 
(.86) 

6.83 2.30* 
(.97) 

10.02 2.31* 
(.96) 

10.12 

Non-white 
 
 

.19 
(.43) 

1.21 .15 
(.44) 

1.16 .07 
(.44) 

1.07 

Gift Giving 
Index 
 

  .01 
(.05) 

1.01   

Receiving to 
Giving 
 

  2.19 
(1.40) 

8.97   

Group 
Identification 
 

    .27* 
(.11) 

1.31 

Constant 2.14*** 
(.43) 

8.50 -.05 
(1.32) 

.95 -.08 
(.97) 

.92 

Model Chi-
Square 

46.25***  51.95***  52.96***  

Pseudo-R2 .18  .21  .21  
N 248  245  246  
^ p < .10; * p < .05; **p < .01; *** p < .001 (two-tailed test) 

 The simple answer to this question is yes. As Model 3 in Table 8.12 shows, an 

increase in group identification increases the odds of an RN noting that he or she is likely 
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to remain in his or her current nursing position in the next year (p=.014). Although not 

shown, including the two gift giving measures in this model does not erase this 

relationship (p=.04).  

 Hypotheses 6 and 7 concern the mediation of this relationship. Hypothesis 6 states 

that group identification should positively affect job satisfaction, and Hypothesis 7 asserts 

that it is job satisfaction, not group identification, that will ultimately influence whether 

an RN is likely to take another nursing job at a different organization in the next year. If 

these two hypotheses are correct, a significant relationship should exist between group 

identification and job satisfaction and the significant relationship between group 

identification and organizational commitment should disappear with the inclusion of the 

job satisfaction measure.  

 Table 8.13 on the next page presents the results from OLS regression analyses 

designed to test the first of these two expectations. Model 1 regresses job satisfaction on a 

number of independent variables, including the two gift giving measures. RNs who feel 

emotionally drained from their work (p=.000) and RNs who feel they are inadequately 

compensated for their work (p=.000) express lower levels of job satisfaction. Of the two 

gift giving measures, only the Gift Giving Index matters, as each increase in the 

likelihood of receiving and giving gifts increases job satisfaction by .23 (p=.000). This 

finding confirms research conducted by Seers et al. (1995), which finds a similar 

relationship between team-member exchange and job satisfaction.  
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Table 8.13 Regression Analyses of Job Satisfaction on Independent Variables 
 Model 1 Model 2 
 OLS Robust OLS Robust 
 
Variables 

Coef. (S.E.) Coef. (S.E.)  Coef. (S.E.) Coef. (S.E.) 

Compensation 
 
 

-1.60*** 
(.33) 

-1.41*** 
(.33) 

-1.63*** 
(.33) 

-1.50*** 
(.32) 

Burnout 
 
 

-1.41*** 
(.29) 

-1.57*** 
(.28) 

-1.38*** 
(.29) 

-1.47*** 
(.28) 

Sex 
 
 

1.17* 
(.51) 

1.12* 
(.50) 

1.17* 
(.50) 

1.00* 
(.49) 

Non-white 
 
 

-.27 
(.36) 

-.25 
(.35) 

-.37 
(.36) 

-.34 
(.35) 

Gift Giving Index 
 
 

.23*** 
(.04) 

.23*** 
(.04) 

.17*** 
(.04) 

.16*** 
(.04) 

Receiving to Giving 
 
 

1.04 
(1.09) 

.44 
(1.06) 

.32 
(1.11) 

-.22 
(1.08) 

Group Identification 
 
 

  .29** 
(.12) 

.36** 
(.11) 

Constant 
 
 

5.31*** 
(1.11) 

6.08*** 
(1.08) 

4.96*** 
(1.12) 

5.41*** 
(1.08) 

R2 .37  .39  
Adjusted-R2 .35  .37  
N 245 245 243 243 
^ p < .10; * p < .05; **p < .01; *** p < .001 (two-tailed test) 
 

 Model 2 in Table 8.13 adds the group identification measure. The inclusion of this 

variable does not negate the relationship between the likelihood of receiving and giving 

gifts and job satisfaction, as group identification only partially mediates the relationship 

between gift giving and job satisfaction. In addition to its effect on group identification, 

the Gift Giving Index also seems to enhance job satisfaction. Although this finding is 
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intriguing, the more important finding for the theoretical argument proposed here is the 

significant (p=.01) and positive relationship between group identification and job 

satisfaction. This result supports Hypothesis 6.  

 A significant relationship between these two variables, however, does not mean 

that job satisfaction mediates the relationship between group identification and 

organizational commitment. To test for mediation, I compare two logistic regression 

models to see if the relationship between group identification and organizational 

commitment disappears after the introduction of job satisfaction. Table 8.14 contains 

these two logistic regression models. The first model is nested in the second, thereby 

allowing for model comparisons.   

 Logistic regression is sensitive to the number of events per predictive variable, 

with research showing that sample variance estimates become less reliable as the number 

of events per variable drops below a 10 to 1 ratio (Peduzzi et al. 1996). As such, when 

running these logistic regression models, I drop those variables previously found to be 

non-significant as well as the sex variable, which is not a theoretically relevant variable.35 

The results provide strong support for Hypothesis 7, as job satisfaction has a significant, 

positive relationship with organizational commitment (p=.000) and erases the relationship 

between group identification and organizational commitment. 

   

 

 

                                                
35 Including the sex variable did not change results. 
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Table 8.14 Logistic Regression Showing the Mediating Effects of Job Satisfaction 
on Organizational Commitment  
 Model 1 Model 2 
Independent 
Variable 

Coef. 
(S.E.) 

Odds Ratios Coef. 
(S.E.) 

Odds Ratios 

Burnout 
 
 

-.99** 
(.37) 

.37 -.60 
(.40) 

.55 

Compensation 
 
 

-.95** 
(.36) 

.39 -.48 
(.39) 

.62 

Years Nurse 
 
 

.05^ 
(.02) 

1.05 .05* 
(.03) 

1.05 

Job Offer 
 
 

-1.13** 
(.36) 

.32 -.88* 
(.39) 

.41 

Group 
Identification 
 

.24* 
(.11) 

1.27 .11 
(.12) 

1.12 

Job 
Satisfaction 
 

  .36*** 
(.08) 

1.43 

Constant 
 
 

.26 
(.97) 

1.30 -2.71* 
(1.23) 

.07 

Model Chi-
Square 

46.90***  67.55***  

Pseudo-R2 .18  .27  
N 250  246  
^ p < .10; * p < .05; **p < .01; *** p < .001 (two-tailed test) 
 

 While this evidence implies mediation, a new method by Karlson, Holm, and 

Breen (2010) allows analysts to explicitly assess the degree to which a third variable 

mediates the relationship between an independent variable and a binary outcome. In 

nested logistic regression models, it is inappropriate to attribute changes in a coefficient 

entirely to the inclusion of a confounding variable because of the problem of rescaling. 

The problem of rescaling refers to the fact that the variance of the underlying latent 
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variable differs across models. The KHB method fixes this by extending the 

decomposability properties of linear models to nonlinear models like logistic 

regression.36 Applying this method here provides unique insights into the relationship 

between group identification, job satisfaction, and organizational commitment. 

 After standardizing the continuous variables, I relied on Stata 12 to run the KHB 

method. The concomitant variables for this analysis were burnout, unacceptability of 

compensation, years nurse at the hospital, and the existence of a job offer. The mediating 

variable was job satisfaction. Results from this analysis are in Table 8.15.  

Table 8.15 Decomposition of Direct and Indirect Effects of Group Identification 
Using the KHB Method (N=248) 
Dependent Variable: Organizational Commitment 

 
Variable of Interest: Group Identification 
Mediator Variable: Job Satisfaction 
Concomitant 
Variables: 

Burnout, Unacceptable Compensation, Job Offer, Years Nurse 
at Hospital 

       
 Coef. Std. Error z P>|z| [95% Conf. Interval] 
Reduced Model .47 .19 2.51 .01 .10 .84 
Full Model .17 .19 .89 .37 .20 .54 
Indirect Effect .30 .08 3.56 .00 .14 .47 
 

 The results present the estimated effect of group identification across three 

models. The reduced model is the baseline model, and it indicates that a one standard 

deviation increase in group identification increases the log odds of leaving by .47. 

Controlling for job satisfaction, this effect shrinks to .17, leaving an indirect effect of .30. 

Note that the significant relationship between group identification disappears with the 

inclusion of the job satisfaction measure but also that the indirect effect is significant. 
                                                
36 For an overview of the method, I refer the reader to an article by Kohler, Karlson, and 
Holm (2011). 
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Further investigation also reveals that 64 percent of the total effect of group identification 

is due to job satisfaction. In light of this evidence, it is reasonable to conclude that as 

hypothesized, job satisfaction mediates the relationship between group identification and 

organizational commitment in organizational settings. 

 

Summary 

The results from these analyses generally support the theoretical path model 

proffered in chapter 6. Gift giving affects group identification, with this effect varying 

depending on whether an employee has or has not received a job offer from a competing 

organization. This finding is consequential, as group identification influences job 

satisfaction and thus, organizational commitment. These findings begin to illustrate the 

causal processes linking gift giving to commitment in organizational settings. The results 

also uncover a number of factors that influence gift giving, suggesting that social 

structural conditions can influence the propensity of individuals to engage in gift giving 

type behaviors.  
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CHAPTER 9. DISCUSSION 
 

Formal organizations are ubiquitous in modern society, and many of the 

experiences and interactions that people have occur within them (Scott and Davis 2003). 

The prevalence of organizations means that in order to survive, organizations must 

compete with one another for members’ participation (McPherson 1983). That is, formal 

organizations must attract and compel the participation of individuals (March and Simon 

1958), who are being pursued by other organizations. The act of wooing, however, does 

not end after an organization has secured initial participation. Organizations must 

continue to induce individual participation if they desire to stave off costs associated with 

losing members. Noting this, much scholarly research has investigated the factors 

associated with organizational retention. 

This study adds to what is already known about organization retention by 

documenting how the exchanges that occur between employees affect organizational 

commitment through group identification and job satisfaction. Bringing in gifts, helping 

others, and praising co-workers for a job well done bond members of the work unit to one 

another and promote group identification. These acts also enhance job satisfaction. While 

both group identification and job satisfaction are correlates of organization commitment, 

additional analyses reveal that the relationship between group identification and 

organizational commitment is mediated by job satisfaction. Previous research has studied 

the affects of gift giving on group identification and job satisfaction separately, finding 

that gift giving has a significant positive relationship with both (Seers et al. 1995; Witt et 

al. 1999). The current research extends this by parsing out the relationships between all 



 154 

three factors in an effort to better understand how they inform organizational 

commitment.  

The research also explains how job offers affect this process. Organizational 

scholars generally agree that having job alternatives decreases organizational 

commitment and increases the likelihood of leaving. Study after study shows this (e.g., 

Farrell and Rusbult 1981; Rusbult and Farrell 1983; Rusbult et al. 1988). The current 

research, however, refines this thinking by describing how gift giving can affect the 

psychological processes associated with the reception of a job offer. 

Social identity theory asserts that to cope with an uncertain and complex world 

people divide themselves into groups (Hogg 2006). Group identification produces an “us 

vs. them” mentality that motivates individuals to favor their own group over others. 

Group identification, therefore, requires a salient social category for the determination of 

who is and who is not part of one’s group. In the work setting, job offers can serve this 

role, as they make readily apparent social categories that people can use to make in-

group/out-group classifications. The question, then, is under what conditions will the 

presence of such an offer motivate individuals to identify with their existing work group 

and as a result, eschew the temptation to leave. The results presented in the last chapter 

answers this question by showing that the effect of the likelihood of receiving and giving 

gifts on the development of a group identity changes when an individual receives a job 

offer. In this study, job offers resulted in those RNs who were more likely to receive and 

give gifts being slightly more likely to identify with the group, while the opposite was 

true for those RNs who were unlikely to receive and give gifts. This is in no way a trivial 
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finding, given the relationship between group identification and organizational 

commitment.  

In light of these findings, attention should be directed at identifying the structural 

conditions that give rise to gift giving. Many organizations have explicit and universal 

policies governing such things as pay, promotional opportunity, and training for 

categories of organizational members. Without question, such policies might be able to 

increase gift giving within an organization, and more work should explore the effects of 

such policies at the organizational level. Within a particular organization, however, these 

policies should have a relatively uniform effect, meaning that variability in gift giving 

within an organization should be due more to variations in the day-to-day operations of 

different departments or units than to broad organizational policies regarding the 

provisioning of pay and fringe benefits. The previous chapter points to a few of the unit-

level factors affecting giving.  

First, working with the same people increases the likelihood of receiving and 

giving gifts and the likelihood that one will receive more than he or she gives. George 

Homans (1950) is famous for recognizing that common sentiments develop out of 

frequent interaction. My research suggests why this might be the case in the work setting, 

as continuity in work relationships can improve group identification by making it more 

likely that individuals will participate in gift exchange.  

Second, the study finds a weak effect for unit size. Specifically, the likelihood of 

receiving and giving gifts decreases as departments become larger. In larger units, it may 

be difficult for co-workers to know each other intimately, and this may adversely affect 
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their willingness to go out of their way to initiate either direct or indirect reciprocal 

exchanges. Managers hoping to stimulate these types of exchanges, then, should think 

carefully about the size of the work unit.   

In addition to the size of the work unit, the demographic dissimilarity of the unit, 

particularly in terms of sex, is a third relevant factor. While none of the dissimilarity 

measures affected the ratio of receiving to giving, the sex dissimilarity measure 

negatively affected the likelihood of receiving and giving gifts. Additional research 

should investigate whether this finding holds in other work environments. It should also 

explore other socio-demographic characteristics, such as tenure, education, and income.     

Thus, the second half of this dissertation relies on concepts and ideas from 

exchange theory to examine both the causes and consequences of gift exchange in work 

settings. In this way, it has both theoretical and practical implications. Theoretically, the 

results help elucidate how exactly the independent exchange of benefits ties actors to 

work units and organizations, thereby illustrating how exchange processes can bridge 

personal, group, and organizational levels of analysis. They also point to a number of 

structural conditions that influence the likelihood of such behaviors. Practically, this 

research speaks directly to the issue of nurse retention. Projections continue to warn of an 

impending shortage of nurses. Being able to retain nurse personnel should become all the 

more difficult in the years ahead, as nurses will be in high demand. Understanding how to 

construct a work environment that reduces the likelihood of nurses leaving, then, is of 

great utility.   
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CHAPTER 10. CONCLUSION 
 

The bonding power of the gift has been the subject of much social scientific 

research. Marcel Mauss (1925) offered one of the first statements to this effect, noting 

that gifts have both a material and symbolic value that obligates the recipient of the gift to 

reciprocate in kind. More recently, Linda Molm and colleagues (2007a) have relied on 

social exchange theory to investigate more fully the relationship between how actors 

exchange resources and the social solidarity that develops between them.  

 This dissertation builds on Molm’s work to show how reciprocal exchange as an 

act of gift giving ties actors not just to particular exchange relations but also to the larger 

social networks in which those exchange relations are embedded. Contemporary 

experimental research on social exchange says little about the processes that account for 

an actor choosing to leave a network of exchange relations, thereby limiting our 

understanding of social stability and social change. The research presented here corrects 

for this omission by explicitly considering how exchange processes affect commitments 

to social networks and organizations. While the experiment tested a theoretical 

explanation for why direct reciprocal exchange results in higher network retention rates 

than negotiated exchange, the survey examined how two dimensions of gift giving affect 

commitment in the organizational setting.  

 Together the two parts of the dissertation offer novel insights into the stabilizing 

effects of generosity. For instance, the first half of the dissertation begins to resolve a 

tension in the social exchange literature regarding the persistence of imbalanced 

exchange networks or those networks of actors where some are able to amass greater 
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benefits than others. While Emerson (1962; 1972b) argued that power imbalanced 

networks should prompt power balancing operations, Blau (1964) thought otherwise, 

noting that imbalanced relations can continue in an uninterrupted fashion. This research 

illustrates the merits of both positions by showing how the way actors exchange 

resources can affect their propensity to remain in a social network. Understanding why 

power imbalanced exchange structures characterized by certain forms of exchange are 

more or less likely to stabilize and become taken-for-granted begins to explain how 

exchange processes develop into institutions, where an institution is a social order or 

pattern that has attached to it a certain state or property and that exists as a routine-

reproduced rule system (Jepperson 1991). 

 In addition, both studies parse out the relationships between exchange processes, 

group identity, and commitment. The results clearly show that the way actors exchange 

resources is important for group identification. In fact, both studies reveal that whether 

the exit opportunity triggers group identification depends in large part on how an actor 

exchanges resources with others. Specifically, they show that reciprocal exchange 

psychologically primes actors in such a way as to make them more likely to form group 

identities given the presence of an alternative.  

 This finding is particularly important, because the development of a group 

identity influences network and organizational commitments. While the experiment 

illustrates that psychological group formation affects the choice to stay in an exchange 

network, the survey portion of the dissertation reveals that the extent to which one 

identifies with a work group influences the odds of an individual indicating that he or she 
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will sever ties with an employing organization in the near future. Thus, the two parts of 

this research offer a structural explanation for how individuals come to perceive 

themselves as members of a group and explain why this matters for network retention and 

organizational commitment.   

 Another parallel finding across these two studies concerns the ratio of receiving to 

giving benefits, as both show that this ratio can affect individuals’ perceptions of their 

exchange relations. In the experiment, those subjects in high power, reciprocal exchange 

conditions received more than they gave when interacting with their low power exchange 

partner. This, in turn, resulted in these subjects expressing greater relational solidarity 

with the low power exchange partner. In the survey, registered nurses who received more 

than they gave reported higher levels of group identification. So, while there appears to 

be some psychological benefit to reciprocal exchange in and of itself, the extent of this 

benefit depends in part on an actor’s ability to tip the balance of receiving to giving in his 

or her favor. 

 Thus, there are two major takeaways of this research. First, reciprocal exchange is 

an important precondition to explaining whether the presence of an alternative will 

trigger psychological group formation or strengthen one’s group identity. Second, the 

extent to which reciprocal exchange has this effect depends in part on the ratio of 

receiving to giving. These two findings contribute to sociological understanding of the 

stabilizing effects of generosity. 
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Limitations  

 Still, this research is far from perfect. A number of limitations and weaknesses 

exist that restrict the conclusions that can be drawn from the results reported here. Some 

of these limitations concern the experimental study; others have to do with the survey.  

 Perhaps the major limitation of the experimental section of this research concerns 

the manipulation of uncertainty. I assumed that providing more information about the 

alternative network to participants would lessen the uncertainty associated with leaving. 

In retrospect, this assumption seems wrongheaded, as it overlooks the fact that past 

experiences can color how people receive and interpret information and that this may 

influence perceptions of uncertainty. Tversky and Kahneman (1991) contend that 

changes in reference points can affect perceptions of gains and losses and as a result, 

influence choice. One’s past exchange history, then, may differentially affect how actors 

interpret the same information about an alternative network, meaning it may be 

problematic to assume more information equals less uncertainty and risk. Given loss 

aversion (Kahneman and Tversky 1979), it is not difficult to image a situation where 

more information about the alternative may generate greater feelings of uncertainty. 

Future research, then, should not assume that more information results in greater 

uncertainty and should investigate how different exchange histories influence these 

perceptions of uncertainty and risk.      

 Another limitation of the experimental study is that I do not vary the network 

structure. Recent research on negotiated exchange relations shows that variations in the 

structural properties of the exchange network can affect group formation (Thye, Lawler, 
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and Yoon 2011). This is in part due to differences in the likelihood of inclusion. It 

therefore remains to be seen whether the findings generated here will hold in other 

network structures.  

 A final limitation of the experimental portion of this dissertation is the use of 

simulated actors. Although steps were taken to create simulated actors that behave in 

realistic and appropriate ways given the exchange behaviors of the subject, it is possible 

that results would differ if the experiment were run with networks of real people.    

 The survey portion of this dissertation has its limitation, too. Perhaps the most 

glaring shortcoming was the response rate. Despite a spate of research suggesting that 

past thinkers have overblown concerns about low response rates biasing results (Curtin et 

al. 2000; Groves 2006; Keeter et al. 2006), I must concede that it does introduce this 

possibility. Thus, generalizing these results to the larger population should be done with 

reservation. 

 Another limitation of the survey could be the operationalization of the gift giving 

measure. Pulling from social exchange theory, I conceptualized gift giving to include 

both direct and indirect reciprocal exchanges and to include the provisioning of both 

tangible and intangible benefits. The measures used to create the gift giving variable 

focused on helping, praise, and giving behaviors. Potentially, other measures should have 

been included to gain a more holistic index. Also, there might be some merit in creating 

measures that distinguish between direct and indirect reciprocal exchange. Previous 

experimental research conducted by Molm and colleagues (2007) demonstrates that 
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people respond differently to these different forms of exchange. Parsing out these two 

different forms of exchange could add nuance to the results reported here.  

 An additional concern involves the modeling strategy used to analyze these data. 

While incorporating additive indexes in OLS and logistic regression analyses is a 

common practice among social scientists, this strategy does have its problems, as it 

assumes constructs measured without error. Re-running these analyses using structural 

equation (SEM) with latent variables might be a useful exercise. SEM is not one 

statistical technique, but rather a set of techniques that allow for the specification of 

complex causal models consisting of relationships between independent variables and 

multiple dependent variables (Bollen 1989). Another important feature of SEM is that 

both independent and dependent variables can be measured either directly or indirectly. 

Latent variables are unobserved variables measured by one or more empirical indicators. 

For the current study, a special instance of SEM that accounts for the categorical nature 

of key variables would be required to effectively and accurately re-analyze this data. 

While I do not suspect that this method would generate considerably different findings, it 

would address concerns over measurement error. 

 This method would also allow me to address another limitation of this study: 

common method bias. Relying on one instrument to collect all of the data can inflate the 

correlations between variables and can threaten the validity of conclusions (Podsakoff et 

al. 2003; Siemson, Roth, and Oliviera 2010). This is problematic for this study given the 

close relationship between gift giving and group identification and the fact that both were 
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measured using the same survey instrument.37 A number of statistical remedies exist for 

trying to minimize the effect of common method bias, and while all of these have their 

disadvantages one of the better techniques involves controlling for the effects of a single 

unmeasured latent method factor using structural equation modeling (Podsakoff et al. 

2003). For all of these reasons, there is utility in re-analyzing the survey data with a 

structural equation modeling package that corrects for the categorical nature of many of 

variables included in this study.38   

 Finally, the cross-sectional nature of the survey is an issue. My original research 

design involved collecting data on whether each respondent left the organization six 

months after completing the survey. This initial research plan, however, had to be 

scrapped, because I was not allowed to use the survey to collect unique identifying 

information for each RN. As such, data for the second study was collected for each RN at 

one point in time. To establish a causal relation, a researcher needs to show that an 

independent and dependent variable are related, that the independent variable precedes 

the dependent variable in time, and that this relationship is not spurious. Of these three 

requirements, it is impossible to establish temporal ordering with cross-sectional data, so 

I cannot be certain from the survey data that gift giving causes group identification or that 

                                                
37 It should be noted that interaction terms cannot be artifacts of common method 
variation (Siemsen, Roth, and Oliveira 2010), so we should be confident in the results 
concerning the interaction of gift giving and job offers on group identification. 
38 Exploratory SEM analyses using a statistical program that does not allow analysts to 
correct for the categorical nature of endogenous variables generated results consistent 
with those produced by the OLS regression of group identification on the various 
independent variables. 
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group identification causes organizational commitment. Luckily, the experimental portion 

of this dissertation supports the direction of these relationships.  

 

Potential for Future Research 

 The aforementioned limitations point to a number of improvements that could 

have been made to the current study and that should be made if the study is to be 

replicated. They also point to a multitude of potential research endeavors. Three future 

studies that might be of particular value include investigations into 1) the effects of 

uncertainty on retention in social and organizational networks, 2) the operationalization 

of the different forms of exchange in real-world settings, and 3) the effect of group 

identification on legitimacy processes in exchange networks.  

 A key assumption undergirding this research is that uncertainty can trigger 

psychological group formation. Specifically, I argue that one’s exchange history can 

affect whether the presence of an alternative network of exchange relations introduces 

uncertainty into the actor’s social experience and thus, motivates him or her to form a 

group identity. Although the results from the two studies generally support this claim, 

they also point to the need for additional research on the role of uncertainty in network 

commitment. 

 The experimental results did not support my prediction that more information 

about the alternative network would lessen uncertainty and thus, suppress psychological 

group formation. As I alluded to in the previous section, this lack of an effect might be 

due to how people in different exchange conditions receive and interpret information. 
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That is, the same information about an alternative network may heighten feelings of 

uncertainty for individuals in some exchange conditions but not in others. Future 

experimental research should investigate whether this is in fact the case. 

More work is also needed on the relationship between uncertainty and job offers. 

Current theories of organizational retention avoid explicit discussion of uncertainty and 

its role in the turnover decision (Allen 2004). Unfortunately, this is a weakness of this 

research. By not asking those respondents who received job offers to indicate how certain 

they were about the benefits they could receive from these alternative jobs, the research 

provides little insight into perceptions of uncertainty. Collecting data on such perceptions 

would enhance the findings reported here. 

Future research should also more carefully consider the measurement of the 

different forms of exchange in natural settings. Social exchange theories identify 

relationships between abstract concepts. While this has great utility for theory 

development, it can make the application of theoretical ideas to real-world settings tricky, 

as it requires the identification of measures that adequately reflect these concepts. Social 

Exchange Theory assumes that self-interested actors make exchanges in order to secure 

benefits or resources. How they make these exchange can vary. Future research, 

therefore, needs to not only identify what counts as a resource but also create measures 

that distinguish between direct and indirect (generalized) reciprocal exchange as well as 

negotiated exchanges in different work environments. Accomplishing this task will 

increase the utility of abstract theory for explaining real world events. 
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Finally, future research should consider how the findings reported here might 

inform legitimacy processes in exchange networks. The experiment established that how 

actors exchange resources can affect whether the presence of an alternative network 

triggers psychological group formation and that this ultimately informs the choice to stay 

in a social network or not. Absent from this theory, however, is any consideration of the 

opinions of one’s exchange partners about this choice. Extant research on the effects of 

legitimacy suggests that overlooking the opinions of one’s peers might be problematic, 

particularly if the other members of the network hold a consensus opinion about what the 

individual should do. Endorsement or support for the legitimacy of a particular social 

object or action by one’s peers is one of the two socially valid forms of legitimacy 

(Dornbusch and Scott 1975). Given what we know about group identification, the current 

research would suggest that endorsement effects should be stronger for those individuals 

who identify with their group. Future research should test this hypothesis.  

 

Closing Thoughts 

 Sociologists have long recognized that cohesion and commitment can be 

influenced by social exchange. Peter Blau’s (1955) ethnographic study of a state 

employment agency, for instance, describes how a work unit bound by a cooperative 

ethic, whereby employees downplayed competition and conflict in favor of assistance and 

collaboration, experienced greater social cohesion than a work unit where employees 

competed with one another for rewards. Only recently, however, have sociologists begun 
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to identify the causal mechanisms that account for differences in social solidarity across 

the different forms of exchange (Molm et al. 2007a).  

 This dissertation research used a mixed-method design to contribute to these 

recent theoretical breakthroughs by positing and testing causal arguments about how the 

different ways actors exchange resources affect network and organizational commitment. 

The first half of this dissertation presented and tested a causal argument for why network 

retention rates are higher for exchange networks characterized by reciprocal exchange 

than for exchange networks characterized by negotiated exchange. The second half of the 

dissertation then showed that the likelihood of receiving and giving gifts and the ratio of 

receiving to giving gifts affect organizational commitment through group identification 

and job satisfaction. Both of these studies found that past exchange behaviors can affect 

the extent to which the presence of an alternative network triggers psychological group 

formation. Combined, these two parts of the dissertation provide theoretical insights that 

can be used to solve a host of real world problems. 

This knowledge is particularly relevant to those interested in the study of 

organizational retention. Griffeth and Hom (2001) claim that researchers are often unable 

to provide practical advice to supervisors about how to foster loyalty among their 

personnel. The current research does not have this problem, as the findings point to clear 

strategies managers can use to grow loyalty and commitment.  

First, managers should limit the extent to which employees experience negotiated 

exchanges.  Negotiated exchanges do not generate the relational solidarity necessary for 

the development of group identification and commitment. Creating a work environment 
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rife with such exchanges, especially if they are between employees, should result in less 

committed employees and higher turnover.   

Second, supervisors should embrace and encourage the different forms of 

reciprocal exchange. In particular, they should create work environments that increase the 

likelihood of people bringing in gifts, helping each other out, and praising one another for 

a job well done. This can be done by having employees work with the same people, 

limiting the size of work units, and carefully considering the demographic mix of work 

units.  

Third, supervisors should be careful to consider the ratio of receiving to giving. In 

both of the studies reported here receiving more than one gives resulted in actors viewing 

their exchange partners more positively. Such favorable ratios, however, inevitably come 

at the expense of others. Thus, if employers and managers hope to maximize the 

stabilizing effects to be had from reciprocal exchange, they should work to create an 

environment that encourages individuals to balance giving and receiving. 

Applying theses ideas to the hospital setting might be particularly valuable. The 

survey portion of this research studied the case of hospital nursing. As previously noted, 

the current projections estimate a nursing shortfall in the years ahead, meaning that it will 

be increasingly important for hospitals to retain nurses if they are to reduce costs and 

deliver quality healthcare. One way they might be able to do this is by incorporating 

strategies that encourage gift giving.  

Interestingly, my time wandering the halls of these two hospitals suggests that this 

advice is already being heeded. As I mentioned earlier, a key value of the healthcare 
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organization overseeing these two hospitals is generosity, and there were various signs to 

suggest that this value had penetrated the ‘shop floor.’39 Thus, the spirit of giving that 

pervaded these two hospitals may make them a unique case for an investigation into the 

relationship between gift giving and organizational commitment. It remains to be seen 

whether a similar study conducted at hospitals that lack the religious roots of the two 

studied here would produce the same findings. 

 Thus, this research produces knowledge relevant to the broader sociological, 

organizational, and healthcare communities. In this way, it illustrates that theory 

development does not have to be a purely academic exercise. Theoretical research can 

yield insights that are of great practical utility. A nagging question for sociologists is how 

to bridge micro- and macro-levels of analysis. In this research, I begin to answer this 

question by explaining how exchange processes can lead to group identification and 

individual commitment to social networks, and in so doing, offer insights that speak 

directly to the issue of organizational retention.  

 

                                                
39 At the tail end of the study, the organization unfurled various efficiency-oriented 
initiatives. It is yet to be seen whether these changes have affected the organizational 
climate that prevailed when I began this study. 



 

 

170 

APPENDIX A: EXPERIMENTAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR RECIPROCAL AND 

NEGOTIATED EXCHANGE CONDITIONS 

 
Instructions for Reciprocal Exchange Conditions 

WELCOME TO THE SOCIAL INTERACTION EXPERIMENT! 

 You are participating in this experiment with several other students. Like you, 

they volunteered for the experiment to earn money. Because we don't want your 

interaction to be influenced by personal characteristics like sex or appearance, you will 

not meet or talk to each other either during or after the experiment. You will interact only 

through your computers. 

 At the top of your computer is a label indicating that you are Person \S\. We will 

refer to you by this letter during the experiment. 

 During the experiment, you will make choices on your computers that will affect 

how much money you earn. You will use only a few keys on your keyboard: the 

SPACEBAR, the ARROW KEYS, and the ENTER (return) KEY. 

 To continue the instructions, please press the spacebar. The next screen will 

appear when all of you are ready to continue. 

 

 We will now explain how the experiment works, and give you a chance to 

practice making choices on your keyboard. The instructions will take about twenty 

minutes. Make sure you read each screen of the instructions carefully. You won't be able 

to go back to previous screens. After the instructions, you'll have a chance to ask 

questions. 
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PAY ATTENTION TO THE INSTRUCTIONS!! 

YOU MUST UNDERSTAND THEM COMPLETELY TO MAKE MONEY 

 If you wish, you can write down questions as you are reading, on the notepad on 

your desk. Each screen has a page number on it, in the lower right-hand corner, that you 

can refer to in your questions if you wish. 

 PLEASE DON'T USE YOUR NOTEPAD FOR OTHER WRITING. IN 

PARTICULAR, PLEASE DON'T KEEP A WRITTEN RECORD OF CHOICES MADE 

BY YOU AND THE OTHER PARTICIPANTS DURING THE EXPERIMENT. We 

want you to respond to the interaction as you experience it. 

 To continue the instructions, please press the spacebar. 

 

 First, we're going to give you a brief overview of what you'll be doing in the 

experiment.  Then we'll describe the procedures in more detail. 

 During the experiment, you'll be able to interact with TWO of the other 

participants. Each of you will make choices that will GIVE POINTS to one of the others. 

Your earnings in the experiment will depend on the points you gain when others give to 

you, and their earnings will depend on the points they gain when you and others give to 

them. 

 At the end of the experiment, you'll be paid \CP\ cent for every point 

accumulated.  The more points you have, the more money you will make. 

 Please press the spacebar to continue the instructions. 
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 The experiment will consist of a large number of choice opportunities. On each 

opportunity, each of you will choose a person to give points to. All of you will make your 

choices at the same time, without knowing what others intend to do. Once you've made 

your choices, your computer screen will show whether or not other persons gave points to 

you, and how many points you received. On any choice opportunity, it is possible to 

receive points from one, both, or neither of the two persons with whom you can interact. 

 When you give points to others, those points are NOT subtracted from your own 

earnings. They are simply added to the other person's earnings. 

 Please press the spacebar to continue the instructions. 

 

 Throughout the experiment, the number of points that you can receive from others 

will be displayed on your computer screen. Because we want you to be concerned only 

with your own points, you will not know the number of points that others receive when 

you give to them. The total points you've accumulated will also be shown on your screen 

at all times, and changed whenever you receive points. You will not be shown the total 

points of the other participants. 

 Please press the spacebar to continue the instructions. 

 

YOU SHOULD TRY AT ALL TIMES TO MAKE AS MUCH MONEY AS YOU CAN. 

 How much money you make depends on how often other persons give points to 

you, and how many points they can give to you at a time. You cannot give points to 
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yourself. Therefore, to make money, you must try to influence the choices of others. How 

you do that is up to you; there are no right or wrong responses in the experiment. 

 To continue the instructions, please press the spacebar. 

  

 With that brief overview, let's turn to a more detailed description of how you will 

actually interact with each other using your computers. 

 First, throughout the experiment, information will be displayed in two boxes on 

the top of your computer screen. The box on the top left will tell you who you can 

interact with, and the box on the top right will tell you how many points you can receive 

from these persons. 

 To see what these boxes will look like, please press the spacebar. 

 

 The box on the left tells you that the two persons with whom you can interact are 

labeled \1\ and \2\. We'll refer to them by these letters during the experiment and in a 

questionnaire after the experiment. 

 The box on the right shows the number of points you can potentially receive from 

\1\ and from \2\ on each choice opportunity. You won't know how many points they can 

receive from you. As these numbers indicate, you can receive \XW\ points from Person 

\1\, and \XY\ points from Person \2\. If a person does not give points to you on a choice 

opportunity, you will receive 0 points from that person. THESE VALUES WILL 

REMAIN THE SAME THROUGHOUT THE EXPERIMENT. 

 To continue the instructions, please press the spacebar. 
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 During the experiment, you will be able to give and receive points from \1\ and 

\2\, who will be able to give and receive points from \3\. The diagram in the middle of 

your screen illustrates this. 

 You will not know how many points \1\ and \2\ can potentially receive from \3\, 

or how likely \3\ is to give points to \1\ and \2\. Remember, though, that some people may 

have more opportunities for receiving points from others, and some opportunities may 

offer higher or lower value than others. 

 To continue the instructions, please press the spacebar. 

 

 The Total Points you've made in the experiment will also be shown on the screen 

at all times, in the lower right-hand corner. Whenever you receive points, your Total 

Points will change. They'll blink for several seconds to signal the change. 

 As this box indicates, each point you receive is worth \CP\ cent. At the end of the 

experiment, you'll be paid \CP\ cent for every point you've accumulated, or $\CP\ for 

every 100 points. 

 AT ALL TIMES, YOU SHOULD TRY TO MAKE AS MUCH MONEY AS 

YOU CAN. 

  To continue the instructions, please press the spacebar. 

 

 The experiment consists of a large number of choice opportunities. Each 

opportunity begins with a request that you choose one of the following actions: Give 
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points to \1\ or Give points to \2\.  You should use your UP and DOWN arrow keys to 

select the choice you want to make, and then press the return key. The choice you have 

selected will be highlighted on the screen. 

 To see how this works, press the spacebar. Then, on the next screen, choose to 

give points to either Person \1\ or Person \2\, by using the arrow keys. Your choice will 

be highlighted. Press return to make your choice. 

  

 Remember, the person to whom you give points will not necessarily choose to 

give to you. Similarly, a person may choose to give points to you even if you don't give 

to them. Over the course of the experiment, you can choose different persons on different 

opportunities, or the same person on all opportunities. The choice is up to you. 

  The choice request will remain on your screen until you select one of the options. 

THE SPEED OF YOUR RESPONSE DOES NOT AFFECT YOUR EARNINGS. The 

experiment has the same number of choice opportunities regardless of how quickly or 

how slowly you respond. 

 To continue the instructions, please press the spacebar. 

 

 As soon as you and the other participants have made your choices, you will learn 

what choices others made. The computer screen will show your own choice (as a 

reminder), and it will show what \1\ and \2\ chose: whether each person gave points to 

you, or did not act toward you.  If a person does not act toward you, that means that he or 

she gave points to person \3\ instead. 
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 The screen will also show the number of points you received on that opportunity. 

If you gained points, your Total Points will change to show the increase. 

 Let's try the full sequence now. When the next screen appears, respond to the 

choice request by choosing to give points to Person \1\ or Person \2\. Then, watch 

carefully when the information about the choices that each of you has made appears, and 

see if your Total Points change. 

 To start this demonstration, please press the spacebar. 

 

 We have now gone through the sequence of events on each choice opportunity.  

After each opportunity ends, a new choice opportunity begins. The computer screen will 

signal the start of a new opportunity by once again requesting that you make a choice. 

This sequence of events will be repeated a large number of times during the experiment. 

 To continue the instructions, please press the spacebar. 

 

 Before we start the experiment, we're going to have a short practice exercise. It 

will consist of five choice opportunities in a row. This will give you a chance to become 

familiar with making choices with the arrow keys, and then reading the choices that \1\ 

and \2\ have made. 

 Because this is just a practice, it won't be realistic. We want you to try out 

different choices and become familiar with reading the information in the choice box. But 

because all of you will be trying various choices, just for practice, you won't be 

interacting with each other in the same way that you will be in the experiment. So, this 
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exercise won't tell you how the other persons are likely to behave in the experiment. It 

will just give you practice making choices and reading the screen. Also, because it's a 

practice, you won't be paid for any points you have at the end of it. 

 During the practice exercise, the screen will automatically change after your 

choices, just as it will in the experiment. You won't need to press the spacebar to produce 

a new screen. 

 Okay, to start the five choice opportunities, press the spacebar. When all of you 

are ready, the practice exercise will begin.  

 

 Okay, that was very good. As you've just seen, your task in the experiment is 

really quite simple. You just use your arrow and return keys to give points to either \1\ or 

\2\ over repeated opportunities. You receive money whenever \1\ and \2\ give points to 

you. You should try to make as much money as you can. 

 That concludes the instructions. If you have any questions, please write them on 

the notepad on your desk.  We will collect the questions, and read and answer them over 

the intercom system. When you are ready, please select one of the choices below to 

indicate either that you have a question for the experimenter to collect and answer, or that 

you have no questions and are ready to begin the experiment.  Then, hit the return key to 

send your answer to the experimenter. 

 

 We're now ready to start the experiment.  When all of you have pressed your 

spacebars, the screen will change and begin the experiment. 
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Instructions for Negotiated Exchange Conditions 

WELCOME TO THE SOCIAL INTERACTION EXPERIMENT! 
 
 You are participating in this experiment with several other students. Like you, 

they volunteered for the experiment to earn money. Because we don't want your 

interaction to be influenced by personal characteristics like sex or appearance, you will 

not meet or talk to each other either during or after the experiment. You will interact only 

through your computers.   

 At the top of your computer is a label indicating that you are Person \S\. We will 

refer to you by this letter during the experiment. 

 During the experiment, you will use your computer to negotiate agreements with 

others that will affect how much money you earn. You will use only a few keys on your 

keyboard: the SPACEBAR, the four ARROW KEYS, and the ENTER(return) KEY. 

 To continue the instructions, please press the spacebar. The next screen will 

appear when all of you are ready to continue. 

  

 We will now explain how the experiment works, and give you a chance to 

practice negotiating agreements. The instructions will take about twenty minutes. Make 

sure you read each screen of the instructions carefully. You won't be able to go back to 

previous screens. After the instructions, you'll have a chance to ask questions. 

                        PAY ATTENTION TO THE INSTRUCTIONS!! 

                YOU MUST UNDERSTAND THEM COMPLETELY TO MAKE MONEY.   
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 If you wish, you can write down questions as you are reading, on the notepad on 

your desk. Each screen has a page number on it, in the lower right-hand corner, that you 

can refer to in your questions if you wish. 

 PLEASE DON'T USE YOUR NOTEPAD FOR OTHER WRITING. IN 

PARTICULAR, PLEASE DON'T KEEP A WRITTEN RECORD OF OFFERS AND 

AGREEMENTS MADE BY YOU AND THE OTHER PARTICIPANTS DURING THE 

EXPERIMENT. We want you to respond to the interaction as you experience it. 

 To continue the instructions, please press the spacebar. 

 

 First, we're going to give you a brief overview of what you'll be doing in the 

experiment.  Then we'll describe the procedures in more detail. 

 During the experiment, you'll earn points by negotiating agreements with others. 

Your earnings in the experiment, and the earnings of the other participants, will depend 

on the frequency and the terms of these agreements. You'll be able to negotiate with 

TWO of the other participants. 

 At the end of the experiment you'll be paid \CP\ cents for every point 

accumulated. The more points you have, the more money you will make. 

 Please press the spacebar to continue the instructions. 

 

 The experiment will consist of a large number of negotiation OPPORTUNITIES. 

On each opportunity, you will have up to four ROUNDS of negotiation to reach an 
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agreement with another person. Whenever two persons make an agreement, both will 

receive points. The number of points each receives depends on their agreement. 

 On each opportunity, you can negotiate with TWO persons but you can make an 

agreement with no more than ONE of them. You should try to obtain the best agreement 

for yourself that you can: an agreement that gives you as many points as possible. In 

general, however, the more points you get from an agreement, the fewer the other person 

gets, and the more the other person gets, the fewer you get. Negotiating those differences, 

and reaching the best agreement for yourself that you can, is your task. 

 Please press the spacebar to continue the instructions. 

 

 On each ROUND of a negotiation opportunity, each person can make offers to 

each of the other persons with whom he or she can negotiate. As soon as all of you have 

made your offers, your computer screen will tell you what offers other persons have 

made to you. 

 Your computer screen will also tell you when two persons make an agreement, or 

when the four rounds are up. If you are one of the two persons who have reached an 

agreement, it will also tell you how many points you receive from that agreement. It will 

not tell you how many points the other person receives.   

 If no agreement is reached on a round, then a new round of offers will begin.  

Negotiations will continue across rounds until all possible agreements have been made, 

or until the four rounds are up. Then, that negotiation opportunity will end, and a new one 

will begin. 
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 To continue the instructions, please press the spacebar. 

 

 Throughout the experiment, the maximum number of points that you can receive 

from agreements with others will be displayed on your computer screen. The total points 

you've accumulated will also be shown on your screen, and changed whenever you 

receive points.   

 Because we want you to be concerned only with your own points, you will not 

know how many points others receive from agreements with you, nor will you be shown 

the total points of the other participants.   

 To continue the instructions, please press the spacebar. 

 

YOU SHOULD TRY AT ALL TIMES TO MAKE AS MUCH MONEY AS YOU CAN. 

 How much money you earn in the experiment depends on two things: (1) how 

many agreements you make, and (2) the terms of those agreements. You should try to 

make agreements that give you as many points as possible, and you should try to make 

agreements on as many negotiation opportunities as possible. How you do that is up to 

you; there are no right or wrong responses in the experiment. 

 The speed with which you make agreements does not affect your earnings. The 

experiment has the same number of negotiation opportunities regardless of how quickly 

or slowly you and others reach agreement. 

 To continue the instructions, please press the spacebar. 
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 With that brief overview, let's turn to a more detailed description of how you will 

actually negotiate with each other using your computers. 

 First, throughout the experiment, information will be displayed in two boxes on 

the top of your computer screen. The box on the top left will tell you who you can 

negotiate with, and the box on the top right will tell you about the points that you can 

request from agreements. 

 To see what these boxes look like, please press the spacebar. 

 

 The box on the left tells you that the two persons with whom you can negotiate 

are labeled \1\ and \2\. We'll refer to them by these letters during the experiment and in a 

questionnaire after the experiment.   

 The box on the right shows the MAXIMUM number of points that you can 

request from agreements with \1\ and \2\. You won't know the number of points they can 

request. As these numbers indicate, you can request a maximum of \XW\ points from 

agreements with Person \1\, and a maximum of \XY\ points from agreements with Person 

\2\. The minimum you can obtain from any agreement is 1 point. If you make no 

agreement on a negotiation opportunity, you receive 0 points. THESE VALUES WILL 

REMAIN THE SAME THROUGHOUT THE EXPERIMENT. 

 To continue the instructions, please press the spacebar.   
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 During the experiment, you will be able to negotiate agreements with \1\ and \2\, 

who will be able to negotiate from \3\. The diagram in the middle of your screen 

illustrates this.  

 You will not know how many points \1\ and \2\ can potentially receive from 

agreements with \3\, or how likely \3\ is to reach agreements with \1\ and \2\. Remember, 

though, that some people may have more opportunities for making agreements than 

others, and some agreements may offer higher or lower maximum value than others. 

 To continue the instructions, please press the spacebar. 

 

 The Total Points you've made in the experiment will also be shown on the screen 

at all times, in the lower right-hand corner. Whenever you receive points, your Total 

Points will change. They'll blink for several seconds to signal the change. 

 As this box indicates, each point you earn during the experiment is worth \CP\ 

cents.  At the end of the experiment, you'll be paid \CP\ cents for every point you've 

accumulated, or $\CP\ for every 100 points. 

 AT ALL TIMES, YOU SHOULD TRY TO MAKE AS MUCH MONEY AS 

YOU CAN. 

 To continue the instructions, please press the spacebar. 

 

 The experiment consists of a large number of negotiation opportunities. On each 

opportunity, you will have up to four rounds of negotiation to reach an agreement with 

another person. 



 

 

184 

 On each round, you can make ONE offer to EACH of the persons with whom you 

can negotiate. These offers can be similar or different; that is up to you. 

 You make an offer to another person by REQUESTING the number of points you 

want to receive from an agreement with that person. Your REQUEST for points is then 

converted, by the computer, into an OFFER of a number of points for the other person. 

Because the computer makes this conversion, you won't know how many points the other 

person receives from an offer, or from an agreement. You should be concerned only with 

the points that YOU can receive from agreements, and with making the best agreement 

for yourself that you can. 

 To continue the instructions, please press the spacebar. 

   

 The display below shows what the negotiation box will look like on the FIRST 

round of each opportunity. Your screen initially shows both requests set at the maximum 

points that you can request: \XW\ points from \1\, and \XY\ points from \2\. 

 On each round, you can use your arrow keys to change these values to the number 

of points you wish to request from \1\ and from \2\.  Then, when you are satisfied with 

both requests, press your enter (return) key to send your requests, as offers, to \1\ and \2\. 

 For more information on how to make requests, please press the spacebar. 

  

 To move between the two requests (You & \1\, and You & \2\), use your UP and 

DOWN arrow keys. The row selected will be highlighted, as shown below. Then, for 

each request, use your LEFT and RIGHT arrow keys to select the number of points you 
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wish to request from that person. You can LOWER the number of points you request by 

hitting the LEFT arrow key, and RAISE the number of points you request by hitting the 

RIGHT arrow key. To send your requests--as offers--to the other persons, hit the ENTER 

(return) key. You can change both of your requests as many times as you wish before 

hitting the return key, but once you hit return, your offers are sent. 

 Okay, on the next screen, you'll have a chance to try this out. Try changing your 

requests before hitting return to see how this works and to get comfortable using the 

arrow keys. Then hit Enter to send your requests. When you are ready to try this out, 

please press the spacebar. 

 
 
 As soon as you and the other participants have made your requests for a round, 

your computer screen will show you the number of points you would receive from the 

offers that \1\ and \2\ have made to you on that round.  Remember, the computer converts 

each person's REQUEST for a certain number of points into an OFFER of points for the 

other person. 

 To see how this works, on the next screen, first make requests of points to \1\ and 

\2\, and then watch the negotiation box to see the offers that \1\ and \2\ made to you on 

that round.  Press the space bar when you are ready to begin. 

 

 To make an agreement, the amount that one person requests must be no more than 

what another person offers. As long as one person requests more than another is willing 

to offer, no agreement can be made. 
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 If a round ends without anyone making an agreement, then a new round begins, 

until the maximum of 4 rounds is reached. The number of the round is always indicated 

in the top right-hand corner of the negotiation box. 

 On each new round, your request on the previous round sets the upper limit of the 

number of points you can request on the current round. If, for example, you requested 10 

points from another person on the last round, you could not request more than 10 points 

from that person on the next round. More generally, you cannot RAISE requests on 

subsequent rounds; you can only REPEAT or LOWER them. 

 Please press the spacebar when you are ready to continue the instructions. 

   

 On each subsequent round you have three choices in EACH of your negotiations 

with \1\ and \2\: 

       (1) You can STAY with your previous offer, by repeating your previous request; 

       (2) You can ACCEPT the other person's offer, by stating that offer as your new 

request; or 

       (3) You can make a COUNTEROFFER that is in between those two amounts. 

 For example, if on Round 2 you requested 10 points from a person who offered 

you 4 points, then on Round 3 you could (1) STAY with your previous offer, again 

requesting 10 points; (2) ACCEPT the person's previous offer of 4 points, by requesting 4 

points; or (3) make a COUNTEROFFER by requesting some number of points less than 

10 but more than 4. 
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 This negotiation process is repeated, over rounds, until all possible agreements 

have been made, OR the maximum of four rounds is up. 

 To continue the instructions, please press the spacebar. 

 

 If you don't want to negotiate with a person on the first round or the first few 

rounds, then don't lower the request shown on the screen. Leave it at the maximum value, 

and simply hit the return key. Such a request will be conveyed to the other person as an 

offer of ZERO. Similarly, if you receive an offer of zero from another person, that means 

they've requested the maximum points available to them, thus offering you zero. 

 AS LONG AS YOU OFFER ZERO POINTS TO ANOTHER PERSON, NO 

AGREEMENT WITH THAT PERSON IS POSSIBLE. This option can be useful for 

those who wish to avoid reaching an agreement with one person while attempting to 

negotiate a better agreement with another. For example, if potential agreements offer 

different maximum value, a person might want to avoid a "low value" agreement while 

attempting to negotiate a better agreement that offers higher potential value. 

 To continue the instructions, please press the spacebar. 

 

 Whenever two persons reach an agreement, you will receive a message in your 

negotiation box. If you are one of the two persons who made the agreement, then the 

message will look like the one shown below. 

 In this example, you and \H\ have made an agreement that produces 5 points for 

you.  (You do not know how many points \H\ receives from the agreement. You should 
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be concerned ONLY with your own points from agreements, and your own earnings.) 

Your Total Points would change to show the increase.   

 If additional agreements between other participants are still possible, the message 

will ask you to wait while others continue to negotiate. If no more agreements are 

possible (as in this example), the message will tell you that, and a new negotiation 

opportunity will begin. 

 To continue the instructions, please press the spacebar. 

 

 If one of the persons with whom you can negotiate makes an agreement with 

someone else, then you will receive a message like the one shown below. If your other 

negotiation partner is still available (as in this example), you will be able to continue 

negotiating with that person for the remaining rounds. If not, then the message will tell 

you that no more agreements are possible, and you will receive 0 points for that 

negotiation opportunity. A new opportunity will then begin. 

 To continue the instructions, please press the spacebar. 

 

 If you do not reach an agreement within four rounds, then you will receive a 

message like the one shown below. When you do not reach an agreement with another 

person on a negotiation opportunity, you receive 0 points for that opportunity. 

 To continue the instructions, please press the spacebar. 
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 Any message which tells you that no more agreements are possible, or that the 

four rounds are up, will be followed by Round 1 of a new negotiation opportunity. You 

will again be asked to request points from \1\ and from \2\, and you will again negotiate 

until you make an agreement with one of them or the four rounds are up. This sequence 

of events will be repeated a large number of times during the experiment. 

 To continue the instructions, please press the spacebar. 

 

 Because you and others may be simultaneously negotiating with more than one 

person, and all of you are sending offers at the same time, it may be possible for one 

person to reach agreement with two other persons at the same time. If that occurs, the 

computer will pick the "best" agreement for the person with the two offers--the 

agreement that gives that person the most points. 

 This means that you may sometimes accept another person's offer, but then be 

told that the person made an agreement with someone else. This will occur if another 

person in the experiment made a better offer than you did, at the same time. 

 How fast you make your offers on a round has no effect on the computer's 

selection when two agreements are made simultaneously. When that occurs, the computer 

waits until all of you have made your offers before selecting the best agreement. 

 To continue the instructions, please press the spacebar. 

 

 Before we start the experiment, we're going to have a short practice exercise.  It 

will consist of three negotiation opportunities in a row, each with a maximum of four 
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rounds.  This will give you a chance to become familiar with making requests with the 

arrow keys, reading the offers that \1\ and \2\ have made to you, and negotiating 

agreements over rounds. 

 Because this is just a practice, it won't be realistic. We want you to try out 

different choices and become familiar with reading the information in the negotiation 

box. But because all of you will be trying various choices, just for practice, you won't be 

interacting with each other in the same way that you will be in the experiment. So, this 

exercise won't tell you how the other persons are likely to behave in the experiment. It 

will just give you practice making requests, negotiating agreements, and reading the 

screen. Also, because it's practice, you won't be paid for any points you have at the end of 

it. 

 During the practice exercise, the screen will automatically change after your 

choices, just as it will in the experiment. You won't need to press the spacebar to produce 

a new screen. 

 Okay, to start the three negotiation opportunities, press the spacebar. When all of 

you are ready, the practice exercise will begin. 

 

 Okay, that was very good. As you've just seen, your task in the experiment is 

really quite simple. You just use your arrow and return keys to negotiate with \1\ and \2\ 

over repeated opportunities consisting of several rounds each. You should try to make as 

much money as you can. 
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 That concludes the instructions. If you have any questions, please write them on 

the notepad on your desk. We will collect the questions, and read and answer them over 

the intercom system. When you are ready, please select one of the choices below to 

indicate either that you have a question for the experimenter to collect and answer, or that 

you have no questions and are ready to begin the experiment. Then, hit the return key to 

send your answer to the experimenter. 

 

 We're now ready to start the experiment. When all of you have pressed your 

spacebars, the screen will change and begin the experiment. 
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APPENDIX B: EXPERIMENTAL QUESTIONNAIRES 
 

The First Questionnaire 

After a set number of exchanges, participants were told that the first part of the 

experiment was complete and they were asked to fill out a questionnaire.  

 

The questionnaire was introduced in the following manner.  
 

You have now finished the first part of the experiment. Before we begin the next 

part of the experiment, we would now like you to answer a few questions about your 

interactions with the other participants. For these questions, we will show you a scale 

with two opposite descriptive labels, one on either end of the scale, and 7 response points 

in between. We will ask you to answer the question by selecting one of the 7 numbers on 

the scale. 

For example, we might ask you to describe how ‘easy’ or ‘difficult’ you thought 

the experiment was by choosing a number on the following scale: 

Very easy----1----2----3----4----5----6----7----Very Difficult 
 

A ‘1’ would indicate that you thought the experiment was very easy, and a ‘7’ 

would indicate that you thought the experiment was very difficult.  A ‘4’ would indicate 

that you thought the experiment was in between, that is, neither easy nor difficult. The 

other numbers would indicate varying degrees of similarity to the descriptive labels, for 

example, a little easy (or difficult) or somewhat easy (or difficult). 

 

To continue, please press your spacebar. 
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We will show you the scales one at a time. For each scale, type in the number on 

the scale that you wish to select, and then press return.  

Be sure to look carefully at the two labels at the ends of the scales before 

responding.  Their placement will vary throughout the questionnaire; sometimes the more 

‘positive’ label will be on the right, and sometimes on the left.  It’s important that you 

read the labels carefully and think before you respond, or you might mistakenly select a 

response that you don’t want. REMEMBER, ONCE YOU HIT RETURN, YOU 

CANNOT CHANGE YOUR RESPONSE! 

When you are ready to begin, please press your spacebar. 

 
 

We’d like you to answer some questions about Person \1\ and Person \2\.  

We’ll begin by asking you some questions about your impressions of PERSON 

\1\. For each of the following scales, please type in the number you wish to select and 

then hit return. 

 
To display the first question, please press your spacebar.  
 

Please describe your impression of Person \1\: 

Untrustworthy-Trustworthy 

 

Please describe your impression of Person \1\: 

Awful-Nice 
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Please describe your impression of Person \1\: 

Dependable-Undependable  

 

Please describe your impression of Person \1\: 

Uncooperative-Cooperative 

 

Please describe your impression of Person \1\: 

Reliable-Unreliable 

 

Please describe your impression of Person \1\: 

Good-Bad 

 

How much did you TRUST Person \1\ during the experiment? 

Very Little-Very Much 

 

In general, how would you describe your feelings toward Person \1\ during the 

experiment? 

Positive-Negative 

 

How COMMITTED did you feel to Person \1\ during the experiment? 

Committed-Uncommitted 
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So far, we’ve just asked you about your impressions of Person \1\. Now we’d like 

you to think about the JOINT INTERACTION between the two of you during the 

experiment. We’re going to ask you to describe your interaction with Person\1\ on several 

dimensions. 

For the first question about your interaction with Person \1\, please press your 

spacebar. 

 

Please describe your interaction with Person \1\: 

United-Divided 

 

Please describe your interaction with Person \1\: 

Self-oriented-Team-oriented 

 

Please describe your interaction with Person \1\: 

Coming Apart-Coming Together 

 

Please describe your interaction with Person \1\: 

Partners-Adversaries 

 

Please describe your interaction with Person \1\: 

Committed-Uncommitted 
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Now we’re going to ask you the same kinds of questions about PERSON \2\.  

We’ll begin by asking several questions about your impressions of Person \2\. For each of 

the following scales, please type in the number you wish to select and then hit return. 

To display the first question, please press your spacebar. 

 

Please describe your impression of Person \2\: 

Untrustworthy-Trustworthy 

 

Please describe your impression of Person \2\: 

Awful-Nice 

 

Please describe your impression of Person \2\: 

Dependable-Undependable  

 

Please describe your impression of Person \2\: 

Uncooperative-Cooperative 

 

Please describe your impression of Person \2\: 

Reliable-Unreliable 

 

Please describe your impression of Person \2\: 

Good-Bad 
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How much did you TRUST Person \2\ during the experiment? 

Very Little-Very Much 

 

In general, how would you describe your feelings toward Person \2\ during the 

experiment? 

Positive-Negative 

 

How COMMITTED did you feel to Person \2\ during the experiment? 

Committed-Uncommitted 

 

Now we’re going to ask you to describe your JOINT INTERACTION with 

Person \2\ on several dimensions. For the first question about your interaction, please 

press your spacebar. 

 

Please describe your interaction with Person \2\: 

United-Divided 

 

Please describe your interaction with Person \2\: 

Self-oriented-Team-oriented 

 

Please describe your interaction with Person \2\: 

Coming Apart-Coming Together 
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Please describe your interaction with Person \2\: 

Partners-Adversaries 

 

Please describe your interaction with Person \2\: 

Committed-Uncommitted 

 
 

Thank you for answering these questions about Person \1\ and Person \2\. We are 

now ready to continue the experiment. 

To continue, please press your spacebar. 

 
 
The Second Questionnaire  

After a set number of additional exchanges, the experiment once again stopped 

and the participant received a message on the screen informing him or her of an 

alternative network and the opportunity to leave his or her existing network in order to 

join the alternative network. The content of the message differed depending on the 

condition to which the participant was randomly assigned.   

 
Participants in low information conditions were told that they had the opportunity 

to leave their existing set of exchange relations in order to exchange with a new set of 

exchange relations at some point in the next part of the experiment. They were not told 

anything about the structural characteristics of the alternative network of exchange 

relations. The actual text read as follows:   

All right, you have now finished this part of the experiment. 
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While you, Person X, Person Z, and Person Y were interacting, other students 

were also participating in the experiment in labs across campus. You need to know this 

because you have been randomly selected for a unique opportunity. At some point in the 

next part of the experiment, you will have the opportunity to stop interacting with the 

people you have been interacting with and to begin interacting with a different set of 

participants.  

That is, you will have to choose whether you want to leave the set of people with 

whom you have been interacting in order to join a new set of people. If you choose to 

join this set of participants, you may have the opportunity to interact with the same 

number of people, fewer people, or more people, and these people may or may not have 

the opportunity to interact with more than one other common person. Also, the potential 

points you can earn by interacting with these people may or may not be the same as the 

potential points you can get from the participants with whom you have been interacting. 

That is, YOU MUST MAKE YOUR CHOICE WITHOUT KNOWING ANYTHING 

ABOUT THE ALTERNATIVE. If you choose to join this set of participants, you will not 

have to leave the lab; the computer will automatically and immediately connect you to 

the people with whom you will participate. Whether you choose to make this switch or 

not is completely up to you.   

Before beginning the next part of the experiment, we would like you to answer a 

few questions about the experiment and your interactions with the set of participants with 

whom you have been interacting. These questions might help you with the choice to 

leave or not. To continue, please press your spacebar. 
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Participants in high information conditions also were told that they would have 

the opportunity to leave their existing set of exchange relations in order to exchange with 

a new set of exchange relations at some point in the next part of the experiment. Unlike in 

the previous condition, however, these participants knew that the alternative network of 

exchange relations had the same structural characteristics (the availability of alternative 

partners, the relative value of exchange with alternative partners, and the number of 

alternative partners) as their existing one. Only the behaviors of exchange partners in the 

alternative network were unknown. The preface of the questionnaire for those in this 

condition read as follows: 

 

All right, you have now finished this part of the experiment. 

 

While you, Person X, Person Z, and Person Y were interacting, other students 

were also participating in the experiment in labs across campus. You need to know this 

because you have been randomly selected for a unique opportunity. At some point in the 

next part of the experiment, you will have the opportunity to stop interacting with the 

people you have been interacting with and to begin interacting with a different set of 

participants.  

That is, you will have to choose whether you want to leave the set of people with 

whom you have been interacting in order to join a new set of people. If you choose to 

join this new set of participants, you will still have two people with whom you can 

choose to interact, and these two people will each have the opportunity to interact with 
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one other common person. Also, the potential points you can earn by interacting with 

these two people will be the same as the points you can potentially earn from the 

participants with whom you have been interacting. THUS, THE ONLY DIFFERENCE 

BETWEEN THE TWO SETS WILL BE THE TWO PEOPLE WITH WHOM YOU 

ARE INTERACTING AND THEIR BEHAVIORS. If you choose to join this set of 

participants, you will not have to leave the lab; the computer will automatically and 

immediately connect you to the people with whom you will participate. Whether you 

choose to make this switch or not is completely up to you.   

Before beginning the next part of the experiment, we would like you to answer a 

few questions about the experiment and your interactions with the set of participants with 

whom you have been interacting up to this point. These questions might help you with 

the choice to leave or not. To continue, please press your spacebar. 

 
 

The questionnaire that followed was identical across all conditions and consisted 

of the following directions and questions: 

 

As before, we will show you a scale with two opposite descriptive labels, one on 

either end of the scale, and 7 response points in between. We will ask you to answer the 

question by selecting one of the 7 numbers on the scale. Remember that sometimes the 

more “positive’ label will be on the right and sometimes on the left, and that it’s 

important that you read the labels carefully and think before you respond, so that you 

select the appropriate response.  
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To continue, please press your spacebar. 

 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with this statement: I am 

glad to be participating in the experiment with this set of people. 

Disagree-Agree 

 

Please indicate the extent to which you feel a sense of commitment to the other 

participants with whom you’ve been interacting. 

Committed-Uncommitted 

 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with this statement: I 

dislike participating with this set of people. 

Disagree-Agree 

 

Please describe how much obligation you feel towards Person X, Person Y, and 

Person Z. 

Very Little-Very Much 

 

Please describe how attached you feel to this set of participants. 

Very Unattached-Very Attached 
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Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with this statement: 

Person X, Person Y, Person Z, and I make up a group. 

Disagree-Agree 

 

Please describe the extent to which you think the other participants value your 

involvement in the experiment. 

Very Little-Very Much 

 

To what degree do you feel a sense of belonging to this set of participants? 

Very Low-Very High 

 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with this statement: On 

the whole, Person X, Person Y, Person Z, and I work together as a team. 

Agree-Disagree 

 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with this statement: I 

feel a sense of commitment to the other participants because they are members of 

my group. 

Agree-Disagree 

On the whole, do you think your interests were in CONFLICT with those of other 

participants in the experiment, or were your interests in AGREEMENT? 

Conflict-Agreement 
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How interested are you in leaving the set of people with whom you have been 

interacting and joining this new set of people? 

Very Interested-Not Interested 

 

Now, the next portion of the experiment will begin. 

To continue, please press your spacebar. 

 
 
The Third Questionnaire 

After a set number of exchanges, exchange once again stopped, and participants 

were given the opportunity to defect. They were asked to answer two questions. This is 

what appeared on the screen: 

 

You now have the opportunity to stop interacting with these participants and to 

begin interacting with a new set of participants.  

 

Do you want to stop interacting with the participants with whom you have been 

interacting in order to interact with a new set of participants?  

Yes or No 

Before we move forward, we have one more question we would like you to 

answer. 
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Which of the following best describes your primary concern during the 

experiment? 

Earning as much money as I could 

Equalizing the money earned by me and the others 

Earning more money than the other participants 

 
 

After the participants answered this question, the experiment ended and 

participants received the following prompt. 

 

If there is anything else you would like to communicate to the researcher, please 

use the notepad on your desk to do so. If you do not have anything else to add and 

want to resume the experiment, PLEASE TURN YOUR NOTEPAD OVER AND 

PRESS YOUR SPACEBAR.  

 

Participants were then paid, debriefed, and thanked for their participation.  
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APPENDIX C:  DEBRIEFING TEXT FOR THE EXPERIMENT 

 
The following information appeared on the participants’ computer screens at the 

conclusion of the experiment. 

 

A NOTE FROM SCOTT SAVAGE: 

 You have now completed the experiment.  The experiment was designed to test ideas 

about different kinds of social interaction in which people exchange something of value.  

In the experiment, the object of value was money, and people earned money by 

exchanging with others in one of two forms of exchange.  For some, exchange occurred 

via negotiation and people had to use a bargaining process to secure points (worth 

money).  For others, exchange occurred by simply giving points (worth money) to others, 

without negotiating the terms of that exchange. 

 Two aspects of the experiment need to be made clear.  First, although you were 

participating in the experiment at the same time as other participants, you did not actually 

interact with real people.  Simulated actors, designed to behave as if they were real 

people, were used to help ensure comparable earnings across the different forms of 

interaction.  Second, even though you were told that you would have the opportunity to 

interact with a new set of individuals in the second part of the experiment, you did not 

actually have this opportunity.  The study concerns the different choices people make 

when interacting and the different perceptions people have about their interactions, and it 

was necessary to make you believe that another set of people with whom you could 

possibly interact existed in order to study these two things. 
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 Thank you very much for participating in the experiment.  The experimenter will 

come into your room shortly, to pay you the money you have earned in the experiment 

and to answer any questions you have about the experiment.  It may be a few minutes, so 

we appreciate your patience.   
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APPENDIX D:  SURVEY INSTRUMENT FOR REGISTERED NURSES 
 

Workplace Interactions and the Nursing Experience 
Thank you for volunteering your time and for agreeing to participate in this research project. The 
answers you give will aid in the development of social science. Specifically, your answers will 
address how workplace interactions affect the nursing experience and your behaviors as a nurse. 
For those questions that provide answer choices, please select the option that best reflects who 
you are and what you think. For those questions that do not provide answer choices, please write 
out your response. The responses you give will be confidential. Only the principal investigator 
will access the data collected from this survey. 
 
By filling out and returning this survey, you are agreeing to participate in this study.  
 
Section I. The survey begins with some general questions about you, your working 
environment, and your training.  
 
1. For how many years have you been a 
nurse?  
 
____________________________________ 
 
2. For how many years have you been a 
nurse at this hospital? (If less than one year, 
please indicate the number of months.) 
 
______________Years___________Months 
 
3. In which unit/department do you currently 
work? 
____________________________________ 
 
4. How is work officially structured on your 
unit? 
                 Dedicated Nursing 
 Team Nursing 
 Other 
 
5. On what shift do you usually work?  
 
____________________________________ 
 
6. During a typical shift, with about how 
many other nurses do you work?  
 
____________________________________ 
 

7. Please estimate the percentage of nurses 
in your unit who are in their first hospital 
position. 
 
____________________________________ 
 
8. In a typical week, about how many hours 
do you work? 
 Less than 20 
 20 to 25 
 26 to 30 
 31 to 35 
 36 to 40 
 41 to 45 
 46 to 50 
 51 to 55 
 56 or more 
 
9. How much training have you had on how 
to work with people in professions/careers 
other than nursing (e.g., physicians, 
technicians, housekeeping, etc.)? 
  A Great Deal 
  Some 
  Not Much 
  None 
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10. While training to be a nurse, did you 
ever receive instruction on how to work with 
people in other professions/careers (e.g., 
physicians, technicians, housekeeping, etc.)? 
  Yes 
  No 
 

11. Since coming to this hospital, have you 
ever attended a training seminar on how to 
work with people in other professions  (e.g., 
physicians, technicians, housekeeping, etc.)? 
  Yes 
  No

 
Section II. The next set of questions focus on your day-to-day interactions working as a 
nurse at the hospital where you are currently working. 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Please answer the following questions by checking the box that best reflects what you think.  

How likely is it that… 
Very 
Unlikely 

Unlikely Neither Likely 
Nor Unlikely 

Likely Very 
Likely 

other nurses on your unit will volunteer their 
efforts to help you out in busy situations? 

     

you will volunteer your efforts to help other 
nurses on your unit out in busy situations? 

     

A co-worker will bring in something for the 
whole unit to enjoy (such as food, a 
motivational poster, office supplies, etc.)? 

     

you will bring in something for the whole unit 
to enjoy (such as food, a motivational poster, 
office supplies, etc.)? 

     

on a typical day, another nurse will cover for 
you so that you can take a break (eat 
breakfast, lunch, or dinner)? 

     

on a typical day, you will cover for another 
nurse so that he or she can take a break (eat 
breakfast, lunch, or dinner)? 

     

on a typical day, you will get feedback on 
your performance from your manager? 

     

your nurse manager would support you in a 
conflict with a doctor? 

     

someone in your unit will praise you for doing 
a good job on a typical day? 

     

you will praise someone for doing a good job 
on a typical day? 

     

A physician will go out of his or her way to 
make sure that patients understand your value 
as a nurse? 
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Please answer the following questions by checking the box to the right of the question that best 
reflects what you think.   

How often… 
Very 
Rarely 

Rarely Occasionally Frequently Very 
Frequently 

do you work with the same people? 
 

     

is your nurse manager available to listen to 
your concerns? 

     

do patients (or their family members) thank 
you for the work you do? 

     

do patients (or their family members) 
provide you with tokens of appreciation 
(such as cards, gift baskets, etc.)? 

     

 

Please answer the following questions by checking the box to the right of the question that best 
reflects what you think. 

How willing… 

Very 
Unwilling 

Unwilling Neither 
Unwilling 

Nor 
Willing 

Willing Very 
Willing 

are you to help finish work that had been 
assigned to other nurses in your 
department/unit? 

     

are other nurses in your department/unit to 
help finish work that had been assigned to 
you? 

     

are you to switch job responsibilities to 
make things easier for other nurses? 

     

are the nurses you work with to switch job 
responsibilities to make things easier for 
you? 

     

are you to help out physicians with a 
problem? 

     

are physicians to help you out with a 
problem? 
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Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements by checking 
the appropriate box to the right of each statement. 
 Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Neither 

Disagree 
Nor Agree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

In general, I am satisfied with my interactions 
with the other nurses on my unit. 

     

There is someone in my unit who I can rely on 
to offer me advice and guidance. 

     

There are people in my unit who rely on me to 
offer advice and guidance. 

     

I work in an environment where there is a 
spirit of cooperation and teamwork. 

     

In general, my nurse manager treats me with 
courtesy and respect.  

     

In general, physicians treat me with courtesy 
and respect. 

     

I am committed to being a nurse. 
 

     

I am satisfied working for this hospital. 
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Section III. Now, you will be asked to evaluate a series of statements about how you 
feel working as a nurse at the hospital where you are currently employed.  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

Please indicate the extent to which you agree/disagree with the following statements by checking 
the box to the right of the question that best indicates what you believe. 
 Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Neither 

Disagree 
Nor Agree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

I am committed to being a nurse at this 
hospital. 

     

I like working for this hospital.  
 

     

Overall, working as a nurse at this hospital 
provides me with a sense of job satisfaction. 

     

I feel I am fairly compensated for my work at 
this hospital. 

     

I am satisfied with the number of weekly 
hours I typically work. 

     

I feel emotionally drained from my work. 
 

     

I would recommend this job to a friend 
interested in a career in nursing. 

     

This nursing job gives me something that I 
could not replace if I left it for another one. 

     

I feel very little loyalty to this hospital. 
 

     

I feel a sense of belonging with the other 
people in my unit. 

     

I like and respect my co-workers on my unit. 
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Section IV. This section will ask you questions related to the job market for nurses. 
 

 

 
In the last six months, has another employer offered you a comparable nursing job? 
 Yes 
 No 

 
Section V. The last set of questions will ask you to answer some questions about you. 
1. What is your sex? 
 Female 
 Male   
 
2. What is the highest level of education that you have completed?    
 Associates Degree 
 Bachelors Degree 
 Some Graduate Education, No Degree 
 Completed Master’s Degree 
 Completed Doctoral Degree 
 Other 
 If ‘Other’, describe_________________  
     

Please answer the following questions by checking the box to the right of the question that best 
reflects what you think.  

How likely is it that… 

Very 
Unlikely 

Unlikely Neither 
Likely Nor 
Unlikely 

Likely Very 
Likely 

you could find employment similar to your 
current nursing position without relocating to 
another city? 

     

you will send copies of your resume to 
prospective employers in the next six months? 

     

Another employer will offer you a comparable 
nursing job in the next six months? 

     

you will take a new nursing job at another 
healthcare organization in the next year? 

     

you will try to move to another nursing unit in 
this organization within the next six months? 

     

 

Please answer the following questions by checking the box to the right of the question that best 
reflects what you believe to be true.   

How often do you… 
Very 
Rarely 

Rarely Occasionally Frequently Very 
Frequently 

look for alternative nursing jobs? 
 

     

think about quitting? 
 

     

talk with friends about taking a nursing job 
with another organization? 
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3. What race do you consider yourself? (If mixed, please check all boxes that apply.) 
 White 
 Black 
 Asian/Pacific Islander 
 Native American/Alaskan 
 Spanish/Hispanic 
 Other 
 
 
4. Please select the range that includes your age. 

Under 18 
 18-25 
 26-30 
 31-35 
 36-40 
 41-45 
 46-50 
 51-55 
 56-60 
 Over 60  
 
5. How much did you earn in income last year before taxes?  

Less than 25,000 
 25,000 to 34,999 
 35,000 to 44,999 
 45,000 to 54,999 
 55,000 to 64,999 
 65,000 to 74,999 
 75,000 to 84,999 
 85,000 to 94,999 
 95,000 or more 
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APPENDIX E:  COVER LETTER FOR SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

 
To Whom It May Concern, 
 
 My name is Scott Savage, and I am a Ph.D. candidate in sociology at the 

University of Arizona. I am writing to invite you to voluntarily participate in a research 

project I am conducting, titled “Workplace Interactions and the Nursing Experience.” 

My research examines the interactions that take place at work and the effect of these 

interactions on the nursing experience. In particular, I am concerned with how the 

working environment affects how you feel about nursing, your nursing unit, and your 

hospital. You are eligible to participate because you are a registered nurse working for a 

hospital in the [Insert name of the organization here.]. Please know that participation is 

not tied to employment.  

 If you agree to participate, your participation should take about 15 to 20 minutes 

of your time and will involve completing a short survey. Participation requires that you 

fill out the survey and return it to me in the provided envelope, either by leaving it in 

the drop box provided by [Insert name of the organization here.] or mailing it directly 

to me at the address below. By filling out the attached survey and returning it to the 

principal investigator, you, the participant, will be giving the investigator permission to 

use the information for research. Participation is voluntary and refusal to participate 

will involve no penalty or loss of benefits to which you are entitled.  I will answer any 

questions that you have, and you may withdraw from the study at any time.  

 There are no known risks from your participation and no direct benefit from 

your participation is expected. All information obtained from this study is strictly 
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confidential unless disclosure is required by law. At no point will you have to identify 

yourself by writing your name on the survey, and only I, the principal investigator, will 

access the survey data you provide. Your survey will be secured so that no one other 

than the principal investigator will have access to it. Names will not be revealed in any 

reports that result from this project. There is no cost to you except for your time. 

 For questions, concerns or further information, please feel free to contact me at 

(520) 621-9209 or svsavage@email.arizona.edu. If you have questions concerning your 

rights as a research subject, you may call the University of Arizona Human Subjects 

Protection Program office at (520) 626-6721 or the [Insert name of organization here.] 

IRB office at [Insert telephone number here.]. Thank you for your time and your help 

with this research. 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Scott V. Savage, M.A. 
Principal Investigator 
Department of Sociology 
University of Arizona 
PO Box 210027 
Tucson, AZ 85721-0027
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APPENDIX F: HUMAN SUBJECTS APPROVAL 
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