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Abstract

Past research shows self-awareness is associated
with aspects of trustworthiness. Recent qualitative data
show this to be the case in computer-mediated, ad hoc
contexts.  Thus, experimental  follow-up  with
manipulations of partner behavior and self-awareness
was needed. A 2 (partner behavior: trustworthy,
untrustworthy) x 2 (self-awareness: high, low) between-
subjects, online experiment was conducted to
investigate the role of self-awareness in the trust
process.  Self-awareness  significantly  affected
perceptions of partner integrity and benevolence in ad
hoc interactions before task engagement commenced.
Although partner behavior affected task-relevant
criteria, self-awareness did not moderate this main
effect potentially due to the robust partner behavior
effect. Self-awareness shapes initial ad hoc interactions,
both  cognition- and  affect-based
trustworthiness. Training and education regimens
should investigate ways to promote self-awareness in
computer-mediated, ad hoc teams to connote
trustworthiness amongst partners.

Keywords: Self-Awareness, Swift Trust, Ad Hoc
Teams, Computer-mediated Interaction.

1. Introduction

Distributed work is increasingly common and
necessary for organizational success. For example,
classrooms and defense agencies have leveraged
distributed work to adapt to global pandemics (Pham et
al., 2020) and centralized intelligence vulnerabilities
(AFWERX, 2019), respectively. Effective distributed
work necessitates effective collaboration between
parties. To ensure effective collaboration, parties can
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leverage appropriate trust to accomplish mission
success without depleting resources (Mayer & Gavin,
2005). In contexts comprising fast-changing constraints
and team (dis)assembly, identifying what leads to
appropriate trust is crucial for forming and preserving
relations. Thus, research on swift trust in ad hoc
interactions is important (Bloomqvist & Cook, 2018),
and researchers have identified antecedents to swift trust
(e.g., Capiola et al., 2020).

The present work isolates one antecedent to swift
trust — self-awareness. We discuss the trust and swift
trust literatures and how self-awareness has been
identified as an antecedent of swift trust (Capiola et al.,
2020) and may moderate the trust process. We then
present results of an experiment and its implications for
distributed work from a human-centered perspective.

1.1. Trust and Swift Trust

Trust is the willingness to accept vulnerability
(Mayer et al., 1995). In their model, Mayer and
colleagues situate trust as the mediator of antecedents to
and consequences of trust. Consequences concern trust
actions (i.e., Dbehavioral risk-taking), whereas
antecedents describe the trustor’s perceptions of the
referent’s trustworthiness, namely their ability (how
competent are they?), benevolence (do they have my
best interest in mind?), integrity (do acceptable
principles guide their behavior?), as well as the trustor’s
propensity to trust others in general. Antecedents
predict trust, which in turn predict consequences, and
the result of those consequences update the trustor’s
perceptions of the trustee and inform subsequent
interactions. For a schematic of this model, see Mayer
et al. (1995, p. 715). Meta-analytic data show support
for this model in organizational (Colquitt et al., 2007)
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and team contexts (De Jong et al., 2016), and recent
experimental data has demonstrated the manipulation
effects of trustworthiness on the trust process (Alarcon
et al., 2022). The current manuscript focuses on
antecedents to trust, specifically how antecedents
predict fast-formed trust in ad hoc contexts.

Swift trust describes trust formed quickly between
parties with little to no information about one another
(Meyerson et al., 1996). Parties assembled ad hoc work
for a finite time. Thus, trust formed swiftly in these
contexts was initially hypothesized to be different from
trust formed in interpersonal and organizational
contexts. Since Meyerson et al.’s publication,
researchers have investigated swift trust formed in a
variety of contexts. In general, social norms and general
tendencies/traits are shown to predict trust-relevant
criteria in ad hoc teams (Crisp & Jarvenpaa, 2013).
Despite views that antecedents to trust might not be
relevant in ad hoc interactions (Robert et al., 2009),
recent qualitative work demonstrates ability,
benevolence, and integrity are relevant for trust
formation in distributed ad hoc military teams (Capiola
et al, 2020), and quantitative data found these
antecedents are relevant for trust at dyad formation
(Capiola et al., 2023). Schoorman et al. (2007)
explained that some antecedents to trust (ability,
integrity) may be more predictive of trust early in
relationships  before information on a party’s
benevolence can be garnered, aligning with work on
trust in virtual teams (Jarvenpaa et al., 1998) and
evidencing support for cognition-based antecedents
being associated with performance in simulated
marketplaces (Kanawattanachai & Yoo, 2002). A
review article explicates why swift trust is important in
a variety of contexts and points to the need for research
in contexts of interest (Blomqvist & Cook, 2018). We
investigated this in our current work, specifically testing
how self-awareness relates to trust-relevant criteria and
examining its moderating role on the trust process in ad
hoc computer-mediated collaborations.

1.2. Self-awareness and Swift Trust Formation

To identify antecedents to swift trust, Capiola et al.
(2020) performed a cognitive task analysis (CTA) of
former defense intelligence officers who had worked in
high stakes distributed ad hoc teams. For a graphical
display of antecedents to swift trust in ad hoc teams,
including their conceptual overlap with traditional
antecedents from Mayer et al.’s (1995) model, see
Capiola et al. (2020, p. 232). In their CTA, Capiola et
al. identified self-awareness as an antecedent to swift
trust. Self-awareness comprised example characteristics
such as being humble and admitting mistakes, and
Capiola et al. called for more research on this factor.

Self-awareness has been discussed as one of the
main components of empathy (Decety & Jackson,
2004). It requires an understanding of one’s strengths
and also one’s weaknesses (Goleman et al., 2002).
Scharmer (2016) created the management tool Theory
U as a framework for understanding participant self-
awareness. The theory has three movements: observing,
self-reflecting, and acting. Crook et al. (2021) advanced
Theory U to Theory O by suggesting that the addition of
feedback loops would emphasize the process of
developing self-awareness and the importance of trust
throughout this process.

Crook et al.’s (2021) findings have implications for
information technology (IT) contexts. Their semi-
structured interviews were conducted on leaders in
information communication technology settings.
Moreover, the emerging hybrid work environment post
Covid-19 pandemic provides further impetus for
investigating what constructs afford trust in computer-
mediated work. The importance of perceived self-
awareness of IT managers has been identified in past
work (Sosik & Jung, 2003), as impression management
(i.e., behaviors people direct toward others to maintain
a positive perception of themselves; Jones & Pittman,
1982) and self-awareness are uniquely emphasized by
IT consultants (Clark & Salaman, 1998). Sosik and Jung
(2003) investigated the relationship between manager
self-ratings on a variety of characteristics and compared
them to their subordinates’ ratings of their character,
leading to a self-other correspondence measure of self-
awareness. Results showed that agreement between
these two ratings was associated with different
impression =~ management  strategies  supervisors
undertook. It should be noted that Sosik and Jung’s
operationalization of self-awareness overlaps with
integrity, that is, a correspondence between trustor and
trustee in terms of the trustor’s perception of the
trustee’s principles and consistent values. Other
researchers have discussed the implications of self-
awareness for leaders and organizations (e.g., Caldwell,
2009) stating that self-awareness is important for
establishing relationships and keeping trust, and other
research has found that self-awareness positively
influences affective trust in teams (Barczak et al., 2010).

Relevant to ad hoc teams, Capiola et al. (2020)
found self-awareness overlapped with Mayer et al.’s
(1995) conceptualization of integrity, noting that those
who admit to not possessing all the answers connote
honesty and sound judgment (Capiola et al., 2020, p.
235). These are characteristics of integrity (Mayer et al.,
1995), and Capiola et al. (2020) note the conceptual
connection between self-awareness and integrity
constructs. In the present work, we move beyond
qualitative data and expect self-awareness to be
quantitatively related to integrity. We follow Capiola et
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al.’s qualitative analysis with quantitative analysis,
hypothesizing a main effect of a self-awareness
manipulation on constructs in the trust process.

H1: Prior to a trust manipulation, self-awareness is
positively related to integrity perceptions, trust, and
trust actions.

1.3. Self-awareness Moderates the Trust
Process

Confidence is associated with trust in business
contexts (Kahneman et al., 2011). Past work on financial
advisors shows that confident advisors are preferred
over unconfident ones (Price & Stone, 2004; Tetlock &
Gardner, 2015). However, overconfidence in contexts
rife with inherent uncertainty can suggest that someone
ought not to be trusted (Gaertig & Simmons, 2018).
Across eleven experiments, Gaertig and Simons (2018)
found when advisors expressed uncertainty, they were
not viewed less favorably so long as that uncertainty was
appropriate and informative (i.e., expressed in ranges,
probabilities, or likelihoods). Thus, confidence
appropriately couched in uncertain terms is not
necessarily rejected.

Additional research has shown that admission of
uncertainty, mistakes, or self-criticism led to higher
trustworthiness perceptions (e.g., Steijaert et al., 2021).
Furthermore, investigating eyewitness testimony has
demonstrated people lose credibility when they are
found incorrect after seeming confident in a decision
more so than those who were less confident (Tenney et
al., 2007), demonstrating the importance of calibrated
confidence. These conclusions overlap with the
qualitative findings of Capiola et al. (2020) in that self-
awareness may connote integrity. Though the
participants in Tenney et al.’s (2007) research were
reading from experimental law cases, the ad hoc nature
of the interchange shows the importance of self-
awareness in relying on another’s actions. Tenney et al.
offered two possible mechanisms for why the results
occurred: either people are poorly calibrated in their
metacognition when they are confident yet err, or they
might be inferred to have poor intent or be deceptive due
to self-interest. While the former characterizes ability in
the trust process, the latter characterizes benevolence.
These antecedents predict trust as well as trust actions
directly (Colquitt et al., 2007), and understanding how
they are shaped illuminates the process by which trust
facilitates action.

It may be that confidence coupled with follow-
through equates to calibrated confidence. In the present
research, if word-deed alignment is upheld in terms of
brazen confidence followed by benevolent action (i.e.,
trustworthy behavior), people may sense this as a cue of
integrity and benevolence and be more likely to trust and

reciprocate. Moreover, ability perceptions may, too, be
enhanced when confidence is coupled with follow-
through (Gaertig & Simmons, 2018). However, it may
be that for self-awareness to moderate the trust process,
interactions must deviate from the status quo such as a
mistake taking place (Hendriks et al., 2016) or a reform
intention being expressed (Altenmiiller et al., 2021).
Thus, contexts in which trust is violated may offer a
boundary condition in which self-awareness moderates
the trust process, whereby conditions in which trust is
upheld suppress this effect and no differences will be
detected between levels of self-awareness. Thus, we
posit the following research question:

RQI: Do people perceive those with low and high
self-awareness differently in terms of their ability,
benevolence, and integrity, trust them differently, and
engage in different trust behaviors in conditions where
trust is upheld?

We hypothesize that people who have high self-
awareness are perceived to have lower ability when they
violate trust, but those who have low self-awareness will
have lower benevolence and integrity when they violate
trust. Ultimately, we should also see the same
interaction pattern on the trust and trust action criteria as
we do on the benevolence and integrity criteria.

H2: Self-awareness will moderate the effect of
partner behavior, such that those who violate trust with
high (low) self-awareness will be perceived to have less
ability (benevolence) and more (less) integrity
compared to those with low (high) self-awareness.

H3: Self-awareness will moderate the effect of
partner behavior, such that those who violate trust with
low self-awareness will be trusted less and receive fewer
trustworthy behaviors from their partners compared to
those with high self-awareness.

1.4. The Present Research

We assembled ad hoc dyads comprising one
participant and one confederate partner. Participants
were told they were playing a novel game with their
partner. The partner would evidence low or high self-
awareness prior to beginning the task with the
participant. Across two rounds of the task, their
confederate partner would offer trustworthy or
untrustworthy behavior. The experiment allowed us to
quantify the effect of self-awareness in team formation
and investigate its moderating effect on the trust process
in a computer-mediated context.
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2. Method

2.1. Participants

The experiment was administered online utilizing
Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk). MTurk is a
crowdsourcing  platform  where workers (i.e.,
participants) can complete Human Intelligence Tasks
(HITs) and receive compensation. We required
participants to be in the United States, speak English,
and aged 18 to 99. The HIT was only available from
8:00 am to 5:00 pm EST since participants were under
the impression they were paired with a human partner.
The partner was a confederate, which we describe
below. To ensure efficient data collection, we leveraged
CloudResearch (Litman et al., 2017) which integrates
with MTurk in online data collection. This protocol was
approved by the Air Force Research Laboratory
Institutional Review Board (FWR20200187E, v1.02).

An a priori power analysis using G*Power 3.1
(Faul et al., 2009) showed we required 128 participants
assuming a medium effect size (f=.25), power = .8, and
alpha = .05, with numerator df= 1 and four groups. Data
were collected and inspected for completeness and
quality (see Data Cleaning section) until the desired N
was achieved. Participants were aged 21-71 (M =37.13,
SD = 10.42), and 39.8% identified as female.
Participants were compensated $3.00 base pay plus a
$2.20 bonus (the highest amount they could earn based
on performance) since they were paired with a
confederate partner with pre-recorded behaviors.

2.2. Task

MTurk workers completed an adaptation of the
Puzzle Task (Capiola et al., 2023), a computer-mediated
game where two players match tetromino pieces to earn
money for themselves and their partner. Players are
provided with a bank of puzzle pieces that can be
matched into the group or individual puzzle by clicking
and dragging pieces on top of the corresponding match
(Figure 1).

Individual Puzzle [Group Puzzie

AV LA
§*.7‘\' PN
ol oa

Lo 1r%

Figure 1. Puzzle Task trial screen.

Progress in the group puzzle benefits both players,
while progress in the individual puzzle benefits the
individual only. Both players complete the task
simultaneously and have 60 seconds to match pieces.
Participants receive $0.04 for correctly matched pieces
in the individual puzzle, which consists of 20 pieces. For
the group puzzle, participants split $0.06 ($0.03 per
player) for each piece correctly matched. Each player
has access to half of the group puzzle (10 pieces) so that
both players can evenly contribute to the group puzzle
(i.e., 20 pieces). When a player does not match a piece
in the group puzzle, they penalize their partner $0.03 for
each unmatched piece. At the end of each round,
participants are provided with the results of the trial. The
results page displays the participants’ performance,
their partner’s performance, and any penalty received
(Figure 2).

e 11120 127
Mistakes: 0 Mistshos:  ©
Unplaced: 520 Unpiacea: 520

VAT R Y gV AT Y 4 ul 2a

L L Na”
~ ‘V \ ~ .V \N A\~ 8y

Figure 2. Post-trial results.

2.3. Independent Variables

2.3.1. Partner Self-awareness. Partner self-
awareness was a between-subjects manipulation
comprising two levels: low and high. In our study, self-
awareness was manipulated (see Table 1) using a chat
interface presented after the practice trial. In the chat,
canned responses were presented to each participant
after they sent the confederate a message of their own
and a duration of 25 seconds had passed. The minimum
25-second delay to receive a confederate message was
set to maintain the guise that the confederate partner
took time to read and type. To generate these canned
responses, we used the definition of self-awareness
outlined by Capiola and colleagues (2020): “perceptions
that the teammate approaches problems with intuition
and innovation while maintaining awareness of their
abilities and limitations,” along with perusing
qualitative data collected in a previous effort (Capiola et
al., 2023).

Table 1. Partner self-awareness manipulation.
Low Self-awareness Chat High Self-awareness Chat
Message Message
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“Hey, I haven't played this
game before. I'm guessing
you haven't either. Either
way, Il be good at this.
There's no way this is gonna
be hard, we're gonna be
fine. I got this whole thing
figured out. I mean, who
would make a mistake on
this? I bet I could do both
puzzles by myself, but we

“Hey, I haven't played this
game before. I'm guessing
you haven't either. Either
way, I'll do my best. I don't
know if you think this is
gonna be hard but let's be
ready. I'm sure you're
figuring this out as we go
like me. Hey, no one's
perfect, but let's do our best.
It looks like this game

should work together.” requires some teamwork, so
we should work together.”
2.3.2. Partner Behavior. Partner behavior was a

between-subjects manipulation with two levels:
trustworthy and untrustworthy behavior. We randomly
assigned participants to experience trustworthy or
untrustworthy partner behavior in the first and second
experiment round results page that displayed the
partner’s contribution to the group puzzle. In both
conditions, the partner matched 8 out of 10 pieces in the
group puzzle during the practice trial. In both
experiment trials, the trustworthy partner matched 10
pieces into the group puzzle and the untrustworthy
partner matched 3 pieces into the group puzzle.

2.4. Dependent Variables
All dependent variables were assessed with a 5-
point agreement scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 =

strongly agree) except trust actions; see Table 2.

Table 2. Dependent variables.

Criteria

Self-Awareness Manipulation Check
My partner seems modest.
My partner is realistic about their capabilities.
My partner thinks they have all the answers.
My partner seems to have good instincts.

Trustworthiness
Ability: My partner is capable of performing well in
this task.
Benevolence: My partner will go out of their way to
help me in this task.
Integrity: My partner will be fair in this task.

Trust
1 am willing to rely on my partner in this task, even
though I cannot monitor their actions.

Trust Actions
Assessed by the number of puzzle pieces contributed
to the group puzzle; more matches indicate more
behavioral trust.

Note. Constructs are bold; specific items are italicized.

2.5. Procedure

Participants accepted the HIT from MTurk and
clicked on a link that directed them to a website
designed for the task. We used OnWebChat.com (an
online chat service) to have participants request a code
to begin the task. This was done so only one participant
took part in the study at a time and to prevent bots from
entering the website. Participants entered the code to
access the first part of the study, which consisted of a
demographic questionnaire, a Puzzle Task tutorial, and
a 4-question knowledge check that ensured participants
understood the task. Upon completion, participants were
notified to request a second code to proceed to the actual
experiment. Once the code was provided, participants
began the Puzzle Task experiment and were informed
that their (ostensible) partner had also been granted
access to the task. Participants completed one practice
round and two experimental rounds of the task and
received feedback on their performance along with their
partner’s  performance. Following each trial,
trustworthiness and trust were assessed. Upon
completion of the study, participants were debriefed and
compensated.

2.6. Data Cleaning

Data were removed from the dataset if participants
did not complete the study, completed the study more
than once, failed to match any puzzle pieces (in either
puzzle) in two or more trials, or missed three or more
survey questions following each trial. Data from seven
participants were removed based on these criteria. We
collected data until the sample comprised 128
participants for adequate power.

3. Results

Independent samples ¢-tests were conducted in
RStudio (RStudio Team, 2020) using the /essR package
(Gerbing, et al., 2021) to assess the self-awareness
manipulation check and test H/. Descriptive statistics
can be found in Table 3, and the results of the 7-tests can
be found in Table 4. A 2 (partner behavior: trustworthy,
untrustworthy) x 2 (self-awareness: high, low) between-
subjects analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted
in RStudio (RStudio Team, 2020) using the afex
package (Singmann et al., 2015) to answer RQ/ and test
H?2 and H3. Descriptive statistics for the trustworthy and
untrustworthy partner conditions can be found in Tables
5 and 6, respectively, and the results of the ANOVAs
can be found in Table 7.
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Table 3. Descriptive statistics for criteria at low and high
levels of self-awareness, pre-partner behavior

Table 5. Descriptive statistics for criteria across levels of
self-awareness for trustworthy partners.

manipulation. High Low
High Self- Low Self- Self-Awareness Self-Awareness
Awareness Awareness Criterion M SD n M SD n
Criterion M SD M SD Ability 462 0.61 32 442 0.89 31
Ability 4.00 0.69 3.98 0.61 Benevolence 406 1.11 32 419 091 31
Benevolence 3.94 0.69 3.60 0.75 Integrity 4.31 1.03 32 426 0.86 31
Integrity 4.03 0.57 3.70 0.66 Trust 410 1.08 31 419 087 31
Trust 3.80 0.82 3.78 0.79 Trust actions 534 375 32 519 321 32
Trust actions 4.64 4.08 5.03 3.53
Note. High Self-Awareness n = 64; Low Self-Awareness n = Table 6. Descriptive statistics for criteria across levels of
63. self-awareness for untrustworthy partners.

Table 4. Results of independent samples t-tests on criteria,
pre-partner behavior manipulation.

Criterion df t p d

Ability 1,125 0.14  .891 0.02
Benevolence 1,125 2.62 .010 0.46
Integrity 1,123 3.01 .003 0.54
Trust 1,125 0.13  .89%4 0.02
Trust actions 1,126  -0.58  .563 0.10

3.1. Manipulation Check

Participants in the high self-awareness condition
rated their partner as more self-aware (M = 4.06, SD =
0.51) than those in the low self-awareness (M =2.95, SD
= 0.80) condition, #(125) = 9.33, p < .001. The self-
awareness manipulation exhibited a strong effect (d =
1.66), and the 4-item scale was reliable (a = .77).

3.2. Main Effects of Self-awareness, Pre-
Partner Behavior Manipulation

Following the self-awareness manipulation, but
prior to the partner behavior manipulation, we assessed
participant perceptions of their partner’s integrity, trust,
and trust actions. Participants in the high self-awareness
condition had a significantly higher rating of their
partner’s integrity (M = 4.03, SD = 0.57) than those in
the low self-awareness (M = 3.70, SD = 0.66) condition,
t(123) = 3.01, p < .01, d = 0.54. Interestingly,
participants in the high self-awareness condition had a
significantly higher rating of their partner’s benevolence
(M = 3.94, SD = .69) than those in the low self-
awareness (M = 3.60, SD = 0.75) condition, #(125) =
2.61, p < .01, d = 0.46; yet, this was not the case for
those assigned to the high versus low self-awareness
condition on the ability criterion. Participants in the high
self-awareness condition did not significantly differ in
trust toward their partner or trust actions than those in
the low self-awareness condition. Together, we found
partial support for H1.

High Low
Self-Awareness Self-Awareness
Criterion M SD n M SD n
Ability 3.94 1.01 32 3.59 1.07 32
Benevolence 2.72 1.20 32 247 1.16 32
Integrity 3.19 1.06 32 272 1.22 32
Trust 322 1.04 32 271 1.19 31

Trust actions 372 325 32 381 321 32

Table 7. Results of two-way ANOVA on criteria.

Criterion / Predictor df F p Ny
Ability

Partner Trustworthiness 1,123 2177 <001 .15
Self-Awareness 1,123 2.87 .093 .02
Partner

Trustworthiness*Self- 1,123 0.18 671 .00
Awareness

Benevolence

Partner Trustworthiness 1,123 61.62 <001 .33
Self-Awareness 1,123 0.09 761 .00
Partner

Trustworthiness*Self- 1,123 0.95 332 .01
Awareness

Integrity

Partner Trustworthiness 1,123 50.89 <.001 .29
Self-Awareness 1,123 1.96 164 .02
Partner

Trustworthiness*Self- 1,123 1.23 269 .01
Awareness

Trust

Partner Trustworthiness 1,121 3952 <001 .25
Self-Awareness 1,121 1.20 275 .01
Partner

Trustworthiness*Self- 1,121  2.60 109 .02
Awareness

Trust actions
Partner Trustworthiness 1,124 6.38 013 .05

Self-Awareness 1,124 0.00 958 .00
Partner
Trustworthiness*Self- 1,124 0.04 834 .00
Awareness

3.3. Interactions

3.3.1. Ability. A significant main effect of partner
behavior on ability perceptions was detected, F(1, 123)
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=21.77, p < .001, ny? = .15. Trustworthy partners were
perceived to possess higher ability (M = 4.52, SD =
0.76) than untrustworthy partners (M =3.77, SD = 1.05).
We did not find a main effect of self-awareness on
perceptions of ability. The interaction between partner
behavior and self-awareness on perceptions of ability
was not significant.

3.3.2. Benevolence. A significant main effect of
partner behavior on perceptions of partner benevolence
was detected, F(1, 123) = 61.61, p < .001, n,? = .33.
Trustworthy partners were perceived as more
benevolent (M = 4.13, SD = 1.01) than untrustworthy
partners (M = 2.59, SD = 1.18). We did not find a main
effect of self-awareness on perceptions of benevolence.
The interaction between partner behavior and self-
awareness on perceptions of benevolence was not
significant.

3.3.3. Integrity. A significant main effect of partner
behavior on perceptions of partner integrity was
detected, F(1, 123) = 50.89, p < .001, n,*> = .29.
Trustworthy partners were perceived to possess higher
integrity (M = 4.29, SD = 0.94) than untrustworthy
partners (M =2.95, SD = 1.16). We did not find a main
effect of self-awareness on perceptions of integrity. The
interaction between partner behavior and self-awareness
on perceptions of integrity was not significant.
Together, we did not find support for H2.

3.3.4. Trust. A significant main effect of partner
behavior on participants’ trust toward their partner was
detected, F(1, 121) = 39.52, p < .001, n,2 = .25.
Trustworthy partners were trusted more (M = 4.15, SD
= 0.97) than untrustworthy partners (M = 2.97, SD =
1.14). We did not find a main effect of self-awareness
on trust. The interaction between partner behavior and
self-awareness on trust was not significant.

3.3.5. Trust Actions. A significant main effect of
partner behavior on trust actions was detected, (1, 124)
= 6.38, p < .05, n,> = .05. Participants assigned to the
trustworthy partner condition made more group puzzle
contributions (M = 5.27, SD = 3.46) than those assigned
to the untrustworthy partner condition (M = 3.77, SD =
3.20). We did not find a significant main effect of self-
awareness on trust actions. The interaction between
partner behavior and self-awareness on trust actions was
not significant. Together, we did not find support for
H3.

Per RQI, there was no statistical evidence that
people perceive those with low and high self-awareness
differently in terms of their ability, benevolence, and
integrity, trust them differently, and engage in different
trust behaviors in conditions where trust is upheld.

4. Discussion

This study explored an antecedent to swift trust,
self-awareness, and its role in the trust process. In the
Puzzle Task, participants played with a (un)trustworthy
confederate partner who demonstrated high or low self-
awareness. The results showed that those in the high
self-awareness condition rated their partner as
significantly more self-aware than those in the low self-
awareness  condition, suggesting self-awareness
perceptions were effectively manipulated by the
message. Examining initial trustworthiness perceptions
showed that participants in the high self-awareness
condition had a significantly higher rating of their
partner’s integrity compared to those in the low self-
awareness condition. These results lend support to
Capiola et al.’s (2020) postulate that self-awareness
overlaps with Mayer et al.’s (1995) conceptualization of
integrity, suggesting that those who admit to not having
all the information are perceived as having sound
principles.

An interesting finding was the significance of
benevolence.  Self-awareness is  described as
understanding not only one’s strengths but also their
weaknesses (Capiola et al., 2020), which was evoked in
the self-awareness chat. However, the high self-
awareness chat also stated, “...Either way, I'll do my
best... It looks like this game requires some teamwork,
so we should work together.” Therefore, those in the
high self-awareness condition gained an understanding
of how their partner might act, as well as their
suggestion to work together. This additional
information may have impacted how participants
perceived the benevolence of their partner. Results
suggest that those who admit to not having all the
information are perceived as more honest and having
sound principles, overlapping with findings from
Hendriks et al. (2016) and Altenmiiller et al. (2021) on
the dimensions of benevolence and integrity.

Dimensions of trustworthiness are often highly
correlated (Colquitt et al, 2007), and participants may
have had difficulty distinguishing between integrity and
benevolence early in the interchange (Alarcon et al.,
2022). Previous research suggests that integrity and
benevolence are one variable (Gabarro, 1978) or that
integrity should be split into two factors (behavioral
integrity and values congruence) of which benevolence
and value congruence are more aligned and predict
affect-based trust (Tomlinson et al., 2020). These
suggestions could explain the significance of
benevolence along with integrity in the current
experiment. We found no significant differences in high
versus low self-awareness conditions on trust and trust
actions criteria. This lack of support could be due in part
to the fact that we measured trust with only one item.
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Although we lacked evidence to support
hypotheses on self-awareness moderating the effects of
partner behavior, it is important to note that for ability,
integrity, and trust, there are seemingly notable
differences between high and low self-awareness for the
untrustworthy partner. These findings could have lacked
significance in part because they were masked by the
trustworthy partner condition. As can be seen in Table
5, ability, integrity, and trust means were almost the
same for the trustworthy partner, but in Table 6, the
means were higher in the high self-awareness condition
when paired with an untrustworthy partner. Even though
we lacked significance, this could suggest a possible
relationship between trustworthiness/trust and self-
awareness, such that high self-awareness creates a
buffer effect for trust and trustworthiness after a trust
violation. As stated previously, similar research found
that trustworthiness perceptions were higher for those
who disclosed flaws compared to those not disclosing
flaws (Hendriks et al., 2016) and admissions of
uncertainty preserved credibility after being incorrect
(Tenny et al., 2007). These results show that those who
are perceived as more self-aware by admitting mistakes
or uncertainty are seen more favorably, which could be
reflected in our results. Though we have no statistical
evidence that people perceive those with low and high
self-awareness differently in terms of their ability,
benevolence, and integrity, trust them differently, and
engage in different trust behaviors in conditions where
trust is upheld (RQI), upon expressing uncertainty at the
beginning of an interchange, violating trust could be
seen as less impactful than if a person was confident in
the task (e.g., Steijaert et al., 2021).

4.1. Implications

Appropriate levels of self-awareness are important
for independent learning in IT contexts (Gravill et al.,
2002), organizational contexts where leaders deal with
organizational change (Crook et al., 2021), and multi-
domain command and control defense contexts (Capiola
et al., 2020). In the current work, the significance of
integrity and benevolence regarding initial perceptions
of self-awareness gives insight into how ad hoc
teammates interact and wunderstand each other,
supporting recent quantitative data on anticipated trust
in ad hoc dyad formation (Capiola et al., 2023). This
could provide helpful information for those that are
developing or joining an ad hoc team. For instance, if a
person joining a team shows high levels of self-
awareness, initial perceptions of integrity and
benevolence should also be high. This information
could also inform training and education regimens for
those who will become members of ad hoc teams.
Suggestions on etiquette to evoke self-awareness and

thus aspects of trustworthiness may be a first, easy step
toward trust in ad hoc team formation.

The present research has shown that self-awareness
can be manipulated by a chat message. This provides
helpful information to those that are going to be working
in computer-mediated, distributed teams. Not only does
this show that teammates gain an understanding of self-
awareness through text alone, but that in fast-paced
environments teammates can convey self-awareness in
a quickly sent message. This knowledge could lead to
swifter trust formation. Training and education
regimens could use this information to create guidelines
for quickly and succinctly sending messages to
computer-mediated teammates to lead to high initial
perceptions of swift trust antecedents such as self-
awareness. Indeed, for robust distributed work to
maintain efficiency, appropriate trust — and antecedents
which facilitate its formation — will need to be
leveraged.

4.2. Limitations and Future Research

We used the online chat option to manipulate self-
awareness. Even though this manipulation was robust in
terms of the manipulation check (and integrity and
benevolence criteria pre-partner behavior
manipulation), we did not find that self-awareness was
a significant moderator. Future research would do well
to see if the chat function continues to be robust in other
studies or situations interested in self-awareness.
Additionally, the chat option is certainly not the only
way to manipulate self-awareness, and future research
should explore other possibilities.

A post hoc power analysis showed that a n,* of .02
or .01 required 387 and 779 participants to detect with
80% power, respectively. Moreover, although
differences between high and low self-awareness
conditions in the untrustworthy condition appeared to
emerge, the post hoc Tukey correction is stringent to
reduce Type I error. Thus, although the anticipated
pattern of means emerged particularly for integrity and
trust, future work may benefit from an increased sample
size.

A recent paper on automation suggests that
automation equipped with inner speech could improve
its levels of self-awareness and in turn, increase
interaction and trust in said automation (Geraci et al.,
2021). The authors reasoned higher levels of [overt]
self-awareness would be more transparent and
understandable to humans, and self-dialog could enable
self-reflection and involvement of others suggesting
more predictable behavior. Regarding our work, future
studies could include a chat option utilizing these
suggestions, facilitating greater communication and
collaboration between participants and confederates.
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The current study examined the impact of self-
awareness on swift trust within the online context of the
Puzzle Task. Although it was ad hoc in nature,
researchers should use caution when generalizing these
results outside of this domain. Future research would do
well to examine the relationship between self-awareness
and swift trust in other computer-mediated domains.

4.3. Conclusions

Self-awareness expressed via chat affects initial
perceptions of benevolence and integrity in ad hoc dyad
formation. The effects of partner behavior on criteria of
interest were not moderated by self-awareness.
Connoting self-awareness is a fast etiquette to evoke
trustworthiness in computer-mediated, dyad formation.
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