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Abstract: The purpose of this paper is to determine if there are links between interpersonal trust and
competences, relations, and cooperation in Polish telecommunications companies. It examines which
factors affect trust in co-workers and managers in sustainable organizations. The paper surveys
a sample of 175 employees of telecommunications companies in Poland by means of a questionnaire.
The results indicate that competences, relations, and cooperation are related to interpersonal trust.
Regression analysis showed that competences and relations predict a significant variance in trust
amongst co-workers. Additionally, cooperation contributes to prediction of trust in managers. Given
the importance of trust in sustainable organizations, better comprehension of which factors are
related to team confidence provides valuable information for stakeholders and about how to improve
interpersonal trust in sustainable organizations.
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1. Introduction

Contemporary companies which aspire to be sustainable in the long term should not only make
sure they turn a profit but should also implement a sustainable development strategy and be socially
responsible. The sustainable activity of organizations arises from the needs and expectations of both
the external environment and the internal stakeholders. However, above all it is the result of the
appropriate management and involvement of all staff and managers. Research demonstrates that
companies’ sustainability strategies are not motivated by public relations, but that such strategies
reflect “substantive changes in business processes” [1,2]. Sustainability is a management concept
of successful contemporary organizations because it facilitates flexibility in adapting to constantly
changing environmental conditions and it even helps companies operate in times of crisis and chaos.

Sustainability is considered to be a crucial challenge for organizations seeking a competitive
advantage, but also for organizations facing other kinds of problems, such as talent retention. 70%
perceive sustainability as a key element in their management programs [3]. Organizations which
include in their strategies practices and activities that are in line with the idea of sustainability are
called sustainable enterprises [1,4–6]. What distinguishes a sustainable enterprise is, among others,
the fact that its dominating capital is social capital that is based on good relationships between itself
and its external and internal environments, including its employees. Building social capital is based
principally on trust and thus it is emphasized that this is one of the main components of sustainable
enterprises [7].

Trust is one of the crucial conditions of sustainable management [8]. Many scholars allude to
the fact that organizational trust is a crucial element of successful cooperation [9–12]. Organizational

Sustainability 2018, 10, 2555; doi:10.3390/su10072555 www.mdpi.com/journal/sustainability

http://www.mdpi.com/journal/sustainability
http://www.mdpi.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2971-9708
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su10072555
http://www.mdpi.com/journal/sustainability
http://www.mdpi.com/2071-1050/10/7/2555?type=check_update&version=2


Sustainability 2018, 10, 2555 2 of 17

trust impacts various areas of management: communication [13], negotiation [14], leadership [15],
and work performance [16]. Subsequently, it is an important factor that supports the functioning of
an organization. Understanding how trust works in organizations is an essential challenge in the
contemporary economy.

The acknowledged trust model that illustrates the factors affecting trust consists of three basic
elements: ability, benevolence, and integrity [17]. It has been empirically confirmed that these factors
have an impact on trust development [18]. Most studies have focused mainly on analyzing trust
between subordinates and managers [19–22], but there are not enough studies that assess trust between
co-workers [23]. Therefore, in this study we want to verify the conditions for trust both among
employees and between employees and leaders. We want to establish what factors affect trust using
the following independent variables: competences, relations, and cooperation. The primary goal of this
study is to understand which of these factors are related to trust. The research described in this paper
aims to determine whether there are links between trust and competences, relations, and cooperation.
More specifically, we decided to examine whether better competences, relations, or cooperation are
associated with higher levels of trust. Thus, we want to provide guidance on how to improve factors
that are related to a high level of trust. Additionally, we want to encourage the development of specific
business practices that help to maintain a sustainable organization.

This paper is organized as follows. First, we analyze the theoretical background and present
the literature on sustainability, trust, and the relation between trust and competences, relations, and
cooperation. Secondly, we outline the methodology used in this study to verify the research problems.
We then present the results, and finally we discuss the conclusions and practical implications of
this research.

2. Conceptual Framework

Sustainability in an enterprise is defined by Grudzewski and Hejduk as “an ability to constantly
(1) learn, (2) adapt and develop, (3) revitalize, (4) reconstruct, (5) reorient, in order to maintain a stable
and distinctive position on the market by offering outstanding value for customers both at the current
time and in the future (in compliance with the paradigm of innovative growth) due to the organic
variability that is characteristic of sustainable business models and the new possibilities and targets
and ensuing responses to them, while balancing the interests of various groups” [24].

The concept of sustainability consists in applying the rules of sustainable development and
a constructive combining of resources, aims, and strategic factors which are indispensable for the
existence and development of organizations [25,26]. It should be emphasized that it is the organization
itself which determines and identifies the common areas (denominators) in its economic, social, and
environmental aims [27]. However, it may seem that effective management of the social responsibility
of a company is impossible because of the difficulty in combining the varied and sometimes discrepant
aims of effectively functioning in a competitive environment [28].

Organizational sustainability is encompasses the economic, societal, and environmental goals of an
organization [29]. Sustainable organizations are capable of surviving whilst satisfying a triple bottom
line of economic, environmental, and human performance [30] because sustainable development
ensures simultaneous benefits in these three fields. Much research demonstrates that sustainable
enterprises achieve better results in the long term than other companies [1,2,31]. This is made possible
by the construction of a so-called sustainable business model which maintains an equilibrium between
stakeholders’ and shareholders’ interests. At the same time, these enterprises implement management
rules based on value and societal responsibility [32].

Organizations which operate in accordance with the sustainability model may be characterized
by the following distinctive features:

— knowledge and trust are considered as dominating forms of capital [33],
— focus on teamwork and constant learning [33],
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— promotion of a proactive role in controlling the impact of the business on the natural environment,
social environment, and human resources [34],

— taking into account social relationships (external and internal) in activities that aim to ensure
long-term organizational effectiveness.

As can be seen from the above, what is emphasized is the significance of human capital as a factor
that is essential in meeting the sustainable targets of an organization [3]. Human development is
highlighted as the basis for the sustainable development of companies [35]. Building sustainable
organizations is based on focusing on employees’ skills, competences, motivations, and behavior [36].
Such a managerial attitude is a fundamental condition for sustainable development. It leads to mutual
gain: employees fulfil their individual potential and improve the organization’s intangible assets. Thus,
both individuals and the organization gain a competitive advantage [37]. The practices of human
resources management help to build sustainable organizations as a community of people which
with time develop structures and behaviors and discover ways in which an entrepreneur becomes
a sustainable employer [38].

Viewing a person in the light of the sustainability concept seems to combine contemporary
approaches that are based on patterns of human behavior. Namely, it is a combination of knowledge,
particular skills, particular talents, and attitudes adopted in the workplace and in the process of work [33].
It has been noted that behavioral sustainability in an organization requires particular conditions for
its development; these include trust and cooperation with others, both of which are responsible for
strengthening employees’ inclination towards sustainable behaviors [39]. Furthermore, trust enables
collaboration and collective transactions [40]. Additionally, trust in co-workers is associated with greater
satisfaction with career advancement [41], and nurturing trust among employees and managers leads to
increased productivity [16]. The importance of trust has been recognized as a driving force for innovative
behaviors in sustainable organizations [12]. Furthermore, employees’ willingness to maintain their work
engagement is associated with trust, which can be improved by managerial practices that nurture and
boost a supportive work environment [12].

The concept of sustainability is associated with corporate social responsibility (CSR), which is
defined as voluntary actions and commitment aimed at achieving positive social and environmental
changes [42]. CSR, whose concept is strongly focused on dialog and cooperation between an enterprise
and its stakeholders [43], attempts to meet the needs of various groups of stakeholders. A sustainable
organization should thoughtfully shape its relationships with all stakeholders in order to achieve
long-lasting results, conduct business in compliance with their expectations, dutifully meet commitments,
and use transparent business practices [44]. CSR projects result from strategic thinking through which
companies endeavour to transform threats into opportunities [45]. An example of such threats is the
turnover of key employees who have knowledge and skills that are essential for the enterprise to operate.

For this reason, high sustainability organizations focus on non-financial tools to build employees’
commitment and motivation [46] (p. 23), while trust and cooperation are crucial for building social
capital in these organizations [47].

2.1. Definition of Trust

A sustainable organization is based on trust [48]. Moreover, trust is a significant element responsible
for achieving a competitive advantage [49]. The general definition of trust refers to the reciprocal
assumption made by an individual in regard to another party’s actions and their consequences [50].
Trust can be understood as the way an individual’s attitude is affected by the way he/she perceives
a particular relationship. This refers to confidence in the positive consequences of the actions of other
parties [51]. Organizational trust means having positive expectations about an organization [22].

There are various scientific approaches to categorizing trust. The classification of Shapiro,
Sheppard, and Cheraskins [52] assigns business trust to three categories: deterrence-based trust,
knowledge-based trust, and identification-based trust. The analysis conducted on this model argues
that this is a hierarchical concept of developing trust: one level of trust can arise only when the previous
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one is in place [53]. Another approach was presented by McAllister [54], who introduced two kinds
of trust: cognition-related and affect-based. This concept states that cognition-based trust depends
on the competency and reliability of the other side. Affect-related trust is established on the basis
of interpersonal relationships. Additionally, Stranes, Truhon, and McCarthy [55] list three forms of
organizational trust:

• interorganizational trust—refers to trust between two organizations;
• intraorganizational trust—describes trust between subordinates and managers, and between

employees and the organization;
• interpersonal trust—concerns trust within relations and interconnections in teams.

Furthermore, Ting [56] distinguishes two types of interpersonal trust within organizations:
towards managers and towards fellow employees. This can lead to the conclusion that there are
two different aspects of interpersonal organizational trust. The first refers to whether a subordinate
trusts their supervisor; the second focuses on trust relations between co-workers [57]. In summary,
interpersonal trust consists of two dimensions: trust towards managers and trust towards fellow
employees. This paper aims to explore both types of interpersonal trust in the business environment.

Additionally, Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman [17] focused on behavioral aspects of trust. In their
research they emphasized the factors that determine the development of trust: competences,
benevolence, and integrity. According to this model, trustworthiness depends on three factors:
competence, which concerns the skills and abilities of the other person; benevolence, which reflects
the relations and attachment between the two sides of the trust process [17] (p. 718); integrity, which
is related to behavioral consistency [17] (p. 719). Understanding the conditions that can impact
organizational trust provides information on how to improve organizational effectiveness.

The research framework in this study is based on the previous findings in the literature and
emphasizes two aspects of interpersonal trust in organizations: rational trust based on the competences
of other parties, and relation-oriented trust, which focuses on the bonds between involved persons.
Rational aspects of trust will be analyzed through competences and self-efficacy; the relation elements
of trust will be examined through relations and cooperation. We will study both horizontal (between
co-workers) and vertical (between supervisors and subordinates) trust relations. The research problem
focuses on the links between interpersonal trust and competences, relations, and cooperation. It is
shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Conceptual model.

For the purpose of this research, trust is defined as positive expectations regarding another party’s
actions and behaviors towards an individual. We will examine trust as a phenomenon that affects
organizational processes. The study will focus on interpersonal aspects of trust in organizations in the
hope of providing suggestions for facilitating trust in sustainable organizations.
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2.2. Competences

Generally, competency is understood as capabilities that are based on one’s knowledge, abilities,
and attitudes [58]. A number of definitions of competence exist in the literature. The first group
refers to employee’s visible performance or behavior [59–62]. The second group describes competency
as a standard or quality indicator [63]. The third group understands this term as an individual’s
characteristics [64]. All in all, the meaning of competency depends on the research approach.

For the purpose of this study, competency is used as an indicator of reliability in trust-building
relations. We adopt the view that competency is understood as an ability or knowledge that helps in
dealing with work-related tasks.

There are numerous ways of assessing competences, depending on their application [65]. Since
competences understood as work-related ability can be successfully measured using quantitative
methods [66], we adapt this approach in our study.

The rational perception of others and its relationship to trust in co-workers have been analyzed in
previous research [67] but with conflicting results. In general, confidence based on another person’s
skills has been suggested to be an important element in trust development [68]. According to some
research, ability was recognized as an important factor that affected trust in a Chinese sample, but
not in a Turkish one [69]. Gill, Boies, Finegan, and McNally [70] established that situational context
impacts the propensity to trust. This was in alignment with the results of Snijders and Keren [71];
it implies the importance for trust of situational factors. Similarly, trust is considered to be a result
of cognitive factors such as reputation or credibility [72]. Ability and competences are also treated as
a basis for trustworthiness by numerous scholars [73–75].

Furthermore, many scholars have identified ability or competency as a significant factor that
influences organizational trust [17,20,51,67,76]. Consequently, rationale-based trust is established on
the reasoning that one party will be able to fulfil the other’s obligations. Subsequently, competency
provides information that guides trust-related behaviors. Competency serves as a cognitive display of
another person’s trustworthiness [20]. Hence, the hypothesis states:

Hypothesis 1 (H1). Competency perception is positively related to interpersonal trust.

2.3. Relation and Trust

Focusing on the relationship aspect of trust, Colquitt, and Rodell state [77] that relationships
among employees are an important trust-enhancing element. Furthermore, Tan and Lim [78] implied
that benevolence is related to trust rather than ability. The emotional bonds among employees create
a platform for trust development [67]. It has been confirmed that emotional aspects of trust are
associated with emotions [79].

The importance of positive relations as a crucial element of building trust in organizations has
increasingly been recognized [5,80]. Likewise, employee-oriented practices enhance trustworthiness
in a given organization [81]. Similarly, a recent study shows that relationships and benevolence are
vital in establishing trust in organizations [82]. Therefore, to examine this assumption the second
hypothesis was formulated:

Hypothesis 2 (H2). The strength of a relationship is positively related to interpersonal trust.

2.4. Cooperation and Trust

It has been acknowledged that cooperation is associated with trust [83–85]. Cooperative conditions
of trust lead to an increase in team confidence [86]. The two-way relation between trust and cooperation
has been confirmed [87]. In the context of interpersonal trust, cooperation is perceived as a condition
that determines trustworthiness. Kanter [88] acknowledged that cooperation is the cornerstone of
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building team confidence. Moreover, she recognized that cooperation creates a network of connections
which helps in establishing trust-relations, hence the importance of cooperation in the model that
represents how to nurture trust. We assume that a high level of cooperation is associated with a high
level of organizational trust. Thus, the third hypothesis reflects this aspect of the conditions of trust:

Hypothesis 3 (H3). The degree of successful cooperation is positively related to interpersonal trust.

Additionally, the formulated hypothesis will be verified in both the vertical and horizontal
relations in an organization. Usually those are independent patterns of connections and interactions.
Therefore, this study examines the links between trust in co-workers and trust in managers.
Consequently, we hypothesized the following:

Hypothesis 1a (H1a). Competency perception is positively related to interpersonal trust between co-workers.

Hypothesis 1b (H1b). Competency perception is positively related to interpersonal trust in managers.

Hypothesis 2a (H2a). The strength of relationships is positively related to interpersonal trust between co-workers.

Hypothesis 2b (H2b). The strength of relationships is positively related to interpersonal trust in managers.

Hypothesis 3a (H3a). The degree of successful cooperation is positively related to interpersonal trust
between co-workers.

Hypothesis 3b (H3b). The degree of successful cooperation is positively related to interpersonal trust
in managers.

3. Method

3.1. Sampling

The empirical research applied in this study was used to analyse the relation between trust
(dependent variable) and competences, relations, and cooperation (independent variables). Data
were collected via questionnaires among employees of telecommunications companies (n = 175).
The telecommunications services sector is among the fastest developing sectors in the modern
economy. It is a sector that combines advanced technologies with a high level of innovation and
considerable investment. Productivity and profitability in telecommunications companies are often
significantly above average in the non-financial business economy. Turnover and added value
in telecommunications services are steadily increasing in spite of falling tariffs and pricing [89].
The telecommunications services market encompasses both wireless and wireline services, which are
some of the most profitable segments in the IT industry. In 2015, global telecommunications services
generated approximately 1.1 trillion euros in revenues. The great significance and potential in this
industry was recorded in Europe, where in 2015 it produced around one-quarter of total revenue [90].
The research was conducted in a group of telecommunications companies in Poland, in which the
turnover of the telecommunications sector amounted to approximately 10 billion euros in 2014 [89].
Statistics show that on average in OECD countries in 2011, jobs in the information and communication
technology (ICT) sector represented 3.7% of business sector employment [91]. In Poland in 2014 the
telecommunications sector employed 48,794 people [89].

The Office of Electronic Communications’ register of telecommunications companies operating in
Poland was used as a framing sample (it includes all organizations that provide telecommunications
services in Poland that are obliged to register under the Telecommunications Act, 2004) [92]. When
choosing the types of business enterprises (LLC, stock-offering companies) we established the research
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population and consequently obtained the research sample, n = 175. The questionnaire was distributed
via e-mails (108 questionnaires) and in person by the author (67 questioners). The respondents’
confidentiality was assured. The basic introduction to the research topic was described in the headline
of the survey. Data were entered and coded using Excel.

The sample contained 34.86% (61) women and 65.14% (114) men; 84% (147) declared that they
were employees of telecommunications organizations; 13.14% (23) were IT sector employees; 2.86% (5)
were employees in other sectors. The number of respondents in the companies varied: enterprises
with 251 and more employees—77.14% (135); organizations with 51–250 employees—13.14% (23);
organizations with 11–50 employees—7.43% (13). More than half the respondents had over 10 years’
professional experience 60% (105); 22.86% (40) had 1–5 years’ experience; 13.71% (24) had 6–10 years’
experience; 3.43% (6) had less than a year of professional experience. The following positions were
represented: directors 5.14% (9); managers 18.29% (32); specialists 67.43% (118); experts 3.43% (6);
analysts 1.71% (3); assistants 0.57% (1); others 3.43% (6). Among respondents, 67.43% (118) had
a master’s degree; 17.71% (31) had a bachelor’s degree; 11.43% (20) had an engineer’s degree; 1.14% (2)
had a high-school diploma; 2.29% (4) of questionnaires were left blank.

3.2. Measures

There were four items in this questionnaire: trust, competences, relations, and cooperation. Each
item consists of statements that were based on indicators. All items in the questionnaire were rated
on a five-point Likert-type scale (1 “strongly disagree”, 5 “strongly agree”). The Likert scale is an
appropriate tool to measure trust within an organization [80,93–95]. The respondents were asked to refer
to the team they currently work in when answering questions.

The indicators were operationalized according to the conceptualization presented in Table 1.

Table 1. The conceptual framework.

Variable Dimension Theoretical Background

Dependent
variable

Interpersonal
trust

Trust in supervisor Ermisch, Gambetta, Laurie, Siedler, Uhrig, 2009; [96]
Oh, Park, 2011 [97]; Wu, Lin, Hsu, Yeh, 2009 [98]

Trust in co-workers Moye, Henkin, 2006 [99]; Rotter, 1967 [100]

Independent
variables

Competences Team competences
Margerison, 2001 [101]; Meyer, Brünig, Nyhuis, 2015 [102];
Waters, Sroufe, 1983 [103]; Knoll, Gill, 2010 [23];
Robotham, Jubb, 1996 [104]

Relations
Team relations Wiese, Botha, van Heerden, 2015 [105]; Tierney, 1999 [106];

Forret, Love, 2008 [107]; Hornsey, Hogg, 2000 [108]

Emotional bonds Price, 2013 [109]; Shih-Tse Wang, 2014 [110];
Graf, Ausserhofer, Schwendimann, Zúñiga, 2015 [111]

Cooperation

Team cooperation Nonose, Kanno, Furuta, 2014 [112]; Sun, Qi, 2004 [113]

Team cohesion
Grossman, Rosch, Mazer, Salas, 2015 [114];
Knott, Geyer, Sidman, Wiese, 2011 [115];
“Team Cohesion” 2007 [116]

Source: own elaborations.

3.2.1. Dependent Variable

The measures for trust were developed based on the literature. The first variable, “trust in
supervisor”, is based on Mayer and Gavin’s [117] and Mayer and Davies’ [118] instrument. It consists
of three items: “I would be willing to let my supervisor have substantial control over my future in the
company”, “I can talk freely with my supervisor”, “I have confidence in my supervisor”. A three-item
measure was developed to evaluate trust in co-workers. It was based on an instrument used by Forret
and Love [107] and Poon [119]. Trust in co-workers was assessed by having participants indicate
their level of agreement with the following statements: “Most of my co-workers can be relied upon
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to do their work”, “Most of my co-workers are trustworthy”, “I have confidence in my co-workers”.
The Cronbach’s alpha of Trust was 0.76.

3.2.2. Independent Variables

Competences were assessed by a two-item scale based on Naim and Lenka [120]. The respondents
were asked to indicate their opinion on the following statements: “My team has the ability to complete
a task”, “My team is very competent”. The relations measure was developed as: “My team is like
a community”, “I feel part of a team”, “There are strong emotional relations between the members
of my team”. In order to assess cooperation, the participants were asked to express their opinion
about the following statements: “Cooperation in my team is good”, “My team pursues its goals
collaboratively” [115,121]. The Cronbach’s alpha for items in this measure was: competences 0.87,
relations 0.84, cooperation 0.94.

3.2.3. Control Variable

Since the relation between generalized trust and trust in business organizations has been
recognized [122], we decided to include this variable in our analyses. Assuming that trusting people
are more likely to display higher levels of trust in co-workers and managers, it might bias the results
of our research. Therefore, generalized trust was controlled in this study.

4. Results

Trust among respondents was generally high. However, the average trust in co-workers (M = 0.4)
was higher than the average trust in managers (M = 3.69). The average generalized trust (M = 3.96)
was lower than the average trust declared by fellow employees, but higher than the average trust
in managers. Table 2 provides the percentage of responses to questions relating to interpersonal
trust. Generalized trust was used as an indicator of a person’s individual attitude towards others and
helps in estimating the results; 65% of respondents trust co-workers (24% “strongly agree” and 40%
“rather agree”); only 3.43% (disagree 2.86% and strongly disagree 0.57%) disagree with the statements
relating to trust in co-workers. This indicates that trust in fellow employees is very high (higher
than generalized trust). In comparison, 12% declared that they do not trust their leader (3.43% rather
disagree and 8.57% strongly disagree with the statement referring to trust in the leader).

Table 2. Interpersonal trust.

Profile of Responses

M N 1 2 3 4 5

Trust co-workers 4.4 175 1 5 22 105 42
Trust leader 3.70 175 6 15 38 83 33

Generalized trust 3.96 175 1 8 27 100 39

Notes: 5—Strongly agree, 4—Rather agree, 3—Neither agree nor disagree, 2—Rather disagree, 1—Strongly disagree.
Source: own elaboration.

In conclusion, this illustrates that in the research sample there is a high level of trust among
employees. It also implies greater distrust (four times more) in managers than between peer employees.

Verification of Hypotheses

Both H1a and H1b were strongly supported. Moderate positive correlations were found between
trust in co-workers and evaluation of the team’s competence (r = 0.438, p = 0.000) and between trust in
the manager and competences (r = 0.298, p = 0.000). The result of correlation analysis is presented in
Table 3. It implies that competences are related positively to interpersonal organizational trust.
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Table 3. Intercorrelation matrix.

1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Competences 1
2. Cooperation 0.800 ** 1
3. Relations 0.720 ** 0.730 ** 1
4. Generalized trust 0.107 0.084 0.094 1
5. Trust to co-workers 0.468 ** 0.535 ** 0.499 ** 0.425 ** 1
6. Trust to manager 0.431 ** 0.480 ** 0.389 ** 0.185 * 0.624 ** 1

Notes: * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01. Source: own elaboration.

To further explore these relations, a one-way ANOVA analysis was conducted. To examine the
links between trust in co-workers and competence level, three groups of trust in co-workers were
distinguished: low trust level (M = 3.21, SD = 1.07), medium trust level (M = 4.12, SD = 0.73), and high
trust level (M = 4.5, SD = 0.55). There was a significant difference in evaluation of mean competences
(F(2,172) = 24.91, p < 0.001) between the different levels of trust. Those with a low level of trust in their
peers have the lowest average level of trust. Those with the highest level of trust were characterized by
the highest assessment level of competences. Post hoc t-test comparisons using Bonferroni correction,
with adjusted alpha ((αaltered = 0.05/3), 0.016 per test) confirmed that there were statistically significant
differences in competences between the low trust group (M = 3.21, SD = 1.07) and the high trust
group (M = 4.5. SD = 0.55), t(37) = −5.88, p = 0.000. The verification describes statistically significant
differences between competences in medium and high trust level groups (t(99) = 3.38, p = 0.000), as well
as low and medium trust groups (t(34) = −4.25, p = 0.000). Hence, this supports Hypothesis H1a.

To analyze whether there were statistically important differences in relations between competences
and trust in managers, a one-way ANOVA analysis was conducted on three groups: low trust
(M = 3.78, SD = 0.98), medium trust (M = 4.11, SD = 0.78), and high trust (M = 4.48, SD = 0.57). There was
a significant effect of competences on trust in managers (F(2,172) = 7.96, p < 0.001). A further post hoc test
using an altered alpha value (0.016) confirmed the significant differences between the low trust group
(M = 3.78, SD = 0.98) and the high trust group (M = 4.48, SD = 0.57) in mean competences (t(90) = −4.36,
p < 0.001). These results indicate that competences level affects trust in managers in an organization.
In consequence, it supports Hypothesis H1b.

There was a positive correlation between trust in co-workers and relationships (r = 0.499, p < 0.000).
Additionally, emotional bonds were positively correlated to trust in fellow employees (r = 0.419, p < 0.000).
These results demonstrate the links between relations and interpersonal trust in co-workers. The one-way
ANOVA analysis indicates that there is a significant difference between trust in co-workers depending
on relations (F(2,172) = 23.174, p < 0.001). A post hoc t-test with Bonferroni correction (αaltered = 0.05/3)
0.016 supported this result (t(41) = −6.15, p < 0.000). The high trust group (M = 4.35, SD = 0.65) was
characterized by a higher average level of relations in comparison to the low trust group (M = 2.96,
SD = 0.2). The relationship also varied among low and medium trust (t(37) = −4.59, p = 0.000) and
medium and high trust (t(98) = 2.93, p = 0.002). This provides further support for Hypothesis H2a.

The correlation between trust in managers and relationships (r = 0.389, p = 0.000) shows
that confidence in managers is related to relationships in an organization. An additional one-way
ANOVA analysis suggested a significant difference between trust in managers and average relations
(F(2,172) = 8.11, p < 0.001). This was confirmed by a series of post hoc t-tests ((αaltered = 0.05/3) 0.016),
t(89) = −3.87, p = 0.001, since relations were significantly different in the low trust (M = 3.54, SD = 1.14)
and high trust (M = 4.30, SD = 0.72) groups. Moreover, relations were different for the low and medium
trust (M = 4, SD = 0.79) groups. This supports Hypothesis H2b.

There was a moderate significant correlation between cooperation and trust in co-workers
(r = 0.486, p = 0.000) and group cohesion (r = 0.535, p = 0.000). The one-way ANOVA variance
analysis indicated that cooperation is significantly different for low, medium, and high trust groups
(F(2,172) = 21.398, p < 0.001). The series of post hoc t-tests with Bonferroni correction and adjusted alpha
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emphasizes that cooperation was much more positively evaluated in groups characterized by high trust
between co-workers (M = 4.26, SD = 0.79) than in low trust groups (M = 2.82, SD = 1.21), t(42) = −5.51,
p < 0.001. Cooperation was a significant factor that distinguishes trust in fellow employees between
low and medium trust (M = 3.88, SD = 0.88) groups (t(37) = −3.61, p < 0.001), as well as medium and
high trust groups (t(89) = 3.45, p < 0.001). The difference between average cooperation and low and
medium trust (t(37) = 3.61, p = 0.000) was statistically important. By illustrating the positive links
between cooperation and trust in peers, this calculation supports Hypothesis H3a, and Hypothesis H3b
was also confirmed. A moderate significant correlation was discovered between trust in managers and
cooperation (r = 0.431, p = 0.000). Moreover, the cohesion was also correlated to trust in supervisors
(r = 0.480, p = 0.000). Further examination of this relation was conducted using one-way ANOVA
analysis. The test (F(2,172) = 10.65, p < 0.001) established that average cooperation is different in low,
medium, and high trust groups. Those who trust managers the least (M = 3.37, SD = 1.15) were
characterized by the lowest level of cooperation. In contrast, those who trust their supervisor the most
(M = 4.30, SD = 0.76) have the highest cooperation scores. A further series of post hoc t-tests with
adjusted alpha value (0.0167) revealed that high and low level of trust in managers was statistically
related to cooperation (t(87) = −4.61, p < 0.001). Similarly, cooperation levels significantly differ in
medium and low trust groups (t(68) = −2.32, p = 0.011). Average cooperation varies in low and
medium trust groups (t(105) = 3.01, p = 0.001). This provided further support for Hypothesis H3b.

Generalized trust, which was used as an indicator of average individual trust level, was not
significantly correlated to any variable.

In pursuance of establishing the determinants of interpersonal trust, a linear multiplied regression
analysis was conducted. In H1a, H2a, and H3a we proposed that trust in co-workers is predicted by
competences, relations, and cooperation. The findings of statistical analysis suggest that combined
competences, relations, and cooperation account for a statistically significant proportion of variance
in trust in co-workers F(3,171) = 25.62851, p < 0.001 and accounted for 31% of the variance in trust
in co-workers with adj. R2 of 0.31. The Beta weight for cooperation was not statistically significant
(β = 0.151, t = 1.558159, p = 0.12). This indicates that only competences (β = 0.215, t = 2.785, p = 0.002)
and relations (β = 0.287, t = 3.119, p = 0.005) contributed to the variance in trust in co-workers.

A multiple linear regression was calculated to examine the relations between competences,
relations, cooperation, and trust in managers. The analysis results indicate that together these factors
explain 20% of the variance in trust in managers (F(3,171) = 14.655, p < 0.001) with adj. R2 = 0.204.
Cooperation was the only component that predicted trust in managers (β = 0.295, t = 2.820, p = 0.005).

5. Discussion

The research hypotheses were formulated to show that interpersonal trust is partly connected
by two main factors. The first condition involves the cognitive process of rationally analysing the
trustworthiness of a second agent based on his/her abilities. The second factor refers to the emotional
perception of the state of the relationship between co-workers based on relations and cooperation in
teams. In our research, both cognitive and emotional aspects of interpersonal trust were examined
to provide an understanding of the specific patterns that are associated with an increased level
of organization.

The verification of Hypothesis H1a has implications for the importance of strengthening the
cognitive aspect of interpersonal trust. Competences are correlated with trust in fellow employees.
These findings align with [20,67]. However, our results are focused on a specific sector. The presented
study analyses the telecommunications sector and helps to examine its unique characteristics.
The studied telecommunications employees’ trust in their co-workers is associated with the team’s
competences. Similarly, the examination of Hypothesis H1b points to the fact that recognition of
competences affects trust in managers. This corresponds with the literature on trust antecedents [21].
Further analysis indicates that perception of abilities is an important factor that is related to trust. This
is a significant finding which emphasizes the role of competences in organizational confidence.
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Hypothesis H2a suggests that emotional conditions related to trust play an important role in
building trust. The analyses provide an insight which illustrates that employees who have good
interpersonal relations and emotional bonds have a higher level of trust. Furthermore, our research
supports previous studies which indicate a connection between trust and interpersonal relations [67].

Additionally, the emotional aspect of trust in supervisors is also confirmed (H2b). This is in
alignment with earlier findings [19]. The main contribution of this study indicates that interpersonal
relationships are strongly related to organizational trust. Furthermore, increased positive interactions
facilitate interpersonal trust.

The examination of Hypothesis H3 provides support for links between cooperation and trust.
Cooperation is correlated with organizational confidence. This corresponds with both theoretical
assumptions [123] and practical studies [112,124] and demonstrates the importance of good cooperative
patterns that enhance organizational trust. The interpersonal trust relationship model is illustrated in
Figure 2.
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Overall, the study confirmed the results of McAllister [54], who recognized the cognitive and
affective foundations of trust. Our findings show that in order to strengthen organizational confidence,
both ability and competences as well as relations and cooperation should be improved. According
to these results, organizational practices that facilitate trust should emphasize both the cognitive
and emotional aspects of trust. Developing competences, creating opportunities for interaction, and
improving cooperation are core elements of organizational interpersonal trust.

More precisely, our study assessed the factors that determine interpersonal trust in organizations.
Consistent with our hypotheses, we found that trust in co-workers is related to competences
and relations. However, cooperation was not a significant predictor of trust in fellow employees.
This implies that creating opportunities to bond and maintain good relationships among peers
in organizations and building work-related ability and skills help to improve interpersonal trust
between co-workers. On the contrary, in order to build trust in managers, one should stress the
need for successful cooperation as this determines trust in supervisors. Thus, it seems that it is
important for employees to demonstrate proficiency to be considered trustworthy. Furthermore,
positive group interaction leads to improved group trust. Managers should focus on maintaining
successful cooperation to build their own credibility. The core components for building organizational
confidence are competence, relations (for co-workers), and cooperation (for managers).
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The practical implications of our study indicate the significance of cognitive and affective factors
in building trust. One of the most important conclusions of this study is that it provides evidence
of the importance of creating trust-enhancing organizations by improving employees’ competences
and providing space for bonding activities that nurture interpersonal relations. Employees’ trust is
associated with abilities and relationships. Hence, by providing adequate support (such as training
and integration opportunities), one is able to improve interpersonal trust in organizations.

In conclusion, our findings suggest that interpersonal trust in sustainable organizations is associated
with cognitive and affective factors. Since trust is a core element of sustainable development [125],
implementation of practices that enhance team confidence improves the way these organizations
function. Additionally, understanding various aspects that influence interpersonal trust in sustainable
organizations helps to reinforce the development of organizational trust. There are two basic strategies
that can help to improve trust: firstly, strengthening competences and abilities; secondly, building mutual
relationships and improving cooperation. According to our results, it is especially important to develop
and subsequently maintain positive trust-oriented bonds between employees and managers. Sustainable
management involves encouraging confidence and improving the quality of social aspects of work
by strengthening trust. Our study provides guidance which specifies the core aspects of establishing
interpersonal trust in sustainable organizations.

Further research could be conducted in different countries to provide cross-cultural comparisons.
Moreover, future analysis could explore more aspects of interpersonal trust. Furthermore, the analysis
only considers three conditions related to trust. Further exploration of additional elements that affect
interpersonal trust is required. Even though we acknowledge some limitations of this research, we support
our claim that competences, relations, and cooperation affect interpersonal trust.
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44. Lisiecka, K. Społeczna odpowiedzialność w relacjach z interesariuszami w systemie ochrony zdrowia.

Res. Papers Wroc. Univ. Econ. 2015, 378, 296–308. (In Polish) [CrossRef]
45. Raufflet, E.; Cruz, L.B.; Bres, L. An assessment of corporate social responsibility practices in the mining and

oil and gas industries. J. Clean. Prod. 2014, 84, 256–270. [CrossRef]
46. Eccles, R.G.; Ioannou, I.; Serafeim, G. The Impact of Corporate Sustainability on Organizational Processes

and Performance. Available online: http://ssrn.com/abstract=1964011 (accessed on 10 April 2018).
47. Grudzewki, W.M.; Hejduk, I.K. Sustainable enterprise (przedsiębiorstwo przyszłości)—Odpowiedzią na
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