ERSPECTIVE: EXCHANGE THEORY
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Contemporary exchange theory has by and large gone in two different directions
First is an approach initially developed by Richard Emerson (1962) and his colleague
Karen Cook (1978). Blau takes the exchange between two people (dyad) as the arche-
type of exchange. In contrast, Emerson and Cook focus more on the network of exchange
rather than the exchange itself. social networks are defined by the patterns and posi
tions of a group's interaction. For a quick example, think about an organizational chart
A person’s position on that chart determines his or her general pattern of interaction
The same is true for any social group of which you are a member. Within a group, there
are specific patterns of interaction: Some members of the group interact more than ot
ers, and some members don't interact together at all, even though they are in the same
group. Social networks, then, are another kind of structure that produces effects tha
don't originate with the individual, that don't come from social group membership o
identity, and about which the individual may or may not be aware.
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