[image: image1.wmf][image: image2.wmf][image: image3.jpg]}
A NATO
\4% OTAN



[image: image4.wmf]
Can You Work with Me?
The Effects of In-Group vs. Out-Group
in Developing Swift Trust for Global Virtual Teams
Can You Work with Me?
The Effects of In-Group vs. Out-Group
in Developing Swift Trust for Global Virtual Teams 

Can You Work with Me? The Effects of In-Group vs. Out-Group 
in Developing Swift Trust for Global Virtual Teams 

Dr. Norhayati Zakaria

Department of International Business

College of Business
Universiti Utara Malaysia

Sintok, 06010 Kedah

yati@uum.edu.my
Dr. Shafiz Affendi Mohd. Yusof

Department of Information Systems

College of Arts and Sciences
Universiti Utara Malaysia

Sintok, 06010 Kedah

shafiz@uum.edu.my
ABSTRACT

Trusting others during virtual collaboration provides a new reality for global virtual teams who are engaged in distributed and globally working environment. Trust takes a new perspective because teams need to develop ‘swift trust’ in order to enhance cross-organizational team performance and management with reduced costs in terms of time, geographical distance, and space. In this paper, we intend to examine the question of ‘how does a cultural value impact the ability to develop swift trust for global virtual teams?’ We primarily argue that team members encounter challenges of developing swift trust due to diverse cultural backgrounds. As such, we use cross-cultural theoretical lens to understand cultural impacts on swift trust formation. We propose that it is more challenging for high context culture who value relationship-building to develop swift trust. However, based on cultural theory, trust formation is facilitated for high context culture if people belong to their in-group such as family members, close friends, spouse and colleagues rather than if the people are totally strangers. On the opposite end, low context cultures that ascribe to individualism are more willing to develop swift trust if the goal is instrumental and focuses on task-orientation.  As a conclusion, we will summarize the paper by providing some implications to multinational corporations that desire to utilize global virtual teams as an innovative and competitive work structure. 

1.0
INTRODUCTION

In this paper, we will first introduce the phenomenon of global virtual teams in establishing swift trust and how cultural values impact the development of such trust. By highlighting such phenomenon, it is also of equal importance to establish a clear understanding of several underlying concepts and definitions such as global virtual teams, swift trust, and in-group and out-group.  Once the concepts are clearly introduced, in the second section, we will look at the phenomenon based on relevant cultural dimensions from cross-cultural theorists such as Hall (1976), Hofstede (1980), and Trompenaars (1994). With those theoretical lens, we can examine the impact of in-group and out-group cultural values on swift-trust formation when people engaged in virtual collaboration. In the third section, we will present several arguments that establish cultural do impact the ability to form swift trust within global virtual teams together with propositions based on theoretical lens. In the final section, we will conclude the paper by presenting the significance of building swift trust for global virtual teams and its impact on MNCs. 
 In multinational corporations (MNCs), global virtual teams are normally assembled on a temporary or ad-hoc basis within a short period of time, for example ranging from two to eight weeks. Members thus need to complete their tasks with high speed, efficiency, and effectiveness. Without doubt, managing global virtual teams is becoming incredibly challenging because members that come from different cultural backgrounds fail to develop a trusting relationship as quickly as the time they need to complete their projects assignments. Moreover, trusting behaviors are said to be rooted from one’s cultural values (Fukuyama, 1995). To further illustrate, for some cultures, it takes longer to develop a bond between members. Conversely, in other cultures, people only focus on tasks to be completed, and hence they are not concerned with relationship building. 

In their exploration on the issue of developing and maintaining trust in global virtual teams, Jarvenpaa and Leidner (1998) found that members do experience ‘swift trust’ in this new working structure. According to Meyerson, Weick and Kramer (1996), swift trust contradicts the traditional definition that hinges on building interpersonal relationship. Instead, swift trust ‘deemphasizes’ the interpersonal dimension. It is based on broad categories of social structures and actions. The main downfall of ‘swift trust’ is that it is fragile and temporal in nature.  Therefore, it is even more challenging to develop and maintain swift trust given the diverse cultural backgrounds that team members may confront and experience. Several literature reviews in the area of cross-cultural management and intercultural communication have clearly established that one of the hindering factors that influence teams’ performance is the teams’ inability to ‘trust’ within and among the members from divergent cultural backgrounds  (Fukuyama, 1996; Kim, Park & Suzuki, 1990; Gudykunst & Kim, 2002; Ting-Toomey, 1999). As DeSanctis & Poole (1997) argued, members that have heterogeneous background will normally take more time to establish trust than those from the homogenous background. Again, to emphasize, depending on members’ cultural backgrounds and communicative preferences, not all members are willing to develop swift trust or even capable of trusting strangers in a relatively quick manner in order to commit and carry out the tasks given. Therefore, the objective of this paper is to explore an overarching research question which is ‘How do cultural values facilitate or hinder the formation of swift-trust within global virtual teams?’
1.1 Conceptual Definitions

1.1.1 What is global virtual teams?

The concept of team is defined as a small collection of people at work (Powell, Piccoli & Ives, 2004).  Teams are important means of enhancing an organization’s creative and problem-solving capabilities (Jarvenpaa, Ives, & Pearlson, 1996, Zachary, 1998). Jarvenpaa & Leidner (1999) define three important characteristics of global virtual teams: (1) culturally diverse, (2) geographically dispersed, and (3) use electronic communication.  In their later work, Jarvenpaa and Leidner define a sub-type of team, ad-hoc or temporary, as one in which team members do not have a historical background and may not have future efforts together as a group (Lipnack & Stamps, 1997). In a similar vein, Maznevski and Chudoba (2000) define GVTs as groups that (1) are identified by their organization(s) and members as a team; (2) are responsible for making and/or implementing decisions important to the organization’s global strategy; (3) use technology-supported communication substantially more than face-to-face communication; and (4) work and live in different countries. CMC technology provides opportunities for people to collaborate without constraints of time and space.
1.1.2 What is swift trust?
Swift trust is an outcome of an ad-hoc or temporary teams that collaborate on important and complex tasks (Meyerson et al., 1996). Trust in this form cannot be developed at a normal pace since the length of time may vary. According to Adler (2007), swift trust normally takes place at the inception stage. Yet it is challenging to do so because the team members lack the historical backgrounds, composes of culturally diverse memberships, and operates on a complex, task non-routineness and interdependence projects. It is further suggested however that swift trust will enable members to initially look for external sources and perhaps a conducive condition for working together at a distance if the project needs to be completed in a rather short time (Greenberg, Greenberg & Antonucci, 2007) 

1.1.3 What is in-group vs. out-group?
The concept of in-group vs. out-group can be contexualized in respect to the cultural values such as individualism vs. collectivism (Hofstede, 1980). For collectivistic people, the concept of ‘in-group’ includes memberships belonging to families and friendship. For those members who are out of the circles mentioned above, the concept of ‘out-group’ includes strangers and acquaintances. Triandis, Bontempo, Villareal, Asai, & Lucca (1988) assert that the relationship between members is normally stable and consistent over time for in-group membership. For individualistic people, they belong to many in-group memberships without discriminating between the in-group and out-group. It was noted that findings from Gomez, Kirkman, and Shapiro (2000) has confirmed that when a team member is perceived as in-group, the collectivists gave evaluation to the members more generously as compared to individualistics. Moreover, the collectivistic value highly contributions that lead to relationship maintenance while individualistic valued task contributions.

2.0
APPLYING CROSS-CULTURAL THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

In this section, we will present several key cultural dimensions introduced by cross-cultural theorists namely Edward Hall (1976), Geert Hofstede (1980), and Fons Trompenaars (1994). Each of the theorists has introduced many cultural dimensions, for example, Hall has introduced three (3) cultural dimensions namely space, language, and time. For Hofstede, he has developed four (4) cultural dimensions such as power distance, uncertainty avoidance, individualism vs. collectivism, femininity vs. masculinity, and quality vs. quantity of life. Built on these two theories, Trompenaars has built seven (7) dimensions such as universal vs. particular, individualism vs. collectivism, affective vs. neutral, specific vs. diffuse, ascription vs. performance, sequential vs. synchronous (orientations to past, present and future), and control vs. success. In respect to explore the formation of swift trust within global virtual teams from cultural perspective, we will only look at the following key dimensions like high vs. low context, individualism vs. collectivism, and affective vs. neutral.  Only these dimensions are selected based on the relevance of exploring the impact of in-group vs. out-group on building swift trust in global virtual teams. 

2.1 Edward Hall (1976): High Context vs. Low Context

As an intercultural communication theorist, Edward Hall (1976) introduced a cultural dimension called ‘context.’ In this dimension, we will discuss the concept ‘context’ based on two extreme points which is high context and low context. However, it is useful to understand that context is a continuum concept in which the two points rest on and realistically, people can fall along the continuum from high to low context. In short, context explains messages that are either implied or verbally written or said. In another word, people who falls under the ‘context culture’ (high context) depends largely on messages that capitalize on non-verbal cues, either demonstrated by a person’s behavior or words. Words used often times are indirect, tactful, polite, and ambiguous. Conversely, the ‘content culture’ (low context), messages are directly interpreted from one’s word either written or verbal. Words used thus are direct, succinct, and specific. Some of the examples of high context culture refers to countries such as Malaysia, India, China, Sweden, Thailand and many more—where the majority countries comprise of the Eastern countries, where as low context culture refers to countries such as USA, UK, Germany, Australia and many more. 

High context people value relationship building before they collaborate or work together. They feel that knowing others at an interpersonal level will facilitate them in understanding and interpreting the meanings of the messages they receive (Gudykunst et al, 1997). The non-verbal cues such as body language, tone of voice, facial expressions, gestures are all important elements for effective intercultural communication. The information cues used by low context on the contrary is different. They do not place much importance on relationship, rather they prefer to conduct business or engage in collaboration through formal  agreement such as written contracts between two parties. Their purpose of collaboration is strongly dependent on the task or performance to achieve, and not on relationship.

2.2 Geert Hofstede (1980): Individualism vs. Collectivism


As an organizational and cross-cultural theorist, Geert Hofstede (1980) has conducted hundreds of research to examine the impact of cultural values on many aspects of organizational behaviors and management practices. He developed four cultural dimensions called power distance, uncertainty avoidance, individualism vs. collectivism, and masculinity vs. femininity. Each dimension provides cultural information on management practices. To illustrate, power distance explains the acceptance of unequal power distribution in the organizational structure, uncertainty avoidance relates to the level of risks and uncertainties that people are willing to accept, individualism vs. collectivism is concerned with the group of people that they take care or belong to, and masculinity vs. femininity further explains the level of commitment towards job.

In this paper, we are using one dimension called individualism vs. collectivism to illustrate the impact of cultural value on swift trust formation in virtual collaboration. Basically, individualism vs. collectivism dimension explains the ‘sense-of-belonging’ a person feels when it comes to job satisfaction and tasks. For example, high context cultures would normally prefer to work with the groups of people such as spouse, family, and close friends, as previously defined as in-group. They also feel more comfortable to achieve their task through collective efforts. On the other hand, individualistic value thrives on single-handed or independent effort. Unlike high context culture, low context culture value autonomous thinking and thus they are more favorable of making individual decisions. On the contrary, consensus building is the nature of decision making processes that are taken up by collectivistic culture—countries that fall the same as in high context culture. 

2.3 Fons Trompenaars (1994): Affective vs. Neutral


Based on Hall’s and Hofstede’s work, Fons Trompenaars further elaborate the dimensions into seven cultural perspectives with some overlapping dimensions. In a similar vein, his work is also based on organizational perspectives. The dimensions are known as universal vs. particular, individualism vs. collectivism, affective vs. neutral, specific vs. diffuse, ascription vs. performance, sequential vs. synchronous (orientations to past, present and future), and control vs. success. The first five dimensions listed above are orientations which cover the behaviors and relationship when people deal with others. It describes human relationships as described by Talcot Parson’s theory. Basically, the five dimensions explain the differences in cultural values when it comes to conducting business and understanding diverse management practices. 

In this paper, again we will only use a similar cultural dimension across the other two cultural theorists abovementioned. Hence, we chose a cultural value called affective vs. neutral to illustrate the importance of in-group vs. out-group for swift trust formation. For example, high context culture depends largely on collective efforts and thus they prefer to establish relationship prior to taking up any tasks assigned to them. The element such as ‘affective’ places high value on relationship-orientation. It becomes the crucial basis of trusting the members in a team. Without it, the collectivistic members find it challenging to establish trust, even more the virtual trust. Conversely, people who place greater emphasis on ‘neutral’ element in virtual collaboration much prefer to take into account only the task to be accomplished.  Hence, instrumental goal becomes the basis of virtual collaboration. What matters to the low context culture as individualistic is that people can achieve reciprocal goals between tasks and personal interests (Zakaria, Stanton & Sarkar-Barney, 2003).
3.0 
DISCUSSION: Cultural impacts on building swift trust on global virtual teams

Studies have shown that swift trust is a ‘prerequisite’ factor to enhance performance when people work together (Adler, 2007; Laat, 2005; Greenberg, Greenberg & Antonucci, 2007; Remiez, Stam & Laffey, 2007, Young, 2006). According to Laat (2005), condition and challenges to establish trust is different, dependent on factors like social setting, identity, age, race, gender (Laat, 2005). When we talk about trust in the distributed environment, the concept of trust takes a new meaning as Jarvenpaa suggested that ‘swift trust’ is a more viable form of trust. Therefore, in order to develop swift trust, time is of an essence. Global virtual teams who desire to operate on ad-hoc basis where projects need to be completed in a quick manner need to formulate means or strategies to develop trust relatively quicker than face-to-face operations so that performance can be enhanced or maintained. Yet, not all cultures can develop trust in a quick manner unless the source of trust has strong ‘in-group’ relationship.  Global virtual teams are assembled in totally different manner compared to the common face-to-face structure in MNCs. With distributed environment, teamwork not only needs to deal with the use of various technologies, but also need to acculturate and adapt to the diversity of cultural values that exist among team members. The two combinations—technology and culture, sometimes create more intense challenges to building effective teamwork at a distance. If developing swift trust in the emerging distributed teams is challenging, the formation of trust among team members that have different cultural backgrounds becomes more intensified because social and personal expectations, source of trust, and credibility are all established in different ways (Zuckerman & Higgins, 2002). The key question hence is “how does swift trust is affected by cultural values?” 

In this paper, we want to examine whether or not cultural does impact the formation of swift trust in the globally distributed collaboration environment for global virtual teams.  Studies have shown that teams often times faced many challenges in forming trust because they have different expectations, communication styles, preferences for collaboration as well as motivations to trust partners that they work together with (Adler, 2007; Greenberg, Greenberg & Antonucci, 2007; Jeffries & Reed, 2000). Furthermore, Jarvenpaa and Leidner’s (1998) findings showed that culture is an insignificant factor that predicts the perceived level of trust in global virtual teams. They allege that in an electronic communication environment, culture is less salient or significant, where as our paper argues the opposite view (Amant, 2002, Cogburn, 2003, Zakaria & Mohd. Yusof, 2005; Zakaria, 2006). Essentially, Hall (1976) argued that people who demonstrate high context communication behaviors rely primarily on the non-verbal aspects of messages and the contextual value of information. In this case, relationship building-orientation takes precedence over task-orientation. Questions such as who, what, when, why and how need to be critically examined in order to build trusting relationship among team members. Not only that, in the new work structure that relies on non-collocated teams with diverse cultural values, trust is becoming one of the key ingredients that contribute to the success of team performance. Developing trust in a relatively quick manner has high impacts on the different cultural values that each member has.

One of the important aspects to consider in terms of the cultural values is the concept of in-group vs. out-group. Essentially, family members, close friends and colleagues, all known as the ‘in-group’ are most important to build trust for high context members as compared to strangers—the out-group members (Triandis, et al, 1988). It is very important to note that the concept of ‘in-group’ helps reduces the feeling of anxiety and uncertainties about the other person if she or he is unknown to oneself. As such, the more you know about a person, the less anxiety you will be (Gudykunst, 1996). With less or no information about another person, it is hard to anticipate or predict the outcome of a relationship or goal. In this regard, ‘strangers’ would create more anxieties than people who are familiar or close to a person, for example belonging to the in-group membership. As Kanter (1972) have long observed, she provided similar observations about the issue of trust. For example, people would prefer someone who are similar to themselves in the absence of information (Stafsudd, 2006). In this respect, homogeneity is a highly acceptable factor for inducing trust among teams in large organizational setting as opposed to small organizational setting. On the other hand, for small organizations, heterogeneity is far more accepted because it is more convenient and much easier or faster to get to know people at a personal level (Stafsud, 2006) as compared to large organizations. Therefore we propose that:

Proposition 1: High context people is likely to develop swift trust if the members belong to in-group because they would feel more familiar as they learn to get to know the person at an interpersonal level (e.g. family members, spouse, close friends, and colleagues).

Proposition 2: High context people are reluctant to develop swift trust with out-group--people who they do not know because it will create anxieties and uncertainties (e.g. strangers, acquaintances).

Low context communication behaviors on the other hand focus on task orientation rather than relationship building. They look for the verbal aspects of communication and they do not make a distinction between the concepts of in-group vs. out-group. What matters to the low context people are the instrumental goals in which they value and perceived highly than the affective goals (e.g. relationships) when developing trust in global virtual team environment (Zakaria, Stanton & Sarkar-Barney, 2003). Kim, Park and Suzuki (1990) argue that individualistic cultures value task inputs rather than working on relationship building and maintenance. In other words, individualistic or low context people are less concerned with affective cues. Instead they are more concerned with effectiveness and efficiency in terms of tangible outcome like performance-based of the global virtual teams. Hofstede (1980) strongly believe that individualistic are neither reliant on team memberships, nor are they dependent on harmonious and cohesive situations.  Their goals are very objective focusing on what and how many tasks to accomplish. McClelland and Boyatzis (1984) hence propose that individualistic managers do not strive on personal affiliation which is the necessary ingredients or characteristic for collectivistic culture.  What is more important is the individual achievement and personal aspiration. Thus, swift trust that promotes highly on task completion and not on relationship building becomes a more desirable outcome to global virtual teams that ascribe to the individualistic culture.

With such empirical support, we suggest that:

Proposition 3:  People are likely to develop swift trust based on instrumental objective which is highly dependent on performance or task orientation.  

Proposition 4: People are less keen to develop swift trust based on affective objective because it involves a relationship-orientation which takes a longer time to develop.

4.0 
IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSION


Global virtual teams are considered as an innovative work structure as well as strategic ways of enhancing organizational performance and profitability of multinational corporations (MNCs). Organizations frequently utilize this common form of non-collocated teams because organizational realizes that the distributed structure can reduce cost of traveling, expatriate training, and culture shock. Yet at the same time, organizations can increase flexibility, mobility and collaboration among members by creating synergistic values from their competencies without barriers of geographical distance, time, and space. In this respect, MNCs need to develop multicultural competencies that can facilitate the trusting behaviors among global virtual teams. MNCs need to ensure that people are equipped with cross-cultural training in order to build swift trust. Unlike before, team members might have the luxury of taking their time to develop a trusting relationship within members, learn about each other’s behaviors, and have historical work experiences. In essence, MNCs need to realize that without a quick trusting relationship built between and within team members who work in a distributed work environment, it is a challenge for them to contribute and perform at their best within a short period of time for many more complex projects. The virtual trust built between members enables them to collaborate effectively and efficiently in order to achieve the goals of the organization. 

As previously mentioned, building virtual trust itself is difficult, what more to develop swift trust in a rather short time frame and with strangers. The barriers are deeply-rooted from a person’s cultural background.  Hence there are two key questions--for the individualistic culture, it is ‘Can you work with me?’ and for the collectivistic culture, it is ‘Can we work together’ evidently provide some implications to MNCs when assembling global virtual teams. Cultural values thus become a critical factor for organizations to consider because different cultures have different expectations, purposes, and objectives.  In essence, cultural values become one of the antecedents to the development of swift trust within global virtual teams. As a concluding remark, we provide a summary on the impact of cultural values on the development of swift trust for global virtual teams (refer to Table 1.0).

Table 1: Understanding the impact of cultural values on development of swift trust within global virtual teams






       CULTURAL VALUES

	
	High Context
Culture
	Low Context
Culture


	
High
Trust
	People are likely to develop swift trust if the members are in-group because they would be familiar and know the person personally (e.g. family members, spouse, close friends, and colleagues).


	People are likely to develop swift trust based on instrumental objective which is highly dependent on performance or task orientation.  



	Low
Trust

	People are reluctant to develop swift trust with out-group--people who they do not know because it will create anxieties and uncertainties (e.g. strangers, acquaintances).


	People are less keen to develop swift trust based on affective objective because it involves a relationship-orientation which takes a longer time to develop.
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