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A comparative empirical investigation of the bases of swift trust

Frens Kroeger (Centre for Trust, Peace and Social Relations, Coventry University)
Girts Racko (Warwick Business School, University of Warwick)

Brendan Burchell (Department of Sociology, University of Cambridge)

Abstract

Swift trust has long been considered of critical importance to the work of project teams and
other forms of temporary organising, but research has remained heavily fragmented in
regard to its antecedents or bases. This contribution conducts a systematic review of the
literature and derives from it seven possible bases of swift trust. The relative significance of
each of these bases is tested through a survey of 172 project managers. Its findings allow for
the distillation of the bases of swift trust into three coherent thematic blocks of different
significance in the creation of swift trust. Bases related to team composition exert the
strongest effects, whereas reputational and institutional information demonstrate much
more limited effects, and action-related bases of swift trust are shown to be largely
irrelevant. These findings contribute to a deeper understanding of the formation of swift

trust and resolve existing tensions found in the literature.
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1. Introduction

The fundamental significance of trust to economic organisation has come to be increasingly
acknowledged over the past two decades (see the overviews, e.g., by Lane and Bachmann,
1998; Kramer and Cook 2004; Lewicki et al., 2006). One form of trust, though consistently
acknowledged as particularly significant, has remained starkly under-researched. This is
"swift trust", which is situated in temporary, transient economic settings. Its distinctive
characteristic is that, unlike most trust, it cannot rely on a history of experiencing the other
and building up trust over time, but instead having to make a "snap decision" whether to
trust them or not. The seminal contribution on this topic (Meyerson, Weick and Kramer,
1996) outlined this form of trust as relying largely on roles and other "imported" bases of
trust rather than on experience of the individuals involved.

Swift trust has attracted great attention especially because forms of temporary
organising have become ubiquitous, from project- or event-based teams to dynamic and
shifting semi-formal networks (Sydow et al., 2016). Because members of these teams have
little or no interpersonal history, and quick cooperation requires an equally quick ability to
rely on other team members, research has consistently recognised the great significance of
swift trust in this context (see the overview in Bakker, 2010). Accordingly, our empirical
study chooses as its subject project managers, whose working lives revolve around such
temporary forms of organising.

However, there is reason to believe that swift trust may possess even broader social
significance. As Giddens suggested (himself elaborating on an earlier formulation by
Luhmann), life in modern societies constantly requires the initiation of trust in the absence

of interpersonal familiarity: encounters with doctors and nurses, mechanics, police officers,



and many others routinely rely on trust in expert systems and in the roles these systems
bestow on individuals (Giddens, 1990; Luhmann, 1979).

It is thus unsurprising that Meyerson, Weick and Kramer's seminal book chapter has
attracted numerous citations (e.g., over 2,500 citations in Google Scholar). However, despite
its great relevance, very little conceptual development has taken place since Meyerson,
Weick and Kramer's (1996) seminal conceptualization of swift trust. Many contributions
stress the positive consequences of swift trust (e.g., lacono and Weisband, 1997; Coppola et
al., 2004). In contrast, little clarity exists on the genesis of swift trust, even though its genesis
would seem to take precedence over its consequences, both analytically and practically.
While a number of studies have examined the bases or antecedents of swift trust (see the
literature review below) research has remained heavily fragmented, with different
combinations of bases considered. This contribution is the first to draw the different bases
discussed together in a comparative review for the purpose of greater theoretical
consolidation.

Our contribution focuses on the question of what bases are the most likely to enable
the building of swift trust. It surveys the literature in a synthetic review, focusing on which
bases are emphasised (section 2). It then goes on to describe the methodology and
background of our empirical study of project managers (section 3) and discusses its findings
(section 4). The discussion in section 5 links these findings back to the wider theoretical
guestions posed in the literature and develops new thematic blocks of bases which possess
greater or smaller significance in establishing swift trust. Finally, the concluding section

presents limitations, practical implications and avenues for further research.



2. Bases of swift trust

This section will — in considerable brevity due to the number of categories to be discussed —
consider each of the bases of swift trust, as distilled from the extant literature. We restrict
ourselves to the literature specifically on swift trust, as the more general literature on trust
is vast, and already summarised well elsewhere. We also don’t delve into the literature that
uses laboratory-based games or experiments to investigate trust, as these have already been
reviewed elsewhere by Johnson and Mislin (2011) and there is evidence from Wilson’s
empirical work on surveys and experiments (2018) that games tend to measure different
phenomena than surveys of practitioners in the field. In addition, as Ferrin et al. (2007,
2008) highlight, the game-theoretical and experimental literature has demonstrated a
tendency to unduly conflate trust and cooperation, even though each can (and often does)
exist in the absence of the other.

In the following, for each of these bases we will outline both their original treatment in
the seminal contribution by Meyerson et al. (1996) and the way they have been discussed in
the literature since. (For ease of reference, see table 1.) From this overview, it is evident that
the literature following Meyerson and colleagues has largely taken a "pick and choose"
approach, discussing different combinations of possible bases without a consolidation of
their range or number. Our contribution addresses this research gap.

In addition, we address what we consider a striking oversight in the bulk of the
literature: few connections have been drawn between studies of swift trust and the broader
trust literature. In order to draw on its rich insights, we link each of the bases to related

categories in writing on more "conventional" forms of trust. This has also enabled the



clearer identification and delineation of bases which had hitherto remained largely implicit

both in Meyerson et al. (1996) and in the literature following them.

Insert Table 1 about here

2.1 Roles

In the conventional trust literature, trust based on social role is a relatively new category,
with few precursors to Meyerson et al. (1996). Later contributions describe role-based trust
as "predicated on knowledge that a person occupies a particular role in the organization
rather than specific knowledge about the person's capabilities, dispositions, motives, and
intentions. Roles can serve as proxies for personalized knowledge" (Kramer, 1999: 578).

In Meyerson et al.'s (1996) conception, trust which is based on (particularly
professional) roles plays a central part as one of the most important impersonal bases of
swift trust. They posit that role-based interaction, highly frequent in temporary systems as it
is, leads to swift trust, largely by virtue of the predictability created by role-bound
interactions (p. 173).

In the literature on swift trust, role-based trust has been interpreted particularly as a
function of role clarity (e.g., Xu et al., 2007; Dionisi and Brodt, 2008). Conversely,
inconsistent role behaviour and "role blurring”, but also overly personally-focused
interaction is argued to endanger swift trust (Jarvenpaa and Leidner, 1998; lacono and

Weisband, 1997).



Interestingly, some of the literature following Meyerson et al. (1996) has sought to
further elaborate on this idea, positing that role-based swift trust is not purely "imported"
from external sources. Greenberg et al. (2007) plausibly argue that "within-role ability"
inspires swift trust (i.e., we trust a team member swiftly not because they are an engineer,
but because they seem like a skilled engineer able to fulfil the specific task entrusted to
them in the context of the temporary group). Adobor and McMullen (2002) add that for this
basis to take effect, the within-role ability needs to be made visible (i.e., we need to see the
engineer perform at least briefly in order to gain the impression that they deserve our trust
because they are competent and able to fulfil the specific task at hand). Accordingly,
Coppola et al. (2004), Hiltz and Turoff (2002) and Greenberg et al. (2007) all argue that both
role clarity and impressions of within-role-ability can be facilitated by distributing roles with
meaningful tasks early on to give team members an opportunity to see each other perform

their respective roles early on in the relationship. We thus predict that:

Hypothesis 1. Perceived role clarity is likely to increase swift trust.

2.2. Institutional categories

For Meyerson et al. (1996) category-based swift trust is a typical form of imported trust,
arising from membership in "institutionally-driven" categories. They do not go into great
depth concerning the precise nature of these categories, merely citing "roles, industry

recipes, cultural cues, and occupational- and identity-based stereotypes" as examples (p.

174).



Similarly, the newer literature remains comparatively vague on their definition, often
subsuming roles under the broader umbrella of categories (e.g., Robert et al., 2009), or
otherwise conflating these two bases to a considerable degree (e.g., Jarvenpaa and Leidner,
1998). However, the "conventional" trust literature has long discussed trust based on
institutionally defined categories (e.g., Zucker, 1986; Lyon and Porter, 2009). In particular,
Lane and Bachmann's (1996, 1997; Lane, 1997) argument is pertinent that institutional
memberships, professional affiliations and institutionally awarded qualifications and
certificates can serve as an impersonal basis for trust. (Particularly where the surrounding
institutional environment is stable and coherent; Arrighetti et al., 1997.) Thus, the
abovementioned expectations of role fulfilment and within-role ability (e.g. an engineer able
to fulfil the precise task entrusted to them in the context of the temporary group) may
partially or even largely derive, but remain clearly distinguishable, from underlying external
institutionally defined categories (e.g.: a good engineer, as certified by their degrees,
certificates, group memberships, etc.).

Institutional categories, then, may constitute a prime means of achieving faster

information processing in trust formation. Therefore, our hypothesis is:

Hypothesis 2. Perceived links to positive institutional categories are likely to increase

swift trust.

2.3 Trusting predispositions

A number of papers in the literature surveyed assume that swift trust is more likely to arise

where trustors exhibit higher levels of generalised trust in people based on their own



trusting predispositions. This idea is already present in Meyerson et al. (1996), who stress
that the deeply engrained predispositions and cognitive structures relating to trust in people
in general are likely to be drawn on especially under conditions of time pressure. With this,
they relate back to a large body of "conventional" literature which focuses on
predispositional trust, assuming that the inclination to trust is transcontextual and
individually stable (in the tradition of Rotter, 1967, 1971). Lately, this idea has attracted
much criticism from trust research which argues that mechanisms and expressions of trust
and trustworthiness are deeply context-bound (Saunders et al., 2010).

Most typically, the literature following Meyerson et al. (1996) combines predispositions
with categories (thus relying virtually entirely on "imported" bases of trust; e.g., Li et al.,
2009; Robert et al., 2009). Greenberg et al. (2007) and Xu et al. (2007) stress combinations
of dispositional trust and further psychological biases (such as "unpractical optimism"; also

see Hyllengren et al., 2011). Thus, we expect that:

Hypothesis 3. Higher individual trusting predispositions are likely to increase swift trust.

2.4 Shadow of the past and shadow of the future

Individual reputations based on prior work (sometimes referred to as the "shadow of the

past") can form a valuable basis for swift trust (Lorenz, 1999; Cusmano et al., 2015). At the
same time, expected effects of present behaviour on one's reputation can form a powerful
incentive for trustworthy behaviour if the actor expects future interaction. Meyerson et al.
(1996: 171-2) particularly stress the vulnerability of people immersed in networks of "weak

ties". This effect is exacerbated the smaller the pool from which members for temporary



groups are likely to be drawn as their reputation within these networks becomes
increasingly vital to them. That is, the more likely it seems that they will meet again, the
greater looms the "shadow of the future" (Axelrod, 1984; Poppo et al., 2007).

This ties neatly into the "conventional" literature on trust and the embeddedness into
social networks, largely following Granovetter (1985). Other treatments of networks (e.g.,
Burt and Knez, 1996; Della Giusta, 2008) stress how reputations are diffused in these
networks and the effect this type of third-party information has on trust decisions and
future interaction (Dei Ottati, 1994; Kleinknecht et al., 2016).

In the literature following Meyerson et al. (1996), several papers draw on Hung et al.
(2004), who use third-party information as one of their central factors (Greenberg et al.,
2007; Tatham and Kovacs, 2010). Gammelgaard (2010) extends the idea of the "shadow of
the future" created by reputation in delimited networks for "virtual communities of
practice". Perez-Nordvedt et al. (2013: esp. 405) even go so far as to identify reputation with

"swift trustworthiness". Therefore, we predict that:

Hypothesis 4. Positive reputational information is likely to increase swift trust.

Hypothesis 5. A greater likelihood of future collaboration is likely to increase swift trust.

2.5 Active engagement

We also consider active engagement with other team members as a basis of swift trust. This

represents a counter-hypothesis to the predominant view of swift trust as primarily

"imported" through external bases. "Active trust"”, here, is understood in the specific sense



first outlined in the "conventional" trust literature by Giddens (1990), who emphasised the
active and reflexive nature of trust building. Méllering (2006) develops this idea further and
considers the possibility that potential trustors may attempt to speed up trust decisions by
purposefully creating situations that require the other party to "show their true colours".
This may pertain to temporary groups and situations where time is lacking and judgements
on the competence and goodwill of other team members are required quickly.

Meyerson et al. (1996), despite their focus on "importing" trust without relying too
much on interpersonal interaction, do insist that that swift trust relies on a "highly active,
proactive ... style of action" (p. 180), and conclude that swift trust is a form that is all about
"doing" (p. 191). This aspect is more prominent in the newer literature, emphasising initial
communication and rapid early interaction (Coppola et al., 2004; lacono and Weisband,
1997).

Most interestingly, a number of contributions explicitly combine "imported" and
interaction-related bases of swift trust (e.g., Jarvenpaa and Leidner, 1998). Li et al. (2009)
make the useful point that category-based trust may arise particularly when category
membership is not (or not only) signalled by third parties, but is reinforced by early actions
of the potential trustee that are able to signal category membership. Of particular relevance
is Mitchell and Zigurs's (2009) notion of "situated swift trust", which we interpret as
imported bases of trust being tied into the respective action context. This would accord an
important role to the quick sending and interpretation of cues of trust and trustworthiness

(Adobor and McMullen, 2002; Reynaud, 2017). We hypothesise that:

Hypothesis 6. Active solicitation of signals of trust and trustworthiness is likely to

increase swift trust.



2.6 "As if" behaviour

"As if" behaviour, too, relies on a proactive strategy which may enable team members to
actively encourage the building of swift trust. While it has been noted comparatively rarely
in the "conventional" trust literature (Baier, 1986; Mollering, 2006), Meyerson et al. (1996)
formulate this idea clearly. They observe that in temporary groups, "people often act as if
trust were in place" (p. 186, original emphasis), and that this may act as a self-fulfilling
prophecy: "the presumption of trust often ... creates the trusting behavior that was
presumed to be there" (p. 172). This is often at least partially based on the dynamics of
"social proof": it is only the assumption that others will trust too which makes trust a real
option (also see Sabel, 1993; Lewis and Weigert, 1985).

This idea has not been taken up in the literature on swift trust to the same degree as
many of the other bases. Adobor and McMullen, however, do use it as the basis for an
unequivocal recommendation to "act as though [one's] counterparts are trustworthy" (2002:
74). While this approach does of course harbour risks — the reciprocation in kind is not as
automatic as Adobor and McMullen seem to assume here — it can form a highly promising

approach to creating trust under intense time pressure. We predict that:

Hypothesis 7. Acting in a trusting manner until better evidence is available is likely to

increase swift trust.



3. Method

3.1 Participants and procedure

The hypotheses were tested using a sample of project managers; we consider here as
project managers not only the one manager in charge of coordinating the project, but all
project professionals who take on responsibility within the temporary team. Project
managers suggested themselves as an ideal object of study because much of the literature
on swift trust has revolved around individuals typified by them — their working lives revolve
crucially around temporary forms of organising, where the ability to successfully interact
within new teams with different goals and of different compositions comes at a premium,
and the establishment of trust in those teams is seen as an integral part of that task (Bakker,
2010). In important ways, project managers represent central developmental tendencies
within the wider economy, seeing how temporary forms of organising are becoming
increasingly ubiquitous. Most participants were approached through the generous
assistance of the Association of Project Managers (APM) in the period May-July 2014. A
request to take part in the survey "about the specific forms of trust that occur in temporary
teams" was included in the monthly newsletter, and subsequently reminders were sent via
the APM Linkedin group. Participants clicked through from the e-newsletter to a Qualtrics
internet survey. They were only instructed to complete the survey if they were a project
manager, and they were asked to answer the questions with regard to the last project that
they were involved in and that was now complete. Disregarding the partially completed

guestionnaires, 172 project managers completed the questionnaire to the end. The survey



was cleared by the pertinent Research Ethics and Risk Assessment Committee of the

University of Cambridge.

3.2 Measures

Swift trust. In the absence of validated measures of swift trust, we measured it using items
derived from the measures of employee trust in managers (Tzafrir and Dolan, 2004; Mayer
and Gavin, 2005). We reformulated the questions measuring the three dimensions that are
theorised to constitute swift trust, i.e. trust in benevolence, trust in ability, and trust in
integrity (Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman, 1995; also see Dietz and Den Hartog, 2006). These
survey items focused on the emergence of trust in the early stages of participants’
involvement in the project. The items that we used to measure the three dimensions of swift
trust are presented in Table 2. Participants rated trust in the members of the project team
that they were actively involved with during the early stages of the project on a 7-point
Likert type scale anchored from 1 (strongly agree) to 7 (strongly disagree). For the purposes
of data analyses scale categories were recoded so that higher scores indicate a higher
degree of trust, i.e. 7 (strongly agree). The scale reliabilities (Cronbach’s alpha) for the three
item measures of the benevolence, ability, and integrity dimensions of swift trust were high

(Hair, Black, Babin, and Anderson, 2010): .69, .75., and .88 respectively.

Insert Table 2 about here



http:Hair,Black,Babin,andAnderson,2010):.69

Predictors of swift trust. Table 2 presents the items that were used to measure swift trust
based on roles, institutional categories, individual predispositions, reputations, shadow of
the future, active engagement and "as if" behaviour. Note that, consistent with previous
research, the hypotheses and resulting items focus particularly on respondents' perceptions
of the respective bases (see, e.g., Asadullah, 2017). Role-based swift trust, category-based
swift trust, and reputation-based swift trust were measured using the items derived from
Meyerson et al.'s (1996) conceptualization of these constructs. Disposition-based swift trust
was measured using the "Disposition to trust" index developed by Robert et al. (2009).
Shadow of the future-based swift trust was measured using the items derived from Poppo et
al.'s (2007) conceptualisation of the construct?®. Active swift trust and "as if" swift trust were
assessed using the items derived from Moéllering (2006). These scales and theoretical
outlines were selected because they represent the seminal and/or most widely
acknowledged thinking on these different aspects. Participants rated items of trust
measures using a 7-point Likert type scape anchored from 1 (strongly agree) to 7 (strongly
disagree). In the data analyses we recoded the scale categories so that higher values indicate
agreement with an item and thus higher level of trust. The scale reliabilities for the three
item measures of the role-based, disposition-based and reputation-based forms of swift
trust were .76, .84, and .81, indicating a relatively high level of the internal consistency of
scale items. Where a scale is comprised of only two items a correlational test was used
instead of Cronbach’s alpha test to determine the internal consistency of scale items (Hair et
al., 2010). There were strong correlations between the two items that comprised the
composite measures of category-based and shadow of the future-based swift trust (r =.78, p

<.001; r=.65, p<.001).



Control variables. We controlled the measurement of the hypothesized associations
between the predictors and swift trust for the confounding effects of the demographic and
work-related characteristics of participants. Gender was coded as 1 (female) and 0 (male).
Age was measured as an actual age of a participant. Where the project manager managed
the project it was coded as 1, or 0 if they were a non-managing member of the team. Degree
of influence exerted in the selection of team members was measured using a 5 point ordinal
level scale anchored from 1 ("l selected them by myself") to 5 ("I had no influence in their
selection"). Number of hours worked on project was measured as a continuous variable for
the average number of hours per week participants estimated they had spent working on
the project. Number of people in project was measured as the actual number of people that
were actively working on the project. Face-to-face interaction with peers was measured as
the proportion of people involved in the project that participants saw regularly face-to-face

using a 7 point ordinal scale anchored from 1 (all) to 7 (none).

3.3 Common method variance

Because our data was collected using a cross-sectional research design, it can be affected by
common method variance. We used the following procedures to minimise the probability of
the emergence of and to test for the presence of common method variance in our data. In
designing our survey, we reverse coded survey items and included distinctive questions
throughout the survey to minimise the likelihood of response biases associated with the
non-discriminant agreement with survey questions. After data collection, we tested for the
presence of common method variance using Harman's one-factor test (Podsakoff et al.,

2003) and marker variable test (Lindell and Whitney, 2001). First, Harman’s one-factor test


http:forthepresenceofcommonmethodvarianceinourdata.In

suggests that data can be affected by common method bias when variables form a single
factor or when one factor explains most of variance. The results of factor analyses using
principal components extraction method generated 16 factors with eigenvalues greater than
1. The first factor explained 20.62% of variance. Second, following a recommendation of
Lindell and Whitney (2001) we used a marker variable to examine how it would influence
the associations between our independent variables (e.g. bases of trust) and dependent
variables (e.g. measures of swift trust). The selected marker variable, i.e. creativity,
measured in terms of responses to the item "The project required us to think creatively
outside the box", had insignificant associations with both independent and dependent
variables. The results of partial correlations and disattenuating correlations remained
significant. Therefore, the results of both Harman's one-factor test and marker variable test

consistently indicated that our data is unlikely to be affected by common method variance.

4, Results

As table 3 shows, the mean scores on the 1-7 trust scales show a wide variation in the
different levels and bases of trust. All three sub-scales of swift trust (ability, benevolence
and integrity) scored above 5 on the scale, demonstrating how common the occurrence of
swift trust is among managers. Some of the predictors of trust also scored highly,
demonstrating that role-based, "shadow of the future" and "as-if" based swift trust are
commonly used, but category-based and active swift trust have means below 4,
demonstrating that they are invoked less often.

To disentangle the bivariate associations between the seven bases and swift trust from

their multivariate associations, we tested our hypotheses using both Pearson moment



product correlations and ordinary least squares regressions. The results of correlation and
regression analyses are presented in tables 3 and 4, respectively. Regression equations
explained more than half of the variance in the dimensions of swift trust: benevolence (R? =

.50), ability (R? =.52), and integrity (R? = .59).

Insert Tables 3 and 4 about here

Hypothesis 1 predicted a positive association between role clarity and swift trust. There
were significant positive correlations of role clarity with all three dimensions of swift trust:
benevolence (r = .45, p <.001), ability (r = .60, p < .001), and integrity (r = .60, p <.001). The
results of OLS? regressions indicated that, controlling for the effects of sociodemographic
and work-related characteristics, role clarity positively predicted all dimensions of swift
trust: benevolence (B = .24, p <.001), ability (B = .50, p <.001), and integrity (B = .45, p <
.001).

Hypothesis 2 postulated a positive association between perceived links to positive
institutional categories and swift trust. Correlational analyses identified a significant positive
association between these institutional categories and the ability dimension of swift trust (r
=.20, p < .05), but not the other dimensions of swift trust (p > .05). The results of regression
analyses indicated that category-based trust did not predict any of the dimensions of swift
trust (p > .05).

Hypothesis 3 predicted a positive association between trusting predispositions and swift

trust. Correlational analyses identified a significant positive association between



dispositional trust and all three dimensions of swift trust: benevolence (r =.26, p <.001),
ability (r =.26, p <.001), and integrity (r =.32, p <.001). In contrast, the results of regression
analyses indicated that in the presence of demographic and work-related controls
dispositional trust was not associated with any of the dimensions of swift trust (p > .05).

Hypothesis 4 postulated a positive association between positive reputational
information and swift trust. Correlational and regression analyses consistently identified a
significant positive association between the predictor and the ability dimension of swift trust
(r=.19, p<.05; B =.16, p < .05), but not the other dimensions of swift trust (p > .05).

Hypothesis 5 predicted a positive association between greater likelihood of future
collaboration and swift trust. The results of correlational and regression analyses indicated
that there were significant positive associations between this "shadow of the future" and all
three dimensions of swift trust: benevolence (r = .56, p <.001; B = .43, p <.001), ability (r =
44, p<.001; B =.29, p<.05), and integrity (r = .51, p <.001; B = .31, p <.001).

Hypothesis 6 predicted a positive association between the active solicitation of signals
of trust and trustworthiness and swift trust. Correlational analyses identified significant
negative associations between this predictor and the dimensions of swift trust: benevolence
(r=-.32, p<.001), ability (r=-.17, p < .05), and integrity (r =-.18, p < .05). In contrast the
results of regression analyses indicated that active trust was positively associated only with
the ability dimension of swift trust (B = .16, p < .05), but not the other dimensions (p > .05).

Hypothesis 7 predicted a positive association between "as-if" behaviour and swift trust.
The results of correlational and regression analyses consistently indicated that "as-if"

behaviour was not significantly associated with any of the dimensions of swift trust (p >.05).



5. Discussion

This analysis has been grounded in a comprehensive overview of the bases of swift trust as
they have been discussed in the literature following Meyerson et al.'s seminal contribution.
Our findings exhibit a number of clear patterns which are suited to bringing greater clarity to
the hitherto fragmented academic debate.

The most significant theoretical contribution of our findings is that they allow us (a) to
compare the relative effects of the whole (rather than only a partial) set of potentially
influential bases of swift trust, (b) to distil broader theoretical themes across several (groups
of) these bases rather than continuing to look at them in isolation, and (c) by reconsidering
the bases in this manner, to address the inherent fundamental tension between theories of
swift trust as largely "imported" or formed ex ante and more traditional theories of "active"
trust building. The newly identified themes, which permit the discussion of swift trust from a

novel angle, can be summed up as follows:

5.1 Consistent positive effects of team composition

The most coherent and clear finding of this analysis is that two bases clearly and consistently
exhibit positive effects on swift trust: the allocation of roles within the project team, and the
"shadow of the future" based on the likelihood of working together with some of the team
members again in the future.

First, in line with Xu et al. (2007) and Hirtz and Turoff (2002), we suggest that a
thoughtful allocation of complementary roles and, above all, their clear communication to

all team members, appears as a sine qua non of creating swift trust. As Jarvenpaa and



Leidner (1998) caution, few things impede the formation of swift trust more than
inconsistent or blurred role definitions within the project team. Note that, while this type of
role clarity requires some active input by the coordinating manager who allocates and
communicates roles, it is ex ante, rather than emerging gradually in interaction, and as such
is "imported" into the trust relationships of individual team members in the sense of
Meyerson et al.'s (1996) use of the term.

Second, consistent with the theoretical insights of Granovetter (1973, 1985) and other
Stanford scholars such as Powell (1990), we suggest that the perceived and anticipated
structure of the networks the team-members are chosen from can provide a powerful
incentive towards trustworthy behaviour, and consequently the expectation of trustworthy
behaviour by others. Because this is a pre-existent (or "imported") condition, it evidently
forms a welcome proxy for trustworthiness which can be "swiftly" activated.

The commonality across the two bases with the greatest explanatory power, then, is
that they are both related to team composition. If team members are selected from the
"right" networks and assigned clear and complementary roles, ideal preconditions are
created for swift trust to arise. Significantly, this confirms the tenet of much research to date
that swift trust is most influenced by conditions which are determined before the team
members meet for the first time (also see 5.3 below). Note, however, that this does in no
way make swift trust "automatic" (as is implicit in some studies; see, e.g., Beck, 2006) or
remove it beyond the influence of actors (as might result from approaches heavily
referencing the trusting dispositions of individuals; e.g., Hyllengren et al., 2011). Rather, it
means that the "work" of swift trust focuses around the early stages of team composition,

before team members meet for the first time.



5.2 Limited effects of reputational and institutional information

The above forms an interesting contrast to the finding that the "shadow of the past", as well
as external institutional categories, have much more limited effects.

Institutional categories, particularly as expressed in the form of certificates and
membership in professional associations, did not meaningfully affect any of the dimensions
of swift trust. This is an interesting finding not merely because it sets swift trust apart clearly
from the assumptions of traditional trust building theory (Zucker, 1986; Lane and Bachmann,
1996; Bachmann and Inkpen, 2011). It is also illuminating because much of the literature
following Meyerson et al. (1996) has not striven to distinguish the effects of institutional
categories clearly from those of roles (e.g., Jarvenpaa and Leidner, 1998; Li et al., 2009). Our
results clearly demonstrate differential effects between the bases of "category" and "role".

The "shadow of the past", in the form of individually-focused reputational information,
has a positive effect only on the ability dimension of swift trust, but shows no discernible
effect on predicting the pro-social characteristics of swift trust emphasising project
members' integrity and benevolence. At a closer glance, this is plausible in the light of
existing knowledge: only information which is itself corroborated again — for instance by
being conveyed by third parties which are themselves trusted (Burt and Knez, 1996; Ferrin et
al., 2006; also see Beugelsdijk, 2006) — is regarded as sufficiently "thick" to convey such
complex personal characteristics as benevolence, whereas swift trust is often regarded as a
"thin" form of trust (e.g., Jarvenpaa and leidner, 1998; Harrison et al., 1997). In addition, this
typically needs to be corroborated subsequently by the trustor's own experience. Thus,
where in the traditional trust literature it is sensible and meaningful to group the "shadow of

the past" and the "shadow of the future" as cognate effects in networks (Poppo et al, 2007),
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for swift trust they exhibit differential effects and as such belong in different conceptual

categories.

5.3 Irrelevance of "active" trust building strategies

It is particularly interesting for the research interests of this study that the two bases which
rely on the active strategies of team members to create trust early on in the process of
cooperation, viz., active engagement and "as if" behaviour, are found to have an overall
marginal effect on swift trust. In both the traditional (Giddens, 1990; Mdllering, 2006) and in
the swift trust literature (Coppola et al., 2004; lacono and Weisband, 1997) the assumption
is widespread that early interaction of this kind is critical. Signalling-theory oriented trust
research (Six, 2007; Author A, 2012) would predict the same. However, this link is not borne
out by our data. Regression analysis did not indicate a meaningful association of these bases
with swift trust (with the exception of a positive association between active engagement
and the ability dimension of swift trust). For active engagement, correlational analysis even
identified negative effects on all three dimensions of swift trust.

Two possible explanations suggest themselves. It is conceivable that team members
themselves hold an expectation that not much time can be expended to "get to know each
other" in projects, such that apparently time-consuming trust signalling strategies would be
considered ineffective (or potentially even frowned upon). This would form an explanation
for lacono and Weisband's (1997) caution against team members trying to relate to their
team mates on a personal level. This will be true, too, of the kind of conscious "tests" of the
other's trustworthiness that Mollering (2006) describes as an option for gradual trust

building. The commonality between these two potential explanations would indeed tie back



to the distinguishing feature of swift trust, viz., time pressure. The findings for "as if"
behaviour are perhaps more surprising: classic social theorist Robert K. Merton (1948)
identified the power of self-fulfilling prophecies which occurred when people acted as if
something were true; our empirical research finds no evidence for such a mechanism in the
development of swift trust. While further study may be necessary to test these propositions,
our data is unequivocal on the fact that the active dimension described in much of the
recent literature on swift trust (e.g., Adobor and McMullen, 2002; Coppola et al., 2004) is

unlikely to yield any positive effects on swift trust.

5.4 Relative irrelevance of trusting predispositions

Previous studies had highlighted trusting predispositions as an important predictor of swift
trust (Greenberg et al., 2007; Li et al., 2009; Robert et al., 2009; Hyllengren et al., 2011).
While in the bivariate analyses dispositional trust was correlated with all three dimensions,
in the multivariate analyses it did not influence any of the dimensions of swift trust. Yet
dispositional trust was correlated with both role clarity and the "shadow of the future”,
which consistently influenced swift trust. Therefore, our findings suggest that the effect of
trusting predispositions on swift trust could be confounded with the effects of team
composition on swift trust.

This resonates with scepticism towards approaches such as McKnight et al.'s (1998),
who combine trusting predispositions with a whole host of further psychological
mechanisms and biases which may make swift trust (or what they call "initial" trust) more
likely. Here, and in newer contributions following them (e.g., Beck, 2006), swift trust can

sometimes seem to arise "automatically" or near-inevitably. Seeing that empirically swift



trust often fails to arise, and considering our findings, overly strong reliance on these bases
needs cautioning against.

Thus, while our findings are not suited to resolving the wider debate around the
explanatory power of trusting predispositions (see e.g. Lewicki et al., 2006), our data shows

that for the case of swift trust, these dispositions have no discernible effect.

Overall, thus, the results of our data analyses for the multivariate effects of all bases on swift
trust suggest that the most potent predictors are those bases which relate to the team
composition ex ante. By contrast, reputational and institutionally-based information as well
as active trust building strategies play a relatively marginal role in the development of trust
in the early stages of collaboration. Our findings decisively resolve the tension in the
literature on swift trust in favour of "imported", rather than actively created, bases of swift
trust. However, the fact that the bases of swift trust are external in nature does not mean
that they are unchangeable "givens" beyond the actors' reach. Team composition in
particular allows for an agentic use of externally given swift trust bases, setting the stage for

swift trust to occur.

Our findings have clear implications for management practice. The above discussion can be
used to construct an ideal-typical sequence of facilitating the occurrence of swift trust in
temporary groups. Given our findings, an effective use of externally given bases will likely lie
in the hands of the coordinator who assembles the team. General reputations of individuals,
supported by their educational and professional credentials, can form the basis for the
assumption that a member of the temporary team is competent to deliver what they are

relied on to deliver (ability dimension of swift trust). For swift trust which goes beyond this



into the dimensions of integrity and benevolence, the coordinator will need to pay particular
attention to the networks from which the team members are recruited: to what degree can
the team members expect future collaboration with the same individuals? The more
interconnected, directly or indirectly, participants to the networks are, the more likely they
are to be incentivised towards trustworthy behaviour as well as an expectation of
trustworthy behaviour by others based on the same logic. In choosing team members from
these networks, it will be equally important to ensure that each member will have a clearly
delineated role within the team. Subsequently, it will be worth spending time and energy on
devising clear roles for each team member before they meet for the first time, and
communicating these clearly to everybody involved. This sequence fits not only with the
insights derived here from the newer literature on swift trust; particularly the progression
from the preliminary establishment of comparatively "thin" competence-related forms to
"thick" goodwill-oriented forms of trust chimes with established models of trust building

(e.g., Lewicki and Bunker, 1996).

6. Conclusion

Our study set out to shed some light on, and give additional structure to, the academic
debate on swift trust. It was motivated by the perception that, despite the obvious
relevance of and interest in this topic in organisation and management research, the
literature since Meyerson et al.'s (1996) seminal chapter, had become increasingly
fragmented and was lacking coherence, or even communication among contributions

beyond the common referral back to Meyerson and colleagues.



In order to do so, an amalgamated overview over the literature was presented,
identifying seven bases of swift trust commonly used in the literature. A survey was
designed which covered all of these bases equally and measured the perceived degree of
swift trust retrospectively in the most recent projects of 172 project managers. Our findings
permitted the identification of new themes across groups of bases, which are more germane
to the context of swift trust as a distinct phenomenon, and as such permit the discussion of
swift trust from a novel angle. In particular, our findings revealed that the most consistent
positive effects on the formation of swift trust were exerted by bases relating to team
composition, and that in contrast, early interactions in the process of cooperation did not
possess any predictive power, a finding which is suited to resolving the inherent tension in
the literature between "imported" and actively created bases of swift trust.

The validity of our findings can be affected by a number of limitations of the research
design. First, we used one item-measures for the assessment of "active" and "as if" bases of
swift trust and two-item scales to measure institutional categories and "shadow of the
future" bases of swift trust. The validity of measurement could have been increased by using
multi-item scales with a more differentiated set of items. However, the two items that we
used to measure the influence of both institutional categories and the "shadow of the
future" were found to be strongly correlated (r = .78, r = .65), suggesting that there was a
high degree of internal consistency between the items that comprised the measures of
these bases. Second, the internal validity of our findings could have been increased by using
a more differentiated set of predictors of trust and control variables. However, the selection
of the predictors of trust was theoretically informed and regression models with
demographic and work-related control variables explained more than a half of variance in

the dimensions of swift trust. Third, the study is reliant on cross-sectional data; although we



take reasonable precautions against some of the weaknesses inherent in this method (such
as common methods variance) we cannot completely exclude the possibility that there exist
prior variables that we have not included in the regressions as controls that could be
producing spurious effects or suppressing genuine effects. Furthermore, with our medium-
sized sample, including any further variables in the model would reduce the power and
stability of the regressions3.

Clearly, more detailed work is needed on the development dynamics of swift trust
(Gammelgaard, 2010); the present study has merely been able to make a start to this
complex endeavour. As was evidenced by our approach, empirical studies may be helpful in
this quest for greater conceptual depth and clarity. However, it needs to be taken into
account that our study had to choose one empirical subject only — project managers, whose
working lives, while representative of some important tendencies of temporary organising
more broadly, are also likely to differ from those of other contexts in which swift trust is
likely to matter. Swift trust is not only a multi-faceted phenomenon, but also one likely to
change in shape and expression depending on its situated context. Thus, further studies of
swift trust in other empirical contexts are desirable. In view of the increasing prevalence of
temporary organisational forms in today's economy and society, swift trust deserves

increased conceptual and empirical attention in the future.
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Notes

! One of the two items in the “shadow of the future” scale concerns whether the respondent
would like to work with others in the future, which is arguably more about their affective
response rather than just likelihood of working together in the future. To check for this
possibility we re-ran the regressions omitting that suspect item, but reassuringly the results
were hardly changed.

2 The distribution of the DVs are fairly symmetrical with no outliers, so OLS and ordered logit
or probit are likely to give very similar results. With our relatively small sample size, the
power advantages and interpretability of OLS outweigh the hypothetical advantages of
those non-parametric methods.

3 One possibility that we took seriously was whether having previously worked with some or
all of the team members could be causing spurious relationships. The variable that asked
about this did show that in about a quarter of cases the respondent had worked with more
than half of the other team members before (but we don’t know whether they had worked
closely enough to form opinions on their trustworthiness). As a check we correlated this
variable with the three Swift Trust variables, and in all cases the correlations were small
(rhos <0.12) and not significant (ps > 0.13). We thus conclude that previous knowledge of
some of the members of a team is unlikely to be causing spurious effects, but this is clearly a

complex topic that could be explored in more detail in future research.



Table 1: Bases of swift trust

Basis of swift
trust

Key quotes from Meyerson et al. (1996)

Taken up in

Connection to
"traditional" trust

"one can presume that the other people in the setting are
trustworthy. If one acts toward them in a trusting manner, the
presumption of trust often acts like a self-fulfilling prophecy
and creates the trusting behavior that was presumed to be
there" (172)

Roles "people in temporary systems deal with one another more as Adobor and McMullen (2002), Coppola et al. (2004), Kramer (1999)
roles than as individuals" (173); Greenberg et al. (2007), Hirtz and Turoff (2002), lacono and
"Role-based interaction leads to more rapid development of Weisband (1997), Jarvenpaa and Leidner (1998), Xu et al.
trust" (181) (2007), Dionisi and Brodt (2008)
Institutional "expectations ... imported from other settings ... in categorical Coppola et al. (2004), Jarvenpaa and Leidner (1998), Xu et al. Kramer (1999),
categories forms" (174); consequence: "depersonalised trust based on (2007), Gammelgaard (2010), Hyllengren et al. (2011), Liet al. | Zucker (1986)
category membership" (174, citing Brewer); nature of (2009), Mitchell and Zigurs (2009), Robert et al. (2009)
categories: "institution-driven categories" (175)
Trusting "To reduce this uncertainty, people fall back on Greenberg et al. (2007), Xu et al. (2007), Hyllengren et al. Rotter (1967)
predispositions predispositions"; they "access over-learned tendencies and (2011), Li et al. (2009), Robert et al. (2009), Tatham and
cognitive structures that provide guidelines for trust or Kovacs (2010)
mistrust." (178)
Reputations and | "The smaller the labor pool or network from which personnel in | Greenberg et al. (2007), Jarvenpaa and Leidner (1998), Dionisi | Granovetter (1985),
the "shadow of | atemporary system are drawn, the more vulnerable the people | and Brodt (2008), Gammelgaard (2010), Perez-Nordvedt et al. | Burt and Knez
the future" who are drawn; the stronger the grounds for not expecting (2013), Tatham and Kovacs (2010) (1996)
harmful behavior, the more rapidly trust will develop" (181);
"Their reputation is entrusted to others who can do
considerable damage in multiple networks" (172)
Active "swift trust may be a by-product of a highly active, proactive, Adobor and McMullen (2002), Coppola et al. (2004), lacono Giddens (1990),
engagement enthusiastic, generative style of action" (180); and Weisband (1997), Jarvenpaa and Leidner (1998), Li et al. Mollering (2006)
"swift trust is less about relating than doing." (191) (2009), Mitchell and Zigurs (2009)
"As if" "In a temporary group, people often act as if trust were in Adobor and McMullen (2002), Xu et al. (2007) Mobllering (2006)
behaviour place." (186, emphasis in original);




Table 2. Measures of trust

Dimensions of swift
trust

Items

Swift trust

Only thinking about the EARLY STAGES of your involvement in the last project, how would you rate the following statements about other
members of the project team that you were actively involved with?
1. I could count on other members of the project team to help me if | had difficulties with my job [Benevolence].
| was concerned that they might try to sabotage or undermine the project [Benevolence, reverse].
| felt they were committed to the project [Benevolence].
They had a lot of knowledge about the kind of work that needed to be done [Ability].
They were successful in the things they tried to accomplish [Ability].
They exhibited competence in their jobs [Ability].
They were open and upfront with me [Integrity].
They kept the promises they made [Integrity].
They took actions that were consistent with their words [Integrity].

WooeNOUL AWM

Bases of swift trust

Items

Role clarity

Only thinking about the early stages of your involvement in the last project, how would you rate the following statements about other
members of the project team that you were actively involved with?

1. It was clear from the start who was responsible for which task.

2.  Members of the project team knew who they were reporting to.

3.  Members of the project team knew how to communicate important information.

Institutional categories
and reputations

Still thinking about those team members you were actively involved with in the project, but now focusing only on those who you had not

worked with before the project began, how would you rate the following statements? | knew whether or not | could trust them because...
1. ...of their membership of professional associations [category].

...of their qualifications [category].

...they had worked on successful projects before [reputation].

...I had heard people speak about them [reputation].

...l asked someone | know about them [reputation].
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Table 2 (continued).

Bases of swift trust

Items

Trusting predispositions

Now thinking about both your job and life outside of work, in your experience how true are the following statements:
1. Most people are honest in describing their experience and abilities.
2. Most people tell the truth about the limits of their knowledge.
3. Most people can be counted on to do what they say they will do.

"Shadow of the future"

To what extent do you agree with the following statements about the project and its outcomes:
1. Ithinkitis likely that | will work with the people involved in the project again in the future.
2. If I had the choice, | would like to work with the people involved in the project again in the future.

Active engagement

For the next few questions, please answer with respect to the people you were actively involved with as part of the project. Only thinking
about the early stages of your involvement in the last project, how would you rate the following statements about other members of the
project team that you were actively involved with?

-1 regularly put team members on the spot so | could see their true colours early on.

"As if" behaviour

Again, thinking only about those team members who you were actively involved with in the project but who you had not worked with
before the project began, how would you rate the following statements?
- just went in trusting them until | had better evidence.




Table 3. Means, standard deviations and correlations of study variables

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. Swift trust — Benevolence 5.53 1.15
2. Swift trust — Ability 5.42 1.13 .59%**
3. Swift trust — Integrity 5.09 1.28 .71%** B9 H*
4. Role clarity 5.13 1.21 .45%** .60*** .60***
5. Institutional categories 2.96 1.62 .03 .20* .15 .15
6. Trusting predispositions 4.92 1.03 .26%** 26%** 32H* 32H* .07
7. Reputations 4.68 1.40 .14 .19* .15 .10 RCH Aol .14
8. "Shadow of the future" 5.21 1.56 .56%** AfFE* S1E* RCH Rkl .03 .20* .19*
9. Active engagement 3.06 1.58 -.32%*** -17* -.18* -.15 .01 -.04 13 -.22%
10. "As if" behaviour 5.30 1.40 .13 .10 .06 .05 .15 27***% .03 .00
11. Gender 0.29 0.46 .10 .03 .10 -12 -.09 -14 -.08 17
12. Age 43.77 16.76 .19* 12 .19* 22%* .01 24%* -.07 -.06
13. Management of team members 2,51 1.26 -.10 .00 -.05 -.09 .05 -.01 -.10 -.02
14. Selection of team members 3.72 1.09 -.18* -.08 -.24%* -.25%* -.16* -.04 - 26%** -.25%*
15. Hours worked on project 29.20 18.34 -.01 -.03 .02 .00 -.10 -.04 .03 -.08
16. Number of people in project 61.02 99.08 .01 -.04 .03 .00 -.15 .10 -.02 -.01
17. Face-to-face interaction with peers 2.88 1.50 .06 -.03 .05 .09 -.05 -.09 -.03 .02

N = 171; *p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001.



Table 3 (continued). Means, standard deviations and correlations of study variables

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
1. Swift trust — Benevolence
2. Swift trust — Ability
3. Swift trust — Integrity
4. Role clarity
5. Institutional categories
6. Trusting predispositions
7. Reputations
8. "Shadow of the future"
9. Active engagement
10. "As if" behaviour -.09
11. Gender -.19* =11
12. Age .01 .14 -.20*
13. Management of team members -.16* =11 12 =11
14. Selection of team members -.05 .09 24%* -.18* 29%**
15. Hours worked on project 12 .10 -.05 23%** -.18* -.16*
16. Number of people in project .03 .08 -.10 17 -.20* -.12 33k
17. Face-to-face interaction with peers -.13 -.03 .02 .13 -.01 -.02 -.13 .10

N = 171; *p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001.



Table 4. OLS Regression analyses predicting dimensions of swift trust

Dimensions of swift trust

Benevolence Ability Integrity
b SE B Sig. b SE B Sig. b SE B Sig.

Role clarity 21 .07 .24 .002 .40 .06 .50 .000 A4 .07 .45 .000
Institutional categories .04 .05 .07 381 .07 .05 A1 129 .08 .05 A1 .101
Trusting predispositions -.02 .09 -.02 779 -.08 .08 -.08 310 .15 .09 12 .088
Reputations .08 .06 A1 .143 A1 .05 .16 .031 .04 .06 .05 433
"Shadow of the future" 31 .06 43 .000 .19 .05 .29 .001 .25 .06 31 .000
Active engagement -.14 .05 -.19 .014 -.04 .05 -.07 371 -.04 .05 -.05 485
"As if" behaviour .06 .07 .07 .389 .06 .07 .06 409 -.01 .07 -.01 .890
Gender .24 .18 .10 .183 12 .16 .05 A77 A4 .18 .16 .018
Age .01 .01 .14 .067 .00 .01 -.02 .793 .01 .01 .14 .046
Management of team members -.07 .07 -.08 .263 -.07 .06 -.08 .253 -.01 .07 -.01 .874
Selection of team members .04 .08 .04 .611 .15 .08 .16 .053 -.05 .08 -.05 .517
Hours worked on project .00 .00 .02 .802 .00 .00 -.05 483 .00 .00 .04 .586
Number of people in project .00 .00 -.02 .748 .00 .00 .01 .928 .00 .00 .02 .754
Face-to-face interaction with peers .01 .05 .01 .901 -.02 .05 -.02 .761 .00 .05 .00 .952
R? .50 .52 .59

AR? A4 .45 .54

N =168
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