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commodity—material or - symbolic—which 1s _transmitted  through
interpersonal behavior" that satisfies needs.. . . . .0
1Recently, Glibkowski, Chaudhry, and Marinova (2008) measure resources
"provided to an employee by the employer that consists of the six resources
specified by tesource theory (money, goods, information, services, status,
“and love) as well as job meaning as a.seventh resource. Money refers 1o
coin, currency or- standardized value. Goods refer to ﬁmnmm_u_m.vﬂoncoﬁmu
objects, or materials. Information may -include advice, facts,  opinions,
instruction, or enlightenment. Services include giving of time, talent, and
energy. Status refers to prestige, regard, esteem, admiration, .Hnmﬁnnr or
employee self-worth. Love includes positive feelings, warmth, affection,
- comfort, friendship, camaraderie, and togetheérmess. ‘Meaning encompasses
worthwhile job activities. . RETPE A . C
The - current research secks to examine a mode! of exchange that is
inclusive of key constructs from SET and NET. Thus, my study reports one
of the first empirical assessments of these  relationships (i.e., social

exchange relationships and négotiation exchange relations).

: ana»ﬂnr vw‘n_ﬁm.-.m-._..a‘.

Social exchange theory background SET: :
Social exchange theory is one theoretical framework that has been used in
empirical studies examining exchange relationships within an organizational
context. This theory describes how social interactions are driven by the benefits
received from exchanges of services.. ) S
The theoretical unit of analysis is usually of the ' interactions” between two
parties (e.g., individuals, groups, organizations). - e R

_ For the purposes of my study, the dyad of interest was the employee. and
employet. . R ST

This study focused specifically on Blau’s vefsion of social exchange theory.and
hypotheses were derived using this framework. Blau's social-exchange theory.
Over the past two decades, Blau’s social exchange theory (1965) has received 2
great deal of attention from organizational researchers. . .
Blau (1965) points out that whether parties engage in social exchanges
depends partly on. the character of .the relationship betwecn the exchange
partners. - In social exchanges, parties to an exchange have a personal
relationship in which the parties are ipore concerned with each other’s
interests than. their own {which is chatacteristic of a  social exchange
relationship). In- contrast, econofmic exchahges are more jmpérsonal, and
detached from the source that supplies the services exchanged. In this instance,
the exchange relationship is driven more by the psychological bond between
the parties and less by the self-interests of the parties. h o
Economic exchanges tend 1o have relationships that are driven; by the self-
interests of the parties. Social nxn_._mumnm‘wm?oncnwa with permission of the
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Also, table (2) exhibitsdimensions of exchange negotiation process.

Table (2)
Negotiation Exchange Process
Negotiation Exchange ‘Definition ~ - ]
Process ‘
Problem Problem identification refers to the extent to
“Identification which the employee and employer try 10
understand the real needs and goals of the
L other side. _
Search for . Search for alternatives refers to gathering
Alternatives - information about potential solutions to
‘ _ problems and their consequences.
Outcome a Outcome selection is associated with how
Selection . value is distributed in negotiations. .

Source: developed by the researcher

Relevance between NET and SET: :
Social exchanges from SET are believed to represent value that is
" distributed ‘to benefit both participants (Blau, 1965; Emerson, 1981;
Homans, 1958,1961). Therefore, negotiated tramsactions and reciprocal
transactions may represent two distinct ways 10 distribute value in outcome
selection; in this sense outcome selection associated with integrative
negotiation is a characteristic shared in both NET and SET. There is reason
to believe that problem identification and search for alternatives are
important to reciprocal transactions, accounting for knowledge of what
resources should be exchanged(Uhl-Bien& Maslyn2003).

In sum, all three dimensions of NET appear important to SET. Problem
jdentification and search for alternatives explain value creation in SET.

Based-on NET, there is reason to believe an employee- mEEoon social
exchange relationship, as a type of high quality relationship, is important to
employee- employer :nmommmo:mxormnmmﬁwm.ﬁ.? H.,et.al.,2002).

* According to Shore et al. (2006) the amount of trust between
participants is important to information sharing (Lewicki& Litterer, 1985)
and problem solving {Walton &McKersie, 1991); both associated with the
problem identification and the search for alternatives dimensions of
negotiation exchange. NET has focused on cognition-based trust.

Also investment relationship reflects strategic concern that it is desirable
{o build a relationship (Thamas, 1976). An employee may naturally seek to
invest'in the relationship to gain influence with the employer, the person
_that reports on his performance. Although anemployer has positional
power, he/she may seek to invest in the relationship because effective
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ﬂ - Dependent Variable

Independent Variable a
Social Exchange L >

Negotiation Exchange

Dimensions Dimensions
e
b Problem
. Identification
man S Focus
L _J
y ™
Search for A
, Alternatives
p— Stability
\. \L J
4 ™, ™
bl Time Frame Outcome Selection
ﬁ b _J

Fig2
Study model
Source: developed by the researcher

Samples and data collection

This study employed a questionnaire survey approach to collect data, and all
items required five-point Likert-style responses ranged from 1 = “strongly
disagree, "through 3 = wpeutral, "o 5 = “strongly agree”. Thestudy
population is represented in 55employers and 200employees who work in
pharmaceuticai firms in El-Asher Mn —Ramadan City.Researcher received
91% from the total number of questionnaires and accepts 86% from the
received sheets as -good respondents’ questionnaires. This study
measuredsocial exchange factors affectnegotiation exchange forces between
the employees-employers relationships.

Measurement tools
Researcher developed questionnaires to measure research variables. Independent variable

“social exchange factors“was measured using Morgeson, et.al. 2006. questionnaires. While
the dependent variable “negotiation exchange process “measuredusing - Molm, L. D
et.al., 2000, Kochan, &Lipsky, 2003 questionnaires.
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Fable No.3
The avalabilitydegree of negotiation exchange process

Process -~ Sampie Units
[ w
Empleyees Empioyer £
' S
! = &
£ 5 |5 |[= | @
= i = = s —_— |
= L]
. = g =
[a) o f
Problem 374 o585 | 344 0389 |34z | 1.6 000
Identification 8
Search for - imn 0.440 3.67 T o7ie | 358 | 256 | 0.08
Alternatives : N
Qultcome 390 0.575 3.82 ] 0.679 | 3.76 | 184 0.6

Source: researcher prepared using SPSS io analyze data.
~ The results in Table.3indicated thatnegotiation exchange Drocesses
are . available. Highly mean to bothemployees and employers in
pharmaceutical firms in El-Asher Mn —Ramadan City. So researcher accepts

thie second sub-hypothesis.
Table 4 , 5, Gdisplayed the relations
process of negotiation exchange Process;

exchange factors on negotiation exchange process.:
Table.d4
een social exchangeFactors and Probiem

hip between social exchange factors and each
that is to define the impact ofsocial

The relationship betw
Identification as one of negotiation exchange process

Sample | Correlation - R® Sig.
Units

Employee | 0.864 0.746 | 0.000
Employer | 0.820 ~ . 10.672 |{0.000 -

Source: researcher prepared using SPSS to analyze data. ]

Table .4 illustrated a significant correlation relationship between social
problem jdentification as one process of negotialion
exchange processesbetween employees and cmployers. Correlation values
between employees and employers were 0.864,. .820sequence.. S0
Problem Identificationis a function in social exchange factors, and then
social  exchangefactors explained - the  changes in  Problem

exchange factors and

V=Y4
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Also table .6 displayed 2 variance between the validation degrees to
variables between the two sample units in research,that is because all
statistical significarit is. fess than (.05, So researcher accepls the third
sub-hypothesis .

Discussion and conclusion

This study investigated the Social Exchange factors: affect
initiatingNegotiation Exchangeprocess.

Researcher conducted empirical studywhick based on 255 respondents
from large securities firms in Egypt, In:order to determine the exploratory
rate_of independent variable thal explain changes in factors that affect

_initiating negotiation exchange forces in these firms.

Researcher employed mean, correlation, - one-way ANOVA, and

Tegtression analysis using SPSS package. The research results support the
_theoretical framework. : : .
Theoretical implication

Table.7 illustrated results of hypotheses test.

. ‘ “Table.7
Results of Hypotheses iest .
Hypothesis , | Result | Reference
Main m—m_uoimmmwngwmu Hypothesis: Social | Yes .  Tables3

- exchange dimensions will be positively related lo
negation exchange dimensions. ,
Hypothesis a:Social exchange relationships will Yes . Table 4
be positively related to Problem Identification

Hypothesis b:Social exchange relationships will| . Table 5
be positively related to Search for Alternatives Yes
Hypothesis c:Social exchange relationships will . Yes Table 6

be positively related to outcome selection.
Source: Developed by the researcher.

Managerial implication
According to theoretical and empirical studye Social Exchange factors that
affect the Negotiation Exchange process are three main factors (a) Focus,

. (b)Stability, (c} Time Frame. Where Negotiation process includes three
main forces or steps to success according Lo the validationi of Social
exchange factors, and these forces are (a)Problem Tdentification, (b)Search
for Alternatives, (c) Outcome Selection. .
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Ttems
Dimensions

No.

Statements

5.0

5.A

have with my organization to change to
accommodate the situation.

[ am willing to change the terms of my
relationship with my organization if either of
our goals and objectives were 1o change.

10

T would not be willing to change the terms of
my relationship with my organization
without some renegotiation.

11

Changing the terms of my relationship with
my organizaton would Tequire  SOIe
renegotiation

12

Some negotiation would be required to
change the terms of my relationship with my

Time Frame

13

organization

The contributions that my organization ‘and I
make to our relationship tend to equal out n
the end.

14

Over time, my organization and I will repay
each other for services provided.

15

1 know that the contributions that my
organization and 1 make to the relationship
will eventuaily balance out.

16

My relationship with my organization 18
driven by what we each can get out of the
relationship now rather than later

17

The relationship that 1 have with my
organization is driven by what we can
provide each other in the short-term rather
than long-term. :

18

The relationship with my organization is

driven by immediate rewards rather than

Yoo
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Iiems
Dimensions

No.

Statements

5.D

S.A

we face,

0,

My supervisor and |
brainstorm possible ways
to meet our nceds.

Outcome Sefection

i1

My supervisor and | hoth
benefil a greal deal from
our relationship.

i2

My supervisor and 1 have
a mutually beneficial
relationship.

Qutcome Selection

i3

My supervisor and { have
a "win-win"
relationship-—we both
oet what we wanl.

14,

My supervisor and 1
select a solution based on
the extent to which it
meels both of our needs.

i5

In my relationship with
my supervisor we are
both winners.

Leyy



