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ABSTRACT

Special weapon and tactics (SWAT) teams and public safety bomb squads
(PSBSs) need to better collaborate to effectively and efficiently respond to the joint
hazards that the United States faces. After-action reports, as in the case of the 1999
Columbine High School attack in Littleton, Colorado, and the 2016 Pulse nightclub
massacre in Orlando, Florida, highlight the need for PSBS to address integration and
better collaboration with SWAT teams before an actual critical incident. Such
collaboration between SWAT and PSBS might seem easy in theory, but challenges exist.
Evaluating those challenges through the lens of trust, this thesis finds that cultivating trust
between the two different disciplines requires socialization and frequent joint hazard
training. Such barriers as independence of training and frequency of common missions,
unit organization, and culture can inhibit SWAT and PSBS from collaborating,
developing trust, and discovering collective weaknesses before a critical incident occurs.
The ultimate goal, in practical terms, is the formation of cross-functional teams (CFTSs).
This thesis concludes by giving specific examples of boundary-spanning activities for
SWAT and PSBS to foster the CFT approach, so that a better collaborative effort can
emerge, thereby encouraging trust between SWAT and PSBS that will be beneficial in a
critical joint hazard incident.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On the morning of April 20, 1999, two Columbine High School students in
Littleton, Colorado, attacked their school with firearms and explosives.! The rampage
lasted an hour, and the shooters, Eric Harris and Dylan Klebold, ultimately killed 12
students and one teacher. Before committing suicide, the shooters placed multiple
improvised explosive devices (IEDs) throughout the school. When SWAT teams entered
the school, they were effectively stopped by the threat of the IEDs.? The local PSBSs on
the scene, already aware of the presence of IEDs, were not integrated with the special
weapons and tactics (SWAT) teams that entered the high school. Had bomb technicians
been deployed with SWAT, they could have guided SWAT around the IEDs and more
quickly rescued the students and faculty still inside the school. According to a case study
published by Harvard’s Kennedy School of Government, Columbine established the
importance of cultivating a collaborative effort between law enforcement tactical teams
and bomb experts for a joint response.® The collaboration problem between SWAT and
PSBS resurfaced 20 years later in Orlando, Florida. The after-action report for the Pulse
nightclub massacre criticized SWAT and bomb squad integration, just as the report for
Columbine did.

This thesis asks how special weapons and tactics teams and bomb squads can better
integrate to prepare for and respond to joint hazard responses, such as active shooter and
domestic terrorist events where guns and bombs are present. This thesis hypothesizes that
mutual trust between SWAT teams and public safety bomb squads (PSBSs) is largely and
fatefully absent, especially in response to such critical incidents as domestic terrorism,

where both disciplines are needed. Role ambiguity, minimal relationships, and a shortage

1 John R. Cashman, “The Massacre at Columbine High School,” in Emergency Response Handbook
for Chemical and Biological Agents and Weapons, 2nd ed. (Boca Raton, FL: CRC Press, 2008), 45-58,
https://doi.org/10.1201/9781420052664.

2 Susan Rosegrant, “The Shootings at Columbine High School: Responding to a New Kind of
Terrorism: Sequel,” C16-01-1612.1 (Cambridge, MA: Kennedy School of Government, Harvard
University, 2001).

3 Rosegrant.
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of time spent working together can cause a lack of trust. This thesis explores the value of
trust and its role in collaborative organizational efforts in crisis-response teams,
specifically SWAT units and PSBSs.

Both the National Tactical Officers Association (NTOA) and the National Bomb
Squad Commanders Advisory Board (NBSCAB) note the desirability for SWAT and PSBS
to collaborate their response to complex joint hazards, such as domestic terrorism and
active shooter incidents.* However, neither NTOA nor NBSCAB outline how to
collaborate. A collaborative gap persists, yet SWAT and PSBS remain mostly
unconnected, which begs the question of what exactly hinders integration. This thesis
evaluates how to achieve that integration and examines the value of trust in a crisis with a

focus on its distinct role in crisis response and management.

The comparison of SWAT and PSBS shows that there is often insufficient time for
trust to develop between the two disciplines—all the more so if they are unfamiliar with
each other in the first place. First of all, SWAT teams are individually trained, and this
training widely varies, while PSBS are centrally trained at a single school that serves the
entire nation. Because SWAT and PSBS do not train together initially, a SWAT operator’s
or bomb technician’s career might not concentrate on integrated response operations.
Furthermore, the equipment for SWAT and PSBS is dissimilar enough to cause integration
problems, as traditional PSBS equipment is too bulky for SWAT applications. Also, SWAT
and PSBS spend most of their training time focused on the missions they most commonly
undertake—serving high-risk warrants versus recovering explosives and responding to
suspicious packages, respectively. Aggravating the problem is the diffusion of SWAT
teams in relation to PSBSs nationally, which five times more SWAT teams than PSBSs.

Furthermore, differences in personality, group culture, and narratives promote distrust,

4 National Tactical Officers Association, Tactical Response and Operations Standards for Law
Enforcement Agencies (Colorado Springs: National Tactical Officers Association, 2018); National Bomb
Squad Commanders Advisory Board, National Guidelines for Bomb Technicians (Washington, DC:
Federal Bureau of Investigation, 2016).
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which also hinders effective collaboration and integration. These factors promote what

Warren Street calls “norms of non-involvement,” a failure or refusal to collaborate.®

A critical examination of trust has been well studied and researched, yet its role in
emergency response is still in its infancy. The author’s research concludes that trust is
indeed a vital component of crisis response. Even though it has been largely overlooked in
practice, recent research suggests its potential value to first responders in how collaboration
works or fails. Tangible components of trust include clarity of roles, knowledge transfer,
and communication, but they are prone to distortion and distrust. The concept of a cross-
functional team can, thus, apply to better integrating SWAT and PSBS. Such teams,
composed of small groups from diverse specialized areas of an organization or profession,
are boundary spanners.® A lack of boundary work and awareness, suggests Anderson,
results in a “silo mentality,” yet a better understanding of boundary lines *“is important in
enhancing organizational resilience.”” If SWAT and PSBS had a clearer understanding of
boundary-spanning tasks, they might have broken from the siloed response approach at

Columbine.

This thesis presents actionable recommendations that can help socialize and
cultivate mutual trust between SWAT and PSBS to improve their collaborative potential.
By focusing on boundary-spanning activities, SWAT and PSBS can develop better
boundary awareness and mutual trust. Five joint training examples are outlined in this
thesis: robotic operation, explosive breaching, booby trap awareness, suicide bomber
response, and special event planning and operations. Together, these activities constitute
the major boundary-spanning activities between SWAT and PSBS that will help develop
trust and collaboration before a crisis demands it. Confidence building, problem solving,
and better role clarity and knowledge transfer will surely benefit. The reward is an

5 Warren R. Street, “Brainstorming by Individuals, Coaching and Interacting Groups,” Journal of
Applied Psychology 59, no. 4 (1974): 433-36, https://doi.org/10.1037/h0037273.

& Sheila Simsarian Webber, “Leadership and Trust Facilitating Cross-Functional Team Success,”
Journal of Management Development 21, no. 3 (2002): 201-14, https://doi.org/10.1108/
02621710210420273.

" Annika Andersson, “In Case of Emergency: Collaboration Exercises at the Boundaries between
Emergency Service Organizations” (PhD diss., University West, 2016), 98, http://hv.diva-portal.org/smash/
get/diva2:924967/FULLTEXTO1.pdf.
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increased overall response capability for both SWAT and PSBS. Hopefully, this thesis will
build an interdependent relationship between the two specialties, better able to flourish in
the threat environment this nation finds itself. Future research can explore whether the
boundary-spanning activities presented in this thesis help cultivate trust and improve the

collaborative efforts between a SWAT and PSBS enterprise.
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l. INTRODUCTION

This thesis explores the question: How can special weapons and tactics teams and

bomb squads better integrate to prepare for and respond to domestic terrorist events?

A. PROBLEM STATEMENT

Although more commonly seen on distant battlefields in the ongoing war on terror,
the combination of guns and bombs took center stage at an American high school on April
20, 1999, in Littleton, Colorado. To be sure, the Columbine High School shooting in 1999
changed law enforcement in several ways.! First, radio communication systems, long an
Achilles heel of emergency response, eventually improved with newer interoperable radio
systems used by multiple jurisdictions and agencies. No longer would first responders be
frustrated by their inability to openly talk to other first responders from other agencies
without significant problems. As technology caught up with demand, newer radios capable

of supporting numerous frequencies became the standard.

Second, and more significantly, no longer would patrol officers and deputies wait
for special weapons and tactics (SWAT) to arrive before initiating tactical action to reduce
active threats.? At Columbine, 12 students and one teacher were killed during the rampage
while law enforcement more or less waited outside for hours.?® Rather than establishing a
perimeter, staging resources, and standing by for SWAT to arrive, law enforcement
agencies after Columbine embraced active-shooter training for all officers, designed to stop
the killing as soon as possible.* The 2018 shooting at Marjory Stoneman Douglas High

! Susan Rosegrant, “The Shootings at Columbine High School: Responding to a New Kind of
Terrorism: Sequel,” C16-01-1612.1 (Cambridge, MA: Kennedy School of Government, Harvard
University, 2001).

2 Rosegrant, 4.
3 Rosegrant.
4 Rosegrant, 7.



School formed a stark reminder of the perils of not immediately acting to stop the threat.

Active shooter training today remains part of basic police training in most jurisdictions.

A third lesson that has again emerged more recently is the concept of cross-
functional collaboration between SWAT and public safety bomb squad (PSBSs) in
response to joint hazards.® At Columbine, SWAT and PSBS were forced to integrate, and

the results were mixed, not least because the two organizations had not coordinated before.

1. Columbine: A Study in Delay

Tuesday, April 20, 1999, began ominously in metropolitan Denver. At 1122 hours,
a road crew working three miles southwest of Columbine High School found two bags on
the shoulder and tossed them aside, thinking they were trash.” Workers were startled when
a small fire started after one of the bags of trash, casually tossed, exploded. Dylan Klebold
and Eric Harris had placed improvised explosive devices (IEDs) inside the trash bags
alongside the road as a diversion, their intent to draw emergency responders away from
Columbine High School.®

At 1123 hours, the attack at Columbine High School began. Klebold and Harris,
both seniors at the school, roamed the hallways, systematically shooting students and
teachers alike. The first officer on the scene, a deputy sheriff from Jefferson County,
exchanged gunfire with both Klebold and Harris, and the shooters retreated inside the
school.®

5 Audra D. S. Burch and Alan Blinder, “Parkland Officer Who Stayed Outside during Shooting Faces
Criminal Charges,” New York Times, June 4, 2019, https://www.nytimes.com/2019/06/04/us/parkland-scot-
peterson.html. At Marjory Stoneman Douglas High School, 17 students and faculty were killed and another
17 injured. The school resource officer present during the attack did not immediately engage the active
threat, which is widely attributed to the high death count that day.

6 Rosegrant, “The Shootings at Columbine High School,” 8.

7 John R. Cashman, “The Massacre at Columbine High School,” in Emergency Response Handbook
for Chemical and Biological Agents and Weapons, 2nd ed. (Boca Raton, FL: CRC Press, 2008), 45-58,
https://doi.org/10.1201/9781420052664; U.S. Fire Administration, Wanton Violence at Columbine High
School: Littleton, Colorado, USFA-TR-12 (Emmitsburg, MD: Department of Homeland Security, 1999),
https://www.usfa.fema.gov/downloads/pdf/publications/tr-128.pdf.

8 U.S. Fire Administration, Wanton Violence at Columbine High School, 9.
9 Cashman, “The Massacre at Columbine High School,” 50-51.
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The attackers carried bags containing anti-personnel IEDs as they moved around
the school, placing them in specific areas to cause more casualties on detonation.”
Hallways, classrooms, the library, and the cafeteria were littered with IEDs. Klebold and
Harris moved throughout the library and adjacent hallways shooting victims. They also lit
and threw numerous pipe bombs. They tossed more pipe bombs into the cafeteria from an
upper stairway—while some 488 students cowered beneath tables in fear.!* Some IEDs
detonated, while others were left unexploded.

In all, the attackers brought nearly 100 hazardous devices to the school that day.
John Cashman notes five IEDs exploded in the library, six detonated in the hallways and
classrooms, and six more exploded in the cafeteria.!> Unexploded IEDs also littered the
school. On the outside property of the school, thirteen IEDs were found, including one on
the roof. The attackers’ cars held an additional thirty, including two IEDs that were
considered car bombs. Inside the library, twenty-six IEDs were deposited. The hallways
and classrooms revealed fourteen more IEDs, and the cafeteria held four. Some IEDs were
even taped on doors, suggesting other risks were present, such as booby traps and

tripwires. 3

In addition, the attackers had left multiple improvised incendiary devices (11Ds),
including “two twenty-gallon propane tanks . . . [filled] with white gas, kerosene.”*
Molotov cocktails containing homemade napalm, and other gasoline-fueled I1Ds, were
placed throughout the school. Around 1205 hours, the attackers committed suicide inside
the library after detonating one of the 20-gallon propane tanks in the cafeteria. This

explosion activated the school’s fire sprinkler system.%®

10 U.S. Fire Administration, Wanton Violence at Columbine High School, 12.
11 Cashman, “The Massacre at Columbine High School,” 53.

12 Cashman, “The Massacre at Columbine High School,” 45; U.S. Fire Administration, Wanton
Violence at Columbine High School, 10.

13 U.S. Fire Administration, Wanton Violence at Columbine High School, 12.
14 Cashman, “The Massacre at Columbine High School,” 45.

15 U.S. Fire Administration, Wanton Violence at Columbine High School, 14.

3



Law enforcement waited outside for the arrival of SWAT while the Killings
commenced inside. SWAT deployed inside, around 1220 hours, and met immediately with
exploded and unexploded devices, smoke, and the activated fire and sprinkler systems. The
presence of the IEDs, as reported by the U.S. Fire Administration, stopped SWAT’s
momentum, as it was “concerned about the obvious presence of explosive and incendiary
devices.”® Thus, at 1457 hours, students were still inside the school, and no one knew their
condition. The reality was that the scene could not be made safe until all IEDs were secured.

Finally, at 1600 hours, two PSBS technicians entered the school under SWAT cover
to evaluate the numerous IEDs inside the school.'” Neither PSBS technician had a
bulletproof vest, although one donned a full bomb suit, which weighed close to 80
pounds.’® Such bomb suits are heavy and bulky, making the wearer too slow and too
inflexible to be used in fast-paced SWAT missions. On the one hand, Klebold and Harris’s
plans for a major explosive aspect to their attack failed when so many of their devices failed
to detonate. On the other hand, the proliferation of devices—amid an untrained and

unintegrated response—significantly delayed rescue efforts.

2. Collaboration: Learned and Unlearned

Susan Rosegrant underscores the importance of involving PSBS personnel early on
in tactical decisions when IEDs and other hazardous devices are present.’® If, suggests
Rosegrant, bomb technicians had deployed with SWAT elements inside the school in
Columbine, they could have told SWAT that the IEDs “posed no risk as long as they were
not moved.”? In other words, bomb technicians could have assessed each crude device,
rendered the device safe, or guided SWAT around each obstacle to reach the victims
scattered throughout the school. Similarly, the U.S. Fire Administration report on

Columbine claims that “it would have been a great benefit if the SWAT teams, EOD

16 U.S. Fire Administration, 21.
17U.S. Fire Administration, 26.

18 “EQOD 10 Suit & Helmet,” Med-Eng Holdings, accessed February 22, 2020, https://www.med-eng.
com/product/eod-10-suit-helmet/.

19 Rosegrant, “The Shootings at Columbine High School,” 8.

20 Rosegrant.



[explosive ordnance disposal] technicians, and fire/EMS [emergency medical service]

personnel at Columbine had been able to train in joint operations.”?!

Even though some lessons learned from Columbine were eventually implemented,
the lesson of collaboration was largely neglected.?? This inattention was noted even a very
short time after Columbine by the City of Arvada’s (near Littleton) then-police chief:
“There still wasn’t enough opportunities to interact. . . . Everybody’s busy, everybody’s
got staffing constraints.”?® This observation makes sense. Time, staffing, and budgets are
limited resources. Turnover in personnel reduces the collective memory, and relationships

begin to suffer.

The collaboration problem between SWAT and PSBS resurfaced 20 years later in
Orlando, Florida. The after-action report for the Pulse nightclub massacre criticized SWAT
and PSBS integration, just as the report for Columbine did.?* A collaborative gap persists,
yet SWAT and PSBS remain mostly unconnected, which begs the question of what exactly
hinders integration. Fundamental differences in training, mission response, and
organization and a lack of knowledge all play a role in limiting meaningful integration
between SWAT and PSBS. Furthermore, differences in personality and group narratives

promote distrust, which hinders effective collaboration and integration.

Both the National Tactical Officers Association (NTOA) and the National Bomb
Squad Commanders Advisory Board (NBSCAB) note the desirability for SWAT and PSBS
to integrate their response to complex joint hazards, such as domestic terrorism incidents.?®
However, neither NTOA nor NBSCAB outline how to achieve that desired integration.

The threats are universal—explosives are used by terrorists and criminals alike throughout

21 U.S. Fire Administration, Wanton Violence at Columbine High School, 31.
22 Rosegrant, “The Shootings at Columbine High School,” 8.
2 Rosegrant, 7.

24 Frank Straub et al., Rescue, Response, and Resilience: A Critical Incident Review of the Orlando
Public Safety Response to the Attack on the Pulse Nightclub (Washington DC: Office of Community
Oriented Police Services, 2017), 74, https://cops.usdoj.gov/RIC/Publications/cops-w0857-pub.pdf.

% National Tactical Officers Association, Tactical Response and Operations Standards for Law
Enforcement Agencies (Colorado Springs: National Tactical Officers Association, 2018); National Bomb
Squad Commanders Advisory Board, National Guidelines for Bomb Technicians (Washington, DC:
Federal Bureau of Investigation, 2016).
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the world. Such law enforcement tactical units as SWAT are on the frontlines of this threat.
Moreover, PSBSs have the knowledge, skills, and equipment that SWAT lacks in dealing
with IEDs, booby traps, and other chemical, biological, radiological, nuclear, and explosive
(CBRNE) threats.

B. LITERATURE REVIEW

During a joint hazard response—for example, a domestic terrorist event—not only
must members of diverse disciplines interact with each other, but they also must do so
under high-stress conditions. Too often, unfamiliar agencies, groups, and expertise come
together only for (and amid) an immediate or demanding need.?® At the moment of crisis,
organizations must accept their vulnerabilities and ultimately depend on each other.?’
Acceptance often comes with incomplete information on the capabilities and intentions of
the different disciplines involved.?® Skepticism and wariness, assert Lewicki, McAllister,
and Bies, can then prevail, promoting distrust and limiting integration’s potential.2® Thus,
the lack of familiarity and suspicion during high-stakes events exacerbate the stress.

This literature review looks at the unique value of trust as well as its elusive
definition, development, role in organizational outcomes, and relation to effective
collaboration. Regarding the challenges of integrating SWAT and PSBS, trust may need to
be of a particular kind for the teams to collaborate successfully in a crisis.

26 Steven Curnin et al., “A Theoretical Framework for Negotiating the Path of Emergency
Management Multi-Agency Coordination,” Applied Ergonomics 47 (March 2015): 300-307, https://doi.
0rg/10.1016/j.apergo.2014.10.014.

27 Annika Andersson, “In Case of Emergency: Collaboration Exercises at the Boundaries between
Emergency Service Organizations” (PhD diss., University West, 2016), 27, http://hv.diva-portal.org/smash/
get/diva2:924967/FULLTEXTO1.pdf.

28 pierre Courtois and Tarik Tazdait, “Learning to Trust Strangers: An Evolutionary Perspective,”
Journal of Evolutionary Economics 22, no. 2 (April 2012): 367, 377, http://doi.org/10.1007/s00191-011-
0247-z.

2 Roy J. Lewicki, Daniel J. McAllister, and Robert J. Bies, “Trust and Distrust: New Relationships
and Realities,” Academy of Management Review 23, no. 3 (July 1998): 445, https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.
1998.926620.
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1. The Common Denominator: Trust

In an exploratory study by Amy Donahue and Robert Tuohy, such problems in
incident response as communication, leadership, logistics, planning, resource management,
public relations, and training stand out; these are called command problems.*° The common

denominator, the authors suggest, is a lack of trust.3

In a broader look at improving collaboration, Hocevar, Jansen, and Thomas discuss
nine crucial domains in integration to discover “ways to overcome . . . barriers and work
together more effectively.”®> A workshop involving homeland security professionals
spanning federal, state, and local agencies formed the basis of their report. In one exercise,
attendees were asked to think of a successful event that required collaboration between two
agencies or organizations, as well as two events that were unsuccessful.®® Analysis of the
workshop shows that successful factors include the desire to collaborate to reach a common
goal.** Conversely, the most cited barrier to collaboration was a lack of trust, followed by
inhibiting attitudes and a lack of familiarity. Dirks and Ferrin agree with Hocevar, Jansen,
and Thomas. They argue that trust is paramount to the success or failure of collaboration.®

Trust can benefit partnerships, but the lack of trust can destroy them.

2. Trust: An Elusive Definition?

Despite this consensus, researchers disagree about the form and definition of trust

itself. Indeed, Diego Gambetta suggests that the because the meaning of trust is “elusive,”

30 Amy K. Donahue and Robert V. Tuohy, “Lessons We Don’t Learn: A Study of the Lessons of
Disasters, Why We Repeat Them, and How We Can Learn Them,” Homeland Security Affairs 2, no. 2
(July 2006): 1-28.

31 Donahue and Tuohy.

32 Susan Hocevar, Erik Jansen, and Gail Fann Thomas, Building Collaborative Capacity for Homeland
Security, NPS-GSBPP-04-008 (Monterey, CA: Naval Postgraduate School, 2004), http://hdl.handle.net/
10945/571.

33 Hocevar, Jansen, and Thomas, 2.
34 Hocevar, Jansen, and Thomas, 15.

3 Kirk T. Dirks and Donald L. Ferrin, “The Role of Trust in Organizational Settings,” Organization
Science 12, no. 4 (August 2001): 450-67.



the word is overused and misunderstood.® Trust is studied, explain Das and Teng, in
“psychology, philosophy, sociology, economics and organization theory.”*” Consequently,
finding commonality in trust’s nominal value across different professions proves
difficult.®® However, a definite interest in the study of trust and its value persists. One side
perceives that trust has a diminished value in society. Nevertheless, another side sees a
significantly rising demand for trust in relationships and societal organizations.* Thus, the

consensus of what trust is and what value it holds varies from one organization to another.

Trust has many definitions. For example, Rotter defines trust as an expectation that
one will honor his word and be reliable.*® Conversely, Schlenker, Helm, and Tedeschi
suggest trust relies on the word of another involved in an ambiguous and risky enterprise.*!
In yet another take, Sitkin and Roth conceive trust as referring to competence—the ability
to perform a specific task under a particular circumstance.*? Yet, Mayer, Davis, and
Schoorman add that “trust is the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the actions of
another party based on the expectation that the other will perform a particular action.”*?
Each one of these definitions shows trust in a different light.

3 Diego Gambetta, ed., forward to Trust: Making and Breaking Cooperative Relations (Cambridge,
MA: Basil Blackwell, 1988), https://www.nuffield.ox.ac.uk/users/gambetta/Trust_making%20and%?20
breaking%20cooperative%20relations.pdf.

37 T. K. Das and Bing-Sheng Teng, “The Risk-Based View of Trust: A Conceptual Framework,”
Journal of Business and Psychology 19, no. 1 (Fall 2004): 85-116, https://doi.org/10.1023/B:JOBU.
0000040274.23551.1h.

3% Roy J. Lewicki and Barbara Benedict Bunker, “Developing and Maintaining Trust in Work
Relationships,” in Trust in Organizations: Frontiers of Theory and Research, ed. Roderick M. Kramer and
Tom R. Tyler (Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications, 1996), 114-39, http://dx.doi.org/10.4135/
9781452243610.n7.

39 Roderick M. Kramer and Tom R. Tyler, ed., Trust in Organizations: Frontiers of Theory and
Research (Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications, 1996).

40 Julian B. Rotter, “A New Scale for the Measurement of Interpersonal Trust,” Journal of Personality
35, no. 4 (December 1967): 651-65, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.1967.tb01454.x.

41 Barry R. Schlenker, Bob Helm, and James T. Tedeschi, “The Effects of Personality and Situational
Variables on Behavioral Trust,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 25, no. 3 (March 1973):
419-27, https://doi.org/10.1037/h0034088.

42 Sim B. Sitkin and Nancy L. Roth, “Explaining the Limited Effectiveness of Legalistic ‘Remedies’
for Trust/Distrust,” Organization Science 4, no. 3 (August 1993): 367-92, https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.
4.3.367.

43 Roger C. Mayer, James H. Davis, and F. David Schoorman, “An Integrative Model of
Organizational Trust,” Academy of Management Review 20, no. 3 (July 1995): 712, https://doi.org/10.5465/
AMR.1995.9508080335.
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Even though one definition of trust is not universally accepted, scholars generally
agree about the helpfulness of trust. Townley and Garfield maintain the importance of trust
cannot be overstated, yet modern society lacks a good grasp of trust because it takes many
forms.** For example, Rousseau et al. examined the various definitions of trust and better-
defined the concept in terms of organizational science.® In their work, trust promotes
adaptive organizational relationships, reduces harmful conflict, encourages the
collaboration of ad hoc working teams, and promotes a better response to a crisis. Based
on those outcomes, Rousseau et al. coin a definition of trust better suited to crisis response:
“Trust is a psychological state comprising the intention to accept vulnerability based upon
positive expectations of the intentions or behavior of another.”*® This definition of trust

also helps to explain hurdles to integration as well.

Two aspects of the aforementioned definition need explaining i