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Purpose: The purpose of this article was to find correlations in the evaluation of factors affect-7 

ing trust in co-workers and friends and colleagues. The opinions of Generation Z representatives 8 

were analyzed (using respondents from Poland, Spain and Turkey as examples). 9 

Design/methodology/approach: The analyses presented here are part of a broader study on the 10 

trust Generation Z places in entities from different spheres of life. The article focuses 11 

on perceptions of trust in co-workers and friends/colleagues. The survey was conducted using 12 

CAWI and PAPI methods with a sample of 656 respondents.  13 

Findings: Aspects with the greatest and least influence on trust in both co-workers and friends/ 14 

colleagues were identified, and statistically significant differences in perceptions of these 15 

aspects by nationality were analyzed, as well as the correlation between respondents' ratings 16 

of each trust factor.  17 

Research limitations/implications: The research sample, lack of representativeness of the 18 

sample. 19 

Practical implications: The article indicates whether trust-building behavior in the private 20 

sphere can be transferred to the professional sphere. 21 

Originality/value: The article points out differences in the perception of trust constructs among 22 

young Poles, Spaniards and Turks. 23 
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Category of the paper: research paper. 25 

1. Introduction  26 

For a number of years, we have been operating in the world of BANI (Casiso, 2020). 27 

A world that is complex, unsettled, non-linear and incomprehensible. The BANI model has 28 

supplanted the descriptive VUCA model, which has described the world since the 1990s as 29 

fragile, anxious, non-linear and incomprehensible (Piątkowska, 2021; Kucharczyk-Capiga, 30 

2022). However, regardless of how we perceive the reality around us, its complexity remains 31 

a fact (Musiol, 2022; Piątkowska, 2021; Krzemiński, 2021). 32 
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Trust makes it possible to cope with the complexity of the surrounding world (Luh-1 

mann,1979). Accordingly, the interest in it can be attributed, among other things, to the growing 2 

uncertainty associated with dynamic changes in the environment and their unpredictable nature 3 

(Królik, 2015). On the other hand, the increasing virtualization of life has contributed to the 4 

weakening of relationships and the decline of trust in teams (Lu et al., 2017; Romeike et al., 5 

2016) in both planes of life – professional and private; in addition, despite the ever-increasing 6 

popularity of work-life balance (Tomaszuk et al.,2023), these two planes continue to intersect. 7 

Hence, the purpose of the article is to find correlations in ratings of factors affecting trust 8 

in co-workers and friends/colleagues. The study included Generation Z, which has the highest 9 

level of distrust among all generations present in the labor market. This is a group that struggles 10 

to establish personal relationships (Gajda, 2017), but at the same time is socially oriented (Wik-11 

torowicz et al., 2016) and declares the need to establish relationships in the real world (Dentsu 12 

Aegis Network, 2019). The following research questions were formulated: 13 

RQ 1: Which factors are most and which are least likely to influence Generation Z representa-14 

tives' trust in friends/colleagues? 15 

RQ 2: Depending on nationality, are there statistically significant differences in the evaluations 16 

of Generation Z representatives regarding perceptions of the importance of individual fac-17 

tors of trust in friends/colleagues? 18 

RQ 3: Is there a correlation between Generation Z representatives' ratings of individual factors 19 

of trust in co-workers and colleagues/friends? 20 

Basic statistical measures and non-parametric statistics were used to obtain responses to 21 

RQ. Calculations were made using the Statistica package. The structure of the article includes 22 

several sections. The theoretical section presents a literature review on aspects of trust. The next 23 

section contains a description of the research methodology used. Then the results of the author's 24 

research were presented and analyzed. The final section of the article presents a summary and 25 

discusses conclusions and research limitations. 26 

2. Literature review  27 

Trust is a construct of interest in many disciplines (Adler, 2001; Gilbert 2010; Smarżewska, 28 

2018; Fulmer et al., 2012; Lewicki et al., 2006; Tomaszuk, 2024a). According to psychologists, 29 

it is a personal trait (Rotter, 1967), according to sociologists it is a social structure (Lewis 30 

et al.,1985), according to economists it is a mechanism of rational choice (Williamson, 1993). 31 

In the context of management, it is the belief that a person acts favourably toward a relying 32 

party by behaving or reacting in a predictable and mutually appropriate manner (Paliszkiewicz, 33 

2013). A review of the definitions of the concept (Tschannen-Moran, Hoy 2000; McKnight, 34 

Chervany 2001; Mayer et al., 1995; Blomqvist, 1997; Friman et al., 2002; Koźmiński, 2004; 35 
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Bugdol, 2010; Paliszkiewicz, 2013; Kharouf, Lund, 2019; Nienaber et al., 2015; Searle et al., 1 

2018; Büssing, 2002; Tschannen-Moray, Hoy, 2000) made it possible to define the concept 2 

of interpersonal trust as the trustee's belief that the recipient of the trust will not let him down, 3 

will not take conscious actions that could harm or hurt him (Wasiluk, Tomaszuk, 2020). 4 

Interpersonal trust is an extremely complex and dynamic phenomenon (Guinot et.al., 2013; 5 

McCauley, Kuhnert, 1992), especially since, depending on the chosen role, different mecha-6 

nisms of it are activated (Kilduff, Tsai, 2005). Interpersonal trust-building is an interactive pro-7 

cess in which parties learn or unlearn how to build and maintain trustworthiness under certain 8 

conditions (Six, Sorge, 2008). Regardless of the conditions, common features of trust include 9 

the belief that the other party will act benevolently; taking the risk that the other party may not 10 

meet expectations of benevolent behavior; and interdependence (Bews, Martins, 2002; Hay, 11 

2002; Lämsä, Pučėtaitė, 2006; Schoorman et al., 2007). Numerous studies indicate that trust 12 

facilitates both social functioning and individual actions with positive results (Colquitt et al., 13 

2007; Dirks, Ferrin, 2001). 14 

Trust, often conceptualized as a multidimensional construct (van der Berg, Martins, 2013; 15 

Spadaro et al., 2020), isolates beliefs and the resulting intentions or behaviors. Beliefs relate to 16 

perceptions of the trustworthiness of others, while intentions reflect acceptance of vulnerability 17 

and actions taken to obtain possible benefits (Clark, Payne, 1997; Das, Teng, 2004; McKnight 18 

et al., 1998; Yu et al., 2014). 19 

Most commonly, five basic dimensions of trust are identified (Tschannen-Moran, 2004): 20 

honesty (telling the truth, keeping promises, accepting responsibility); benevolence (showing 21 

goodwill, being supportive, guarding confidential information); openness (engaging in open 22 

communication, sharing important information and making decisions); dependability (consi-23 

stency, responsibility, fulfilling obligations, keeping commitments) and competence (abilities, 24 

qualifications, skills). 25 

Despite the relevance of each dimension, their relative value may vary with respect to the 26 

subjects of interpersonal relationships (Yavas, Çelik, 2010). In contrast, the most common sour-27 

ces of trust are considered to be (Grudzewski et al., 2007; Mayer et al., 1995): 28 

• knowledge derived from the repetition of previous interactions between the parties, 29 

• calculation estimated as the advantage of benefits over possible costs, 30 

• values held by norms belief in the honesty and goodwill of the partner, 31 

• the skills, competencies and qualities of the partners that allow them to exert influence, 32 

• benevolence and willingness to do right by the trustee despite the clear motivation to 33 

act for profit. 34 

Despite the fact that interpersonal trust involves a relationship between two entities and can 35 

vary depending on the reference point (Colquitt et al., 2007), the literature does not abound with 36 

studies comparing how the same trust constructs are perceived in relation to different entities 37 

(embedded in different spheres of life). 38 
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3. Methodology  1 

The multidimensionality of the construct determines the use of diverse measurement scales 2 

(Żądło, 2014). The construction of the research tool was based on the Mishra and Mishra (1994) 3 

measurement scale, which was adapted to the purpose of the study. The implemented scale 4 

is included in Table 1. 5 

Table 1. 6 

The measurement scale used  7 

S Statement 

S1 I trust that my co-worker/friend should be completely honest with me 

S2 I trust that my co-worker/friend should prioritize the interests of the university over his own 

S3 I trust that my co-worker/friend should keep the promises he/she makes 

S4 I trust that my co-worker/friend should be a competent person in his/her work 

S5 I trust that my co-worker/friend should always express true feelings on important issues 

S6 I trust that my co-worker/friend should look after my well-being 

S7 I trust that my co-worker/friend should have a significant share in the success achieved by a university 

S8 I trust that I should be able to rely on my co-worker/friend 

S9 I trust that my co-worker/friend should undertake actions that are consequence of previous declarations 

S10 I trust that my co-worker/friend should share important information with me 

S11 I trust that my co-worker/friend should care about the future of the university 

S12 I trust that my co-worker/friend should help to solve important problems at the university 

S13 I trust that my co-worker/friend should have consistent expectations towards me 

S14 I trust that my co-worker/friend should be able to make personal sacrifices for the university 

S15 I trust that my co-worker/friend should be willing to acknowledge their own mistakes 

S16 I trust that my co-worker/friend should help the university in crisis situations 

Source: compiled from (Mishra, Mishra 1994).  8 

Respondents were asked to indicate their position on each statement (separately for each 9 

subject), on a five-point Likert scale. 10 

The reliability of the scale was checked using Cronbach's α coefficient. The calculated sta-11 

tistics (0.84 for the measurement scale used to measure trust in co-workers and 0.81 of friends/ 12 

acquaintances) indicate sufficient and high consistency, respectively, of the items included. 13 

The analyses presented here represent a narrower slice of the research conducted (the total 14 

sample consisted of 1185 respondents from 21 countries), the purpose of which was to identify 15 

differences in evaluations of factors influencing trust in selected entities in the opinion of Gene-16 

ration Z. 17 

The article focuses on the responses of respondents who are representatives of the three 18 

most numerous nationalities – Spaniards, Poles and Turks. The characteristics of the respon-19 

dents (N=656) are included in Table 2. The respondents were people born after 1995, and have 20 

experience in the labor market. The survey was conducted in late 2021 and early 2022 with 21 

a combined technique, using CAWI and PAPI methods via a snowball method. The methods 22 
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used made it possible to achieve a high level of standardization and minimize the interviewer's 1 

influence on the respondents' opinions, and provided a sense of complete anonymity, which 2 

contributed to increasing the quality of the data collected (Malhotra, 2010).  3 

Table 2.  4 

Characteristics of respondents  5 

Country of origin of respondents Number (%) of respondents 

Spain 342 (52.1%) 

Poland 230 (35.1%) 

Turkey 84 (12.8%) 

TOTAL 656 (100%) 

Source: compiled on the basis of the conducted survey.  6 

4. Analysis of research results  7 

The article focuses on discussing the results of the study on trust in friends/ colleauges. 8 

As the results on trust in co-workers have been more extensively described through the prism 9 

of comparative analysis with components of trust in supervisor (Tomaszuk, Wasiluk, 2023), 10 

in this article they are presented only for comparative analysis. Descriptive statistics were used 11 

to present the results, the significance of statistical differences was verified using the Kruskal-12 

Wallis test (Table 3).  13 

Analysis of the data allows us to identify the aspects that are most and least likely to affect 14 

trust in friends and colleagues. Overall, the highest interest, due to the arithmetic mean, can be 15 

observed in the opinions of Poles. They considered sincerity, keeping promises and reliability 16 

to be the most important, in turn. Sincerity and reliability were also found to be of greatest 17 

importance to Turks. The third most important component of trust for this nationality is assis-18 

tance in emergency situations. Analysis of the survey results also allows us to conclude that 19 

Spaniards value completely different components in the aspect of trust in friends/ colleagues, 20 

and these are: concern for well-being, expression of true feelings (sincerity) and participation 21 

in successes. For the most important aspects of trust, the coefficient of variation remained at low 22 

(Poles and partly Turks) or average (Spaniards and partly Turks) values. 23 

Representatives of all analyzed nationalities were more in agreement when it came to opi-24 

nions on the three aspects of least importance in forming trust in friends and acquaintances. 25 

In Poles and Turks, there was full agreement – representatives of both nationalities considered 26 

putting the common interest before their own, having specific expectations with regard 27 

to friends and colleagues, and the ability to make personal sacrifices to be the least important 28 

components. Putting the common interest before one's own also turned out to be the least im-29 

portant component for Spaniards, as did honesty (the most important in the opinion of Poles 30 
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and Turks) and competence. The coefficient of variation for the statements analyzed remained 1 

average. The Kruskall-Wallis test conducted confirms that there are a number of statistically 2 

significant differences by nationality - differences were not found only in statements regarding 3 

the need to be concerned about well-being (S6), having a significant stake in the successes 4 

achieved (S7) and concern for the future (S11). The most differences were observed between 5 

Poles and Spaniards (13) and related to perceptions of S1, S2, S3, S4, S5, S8, S9, S10, S12, 6 

S13, S14, S15, S16. Poles and Turks differed in their perceptions of 6 trust components (S2, 7 

S3, S5, S8, S9, S10). The fewest differences – 5, were observed when comparing opinions on 8 

trust in friends/colleagues for Spanish and Turkish nationalities (S1, S3, S4, S15, S16).  9 

Table 3.  10 

Evaluation of statements of the trust in co-workers and colleagues/ friends’ measurement 11 

scale by nationality of respondents  12 

*
 Objective 

of trust 

Total Spaniards Poles Turks 
H P 

 x V x  V x  V x  V 

S
1

 

Trust in  

co-workers 

4.00 26.64 3.72 30.55 4.36 18.75 4.18 25.24 

49.40 <0.05 Statistically significant differences occur between Poles and Spaniards, 

Spaniards and Turks 

Trust in friends 

and colleagues 

4.15 26.26 3.67 32.25 4.73 13.68 4.55 14.64 

160.9 <0.05 Statistically significant differences occur between Poles and Spaniards, 

Spaniards and Turks 

S
2

 

Trust in  

co-workers 

3.26 35.89 3.57 30.48 2.73 38.97 3.44 36.75 

71.07 <0.05 Statistically significant differences occur between Poles and Spaniards, 

Poles and Turks 

Trust in friends 

and colleagues 

3.29 34.47 3.61 28.57 2.77 38.53 3.45 35.23 

75.96 <0.05 Statistically significant differences occur between Poles and Spaniards, 

Poles and Turks 

S
3

 

Trust in  

co-workers 

4.07 23.47 3.72 26.73 4.50 15.78 4.35 18.73 

103.5 <0.05 Statistically significant differences occur between Poles and Spaniards, 

Spaniards and Turks 

Trust in friends 

and colleagues 

4.16 25.20 3.73 27.16 4.76 13.06 4.25 30.09 

169.5 <0.05 Statistically significant differences occur between Poles and Spaniards, 

Spaniards and Turks, Poles and Turks 

S
4

 

Trust in  

co-workers 

4.10 23.64 3.81 26.80 4.53 15.25 4.10 23.86 

75.39 <0.05 Statistically significant differences occur between Poles and Spaniards, 

Poles and Turks 

Trust in friends 

and colleagues 

3.80 26.16 3.68 26.28 3.92 26.21 4.01 24.01 

14.41 <0.05 Statistically significant differences occur between Poles and Spaniards, 

Spaniards and Turks 

S
5

 

Trust in  

co-workers 

3.76 27.42 3.57 28.85 3.97 25.04 3.96 25.21 

25.28 <0.05 Statistically significant differences occur between Poles and Spaniards, 

Spaniards and Turks 

Trust in friends 

and colleagues 

4.20 23.33 3.93 26.08 4.65 15.04 4.04 24.76 

90.02 <0.05 Statistically significant differences occur between Poles and Spaniards, 

Poles and Turks 

S
6

 

Trust in  

co-workers 

3.31 32.89 3.47 30.20 3.08 33.99 3.26 38.11 
17.29 <0.05 

Statistically significant differences exist between Poles and Spaniards 

Trust in friends 

and colleagues 

3.99 24.30 4.01 23.84 4.02 23.75 3.82 27.60 
2.42 0.29 

Statistically significant differences do not occur 

  13 
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Cont. Table 3.  1 
*

 Objective 

of trust 

Total Spaniards Poles Turks 
H P 

 x V x  V x  V x  V 

S
7

 

Trust in  

co-workers 

3.85 25.67 3.73 25.68 4.04 20.61 3.82 35.68 
17.86 <0.05 

Statistically significant differences exist between Poles and Spaniards 

Trust in friends 

and colleagues 

3.89 26.42 3.93 25.17 3.93 24.72 3.61 35.23 
3.34 0.19 

Statistically significant differences do not occur 

S
8

 

Trust in  

co-workers 

3.89 25.61 3.66 26.36 4.30 18.71 3.71 33.06 
65.61 <0.05 

Statistically significant differences occur between Poles and Spaniards 

Trust in friends 

and colleagues 

4.17 23.57 3.88 25.00 4.72 13.58 3.85 30.07 

132.3 <0.05 Statistically significant differences occur between Poles and Spaniards, 

Poles and Turks 

S
9

 

Trust in  

co-workers 

4.03 23.71 3.81 26.31 4.35 16.80 4.02 26.16 

41.15 <0.05 Statistically significant differences occur between Poles and Spaniards, 

Poles and Turks 

Trust in friends 

and colleagues 

4.05 23.51 3.87 23.43 4.40 18.10 3.82 32.03 

53.36 <0.05 Statistically significant differences occur between Poles and Spaniards, 

Poles and Turks 

S
1

0
 

Trust in  

co-workers 

3.94 27.91 3.71 28.87 4.27 22.18 3.95 34.22 
43.70 <0.05 

Statistically significant differences exist between Poles and Spaniards 

Trust in friends 

and colleagues 

4.14 23.26 3.89 24.95 4.51 16.93 4.18 26.31 

68.67 <0.05 Statistically significant differences occur between Poles and Spaniards, 

Poles and Turks 

S
1

1
 

Trust in  

co-workers 

3.78 25.60 3.66 26.65 3.86 24.30 4.04 23.54 

15.29 <0.05 Statistically significant differences occur between Poles and Spaniards, 

Spaniards and Turks 

Trust in friends 

and colleagues 

3.88 27.10 3.81 28.06 4.03 23.78 3.79 31.51 
5.68 0.059 

Statistically significant differences do not occur 

S
1

2
 

Trust in  

co-workers 

3.84 24.67 3.83 25.10 3.85 23.58 3.88 26.05 
0.29 0.86 

Statistically significant differences do not occur 

Trust in friends 

and colleagues 

4.02 25.23 3.80 28.88 4.34 17.86 4.02 24.99 
35.43 <0.05 

Statistically significant differences exist between Poles and Spaniards 

S
1

3
 

Trust in  

co-workers 

3.52 32.18 3.72 28.83 3.23 34.41 3.51 36.04 
28.89 <0.05 

Statistically significant differences exist between Poles and Spaniards 

Trust in friends 

and colleagues 

3.59 30.64 3.74 28.04 3.42 32.93 3.44 33.57 
12.24 <0.05 

Statistically significant differences exist between Poles and Spaniards 

S
1

4
 

Trust in  

co-workers 

3.09 39.74 3.38 34.59 2.62 42.18 3.19 43.65 

54.96 <0.05 Statistically significant differences occur between Poles and Spaniards, 

Poles and Turks 

Trust in friends 

and colleagues 

3.52 30.84 3.74 24.91 3.24 35.54 3.35 37.84 
25.75 <0.05 

Statistically significant differences exist between Poles and Spaniards 

S
1

5
 

Trust in  

co-workers 

4.10 22.43 3.76 25.04 4.51 15.04 4.32 20.05 

103.0 <0.05 Statistically significant differences occur between Poles and Spaniards, 

Spaniards and Turks 

Trust in friends 

and colleagues 

4.09 24.82 3.71 26.20 4.68 13.71 4.00 31.05 

147.5 <0.05 Statistically significant differences exist between Poles and Spaniards, 

Spaniards and Turks, Poles and Turks 

S
1

6
 

Trust in  

co-workers 

3.70 27.58 3.63 28.54 3.73 25.87 3.93 27.60 

8.16 <0.05 Statistically significant differences occur between Poles and Spaniards, 

Spaniards and Turks 

Trust in friends 

and colleagues 

4.13 23.20 3.91 25.95 4.38 18.12 4.30 21.61 

35.29 <0.05 Statistically significant differences occur between Poles and Spaniards, 

Spaniards and Turks 

Note: * - Statement.  2 

Source: compiled on the basis of conducted survey.  3 
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Spearman's rank correlation analysis conducted for ratings of statements of the trust in co-1 

workers and friends/ colleagues measurement scale (Table 4) indicates that the existing correla-2 

tions are positive. 3 

Table 4.  4 

Spearman's rank correlation for ratings of statements of the trust in co-workers and friends/ 5 

colleauges measurement scale by nationality of respondents  6 

Statement 
total Spanish Poles Turks 

P rS P rS p rS p rS 

S1 <0,05 0,40 <0,05 0,25 <0,05 0,33 <0,05 0,67 

S2 <0,05 0,38 <0,05 0,12 <0,05 0,47 <0,05 0,53 

S3 <0,05 0,47 <0,05 0,32 <0,05 0,40 <0,05 0,28 

S4 <0,05 0,35 <0,05 0,34 <0,05 0,37 <0,05 0,32 

S5 <0,05 0,31 <0,05 0,15 <0,05 0,38 <0,05 0,53 

S6 <0,05 0,20 >0,05 0,08 <0,05 0,34 <0,05 0,34 

S7 <0,05 0,25 <0,05 0,20 <0,05 0,21 <0,05 0,51 

S8 <0,05 0,40 <0,05 0,19 <0,05 0,31 <0,05 0,62 

S9 <0,05 0,34 <0,05 0,15 <0,05 0,50 <0,05 0,40 

S10 <0,05 0,35 <0,05 0,16 <0,05 0,44 <0,05 0,45 

S11 <0,05 0,24 <0,05 0,21 <0,05 0,21 <0,05 0,46 

S12 <0,05 0,10 >0,05 0,00 <0,05 0,20 <0,05 0,27 

S13 <0,05 0,30 <0,05 0,19 <0,05 0,37 <0,05 0,45 

S14 <0,05 0,39 <0,05 0,25 <0,05 0,41 <0,05 0,53 

S15 <0,05 0,45 <0,05 0,22 <0,05 0,49 <0,05 0,52 

S16 <0,05 0,25 <0,05 0,17 <0,05 0,26 <0,05 0,38 

Source: compiled on the basis of conducted survey.  7 

Correlations are present for all statements when comparing the opinions of Poles and Turks, 8 

and for most statements (excluding S6 and S12) of Spanish respondents. However, an analysis 9 

of the rS values shows that in the case of Spanish respondents, the correlations are overwhel-10 

mingly low, only in the case of S3 and S4 a medium level of correlation can be observed. For 11 

Polish respondents, most of the correlations have a medium level (except for S7, S11, S12 and 12 

S16, where a low level of correlation was observed). The highest level of correlation was ob-13 

served for Turkish respondents – only for S3 and S12 a low level of correlation was observed; 14 

analysis of the remaining statements indicates an average (S4, S6, S9, S10, S11) and high (S1, 15 

S2, S5, S7, S8, S14, S15) level of correlation. In practice, this means that an increase in ratings 16 

of statements related to trust in colleauges/friends goes hand in hand with an increase in ratings 17 

of statements related to trust in co-workers to the highest degree for Turkish respondents, 18 

followed by Polish and Spanish respondents. 19 
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5. Summary  1 

The entry of Generation Z into the labor market implies many challenges related to its fun-2 

ctioning in the organizational structures of companies and organizations. This requires, among 3 

other things, an understanding of the trust components that are most relevant to this generation. 4 

The article attempts to check whether trust behavior in private life can be transferred to 5 

the canvass of professional life. In light of the analysis, the conclusion emerged that aspects 6 

of trust relevant to Generation Z are differentiated more by the nationality of the trustee than 7 

by the subject of trust. A comparative analysis of trust aspects for respondents in relation 8 

to superiors and academics teachers led to the same conclusion (Tomaszuk, 2024b). These 9 

findings confirm previous studies that point to cultural specificity in the formation of pro-10 

fessional and social relationships. Sunardi and Putri (2020) emphasized that trust in professional 11 

relationships plays a key role in achieving job satisfaction, especially when it is based on 12 

reliability and support. Moreover, Ng's (2020) research showed that trust between co-workers 13 

moderates behaviours such as knowledge sharing, which can be an important element in cross-14 

cultural relationships. 15 

The analyses conducted indicated that the biggest differences are between Poles and Spa-16 

niards, which may be due to different traditions of collectivism and individualism. Ömüriş et al. 17 

(2020) noted that cooperativeness fosters trust, while competitiveness may weaken it, which 18 

may explain the differing results in the perception of trust aspects in different national groups. 19 

Interestingly, Poles and Turks showed full agreement on the least important aspects of trust, 20 

such as putting the common interest before one's own. These results may reflect universal 21 

tendencies in professional relationships that place more emphasis on individual benefit. 22 

The analysis indicates that the highest level of correlation between trust ratings in pro-23 

fessional and social relationships is found among Turks, suggesting their greater consistency 24 

in perceptions of these two types of relationships. Similar conclusions were drawn by Kipkos-25 

gei et al. (2020), indicating that coworker trust plays a key role in increasing cooperation and 26 

knowledge sharing. In turn, Srivastava and Mohaley's (2022) research highlights that trust 27 

in co-workers is an important mediator between authentic leadership and job satisfaction, sug-28 

gesting that organizations should emphasize building quality relationships in the workplace. 29 

However, the study's limitations stem from the possibility that specific socio-cultural con-30 

texts may influence the results, which requires further comparative research. Undoubtedly, 31 

limitations also include the lack of representativeness of the sample. Nevertheless, the study 32 

can provide a starting point for further consideration, especially since horizontal trust as an 33 

object of analysis is often overlooked in the literature in favor of vertical trust (Hao et al., 2022). 34 
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Trust is a multidimensional phenomenon that varies according to nationality, cultural con-1 

text and interpersonal relations. The results of the study provide valuable insights for profes-2 

sional relationship management practices and underscore the importance of specific approaches 3 

in building trust in workplaces. 4 

Acknowledgements  5 

The research was conducted as part of project number WI/WIZ-INZ/3/2023 and funded 6 

by the science budget of the Ministry of Education and Science (MEiN).  7 

References  8 

1. Adler, P.S. (2001). Market, Hierarchy, and Trust: The Knowledge Economy and the Future 9 

of Capitalism. Organization Science, 12(2), 215-234. Retrieved from: https://doi.org/-10 

10.1287/orsc.12.2.215.10117.  11 

2. Bews, N., Martins N. (2002). An evaluation of facilitators of trustworthiness. SA Journal 12 

of Industrial Psychology, 28(4), 14-19. Retrieved from: http://dx.doi.org/10.4102/-13 

sajip.v28i4.70. 14 

3. Blomqvist, K. (1997). The many faces of trust. Scandinavian Journal of Management, 15 

13(3), 271-286. Retrieved from: https://doi.org/10.1016/S0956-5221(97)84644-1.  16 

4. Bugdol, M. (2010). Wymiary i problem zarzadzania organizacją opartą na zaufaniu. 17 

Kraków: WUJ.  18 

5. Büssing, A. (2002). Trust and its relations to commitment and involvement in work and 19 

organisations. SA Journal of Industrial Psychology, 28(4), 36-42. Retrieved from: 20 

http://dx.doi.org/10.4102/sajip.v28i4.77.  21 

6. Casico J. (2020). Facing the Age of Chaos. Retrieved from: https://medium.com/@cascio/-22 

facing-the-age-of-chaos-b00687b1f51d, 10.11.2024. 23 

7. Clark, M.C., Payne, R.L. (1997). The nature and structure of workers’ trust in management. 24 

Jurnal of Organizational Behavior, 18(3), 205–224. Retrieved from: https://doi.org/-25 

10.1002/(SICI)1099-1379(199705)18:33.0.CO;2-V.  26 

8. Colquitt, J.A., Scott, B.A., LePine, J.A. (2007). Trust, trustworthiness, and trust propensity: 27 

A meta-analytic test of their unique relationships with risk taking and job performance. 28 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 909–927. Retrieved from: https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-29 

9010.92.4.909.  30 



Interpersonal trust in … 603 

9. Das, T.K., Teng, B.S. (2004). The risk-based view of trust: A conceptual framework. 1 

Journal of Business and Psychology, 19, 85-116. Retrieved from: https://doi.org/-2 

10.1023/B:JOBU.0000040274.23551.1b  3 

10. Dentsu Aegis Network (2019). Infuture Hatalska Foresight Institute, Onet-RAS Polska Gen 4 

Z. Jak zrozumieć dziś pokolenie jutra, Wersja DEMO.  5 

11. Dirks, K.T., Ferrin, D.L. (2001). The role of trust in organizational settings. Organization 6 

Science, 12, 450–467. 7 

12. Friman, M., Gärling, T., Millett, B., Mattsson, J., Johnston, R. (2002). An analysis of inter-8 

national business-to-business relationships based on the Commitment–Trust theory, 9 

Industrial Marketing Management, 31(5), 403-409. Retrieved from: https://doi.org/-10 

10.1016/S0019-8501(01)00154-7.  11 

13. Fulmer, C. A., Gelfand, M.J. (2012). At What Level (And in Whom) We Trust: Trust across 12 

Multiple Organizational Levels. Journal of Management, 38(4), 1167–1230. Retrieved 13 

from: https://doi.org/10.1177/ 0149206312439327.  14 

14. Gajda, J. (2017). Oczekiwania przedstawicieli pokolenia Z wobec pracy zawodowej i pra-15 

codawcy. Prace Naukowe Uniwersytetu Ekonomicznego we Wrocławiu, 491, 158-171. 16 

15. Gilbert, D.U. (2010). Entwicklungslinien der ȍkonomischen Vertrauensforschung. In: 17 

Vertrauen – zwischensozialem Kitt Und der Senkung von Transaktionskosten. In: Maring 18 

M. (Ed.) Karlsruhe: KIT Scientific Publishing. 19 

16. Grudzewski, W., Hejduk, I., Sankowska, A., Wańtuchowicz, M. (2007). Zarządzanie 20 

zaufaniem w organizacjach wirtualnych. Warszawa: Difin. 21 

17. Guinot, J., Chiva, R., Roca-Puig, V. (2014). Interpersonal trust, stress and satisfaction 22 

at work: an empirical study. Personnel Review, 43(1), 2014, 96-115. Retrieved from: 23 

https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-02-2012-0043.  24 

18. Hao, Q., Zhang, B., Shi, Y., Yang, Q. (2022). How trust in coworkers fosters knowledge 25 

sharing in virtual teams? A multilevel moderated mediation model of psychological safety, 26 

team virtuality, and self-efficacy. Frontiers in Psychology, 13. Retrieved from: https://doi.-27 

org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.899142.  28 

19. Hay, A. (2002). Trust and organisational change: An experience from manufacturing. SA 29 

Journal of Industrial Psychology, 28(4), 1-13. Retrieved from: http://dx.doi.org/10.4102/-30 

sajip. v28i4.78.  31 

20. Kharouf, H., Lund, D.J. (2019). An empirical examination of organisational trust recovery: 32 

Influences and implications. European Management Review, 16(4), 115-1128. Retrieved 33 

from: https://doi.org/10.1111/emre.12309.  34 

21. Kilduff, M., Tsai, W. (2005). Social Networks and Organizations. The Academy of Ma-35 

nagement Review, 30(1), 207-209. 36 

22. Kipkosgei, F., Son, S.Y., Kang, S.W. (2020). Coworker Trust and Knowledge Sharing 37 

among Public Sector Employees in Kenya. International Journal of Environmental 38 



604 A. Tomaszuk 

Research and Public Health, 17(6). Retrieved from: https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph-1 

17062009.  2 

23. Koźmiński, A.K. (2004). Zarządzanie w warunkach niepewności. Podręcznik dla zaawan-3 

sowanych, PWN, Warszawa. 4 

24. Królik. G. (2015). Rola zaufania w relacjach interpersonalnych jako determinanta efektyw-5 

ności zespołu. Studia Ekonomiczne. Zeszyty naukowe Uniwersytetu Ekonomicznego w Ka-6 

towicach, 230, 71-82. 7 

25. Krzemiński, T. (2021). Wykorzystaj siłę Design Thinking! Przygotuj zespół do realizacji 8 

celów środowisku VUCA. Gliwice: Onepress. 9 

26. Kucharczyk-Capiga, J. (2022). Człowiek w świecie VUCA. Retrieved from: https://www.-10 

pwc.pl, 10.11.2024. 11 

27. Lämsä, A., Pučėtaitė, R. (2006). Development of organisational trust among employees 12 

from a contextual perspective. Business Ethics: A European Review, 15(2), 131-141. 13 

Retrieved from: http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8608.2006.00437.x.  14 

28. Lewicki, R.J., Tomlinson, E.C., Gillespie, N. (2006). Models of Interpersonal Trust Deve-15 

lopment: Theoretical Approaches, Empirical Evidence, and Future Directions. Journal 16 

of Management, 32(6), 991–1022. Retrieved from: http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/014920630-17 

6294405.  18 

29. Lewis, J.D., Weigert, A.J. (1985). Social atomism, holism, and trust. Sociological 19 

Quarterly, 26(4), 455-471.  20 

30. Lu, S.C., Kong, D.T., Ferrin, D.L., Dirks, K.T. (2017). What are the determinants of inter-21 

personal trust in dyadic negotiations? Meta-analytic evidence and implications for future 22 

research. Journal of Trust Research, 7(1), 22-50. Retrieved from: https://doi.org/10.1080-23 

/21515581.2017.1285241.  24 

31. Luhmann, N. (2017). Trust and power. Cambridge: Polity Press. 25 

32. Malhotra, N.K. (2010). Marketing research. An applied orientation. London: Pearson 26 

Higher Education. 27 

33. Mayer, R., Davis, J.H., Schoorman, F.D. (1995). An integrative model of organizational 28 

trust. Academy of Management Review, 20(3), 709-734. Retrieved from: https://doi.-29 

org/10.2307/258792.  30 

34. McCauley, D.P., Kuhnert, K.W. (1992). A theoretical review and empirical investigation 31 

of employee trust in management. Public Administration Quarterly, Summer, 265-284. 32 

35. McKnight, D.H., Chervany, N.L. (2001). Conceptualizing Trust: A typology and e-com-33 

merce customer relationships model, Proceedings of the 34th Hawaii International Confe-34 

rence on System Sciences, Maui, Hawaii 2001. Retrieved from: https://www.academia.edu/-35 

26734496/Conceptualizing_trust_a_typology_and_e-commerce_customer_relationships-36 

_model, 10.11.2024. 37 



Interpersonal trust in … 605 

36. McKnight, D.H., Cummings, L.L., Chervany, N.L. (1998). Initial trust formation in new 1 

organizational relationships. The Academy of Management Review, 23(3), 473–490. 2 

Retrieved from: https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.1998.926622.  3 

37. Mishra, A.K., Mishra, K.E. (1994). The role of the mutual trust in effective downsizing 4 

strategies. Human Resource Management, 33(2), 261-279. 5 

38. Musioł, A. (2022). Philosophical psychotherapy in VUCA world and BANI reality: refle-6 

ctions on health coaching. Scientific Papers of Silesian University of Technology. 7 

Organization And Management Series, 165, 211-221. Retrieved from: http://dx.doi.-8 

org/10.29119/1641-3466.2022.165.15.  9 

39. Ng, K.Y.N. (2020). The moderating role of trust and the theory of reasoned action. Journal 10 

of Knowledge Management, 24(6), 1221–1240. Retrieved from: https://doi.org/10.1108/-11 

JKM-01-2020-0071.  12 

40. Nienaber, A.M., Hofeditz, M., Romeike, P.D. (2015). Vulnerability and trust in leader-13 

follower relationships. Personnel Review, 44(4), 567-591. Retrieved from: https://doi.org/-14 

10.1108/PR-09-2013-0162.  15 

41. Ömüriş, E., Erdem, F., Aytemur, J.Ö. (2020). The relationship between cooperative and 16 

competitive behavioral tendencies and trust in coworkers. Evidence-based HRM: a Global 17 

Forum for Empirical Scholarship, 8(3), 345-360. Retrieved from: https://doi10.1108-18 

/EBHRM-03-2020-0034.  19 

42. Paliszkiewicz, J. (2013). Zaufanie w zarządzaniu. Warszawa: PWN. 20 

43. Piątkowska, A. (2021). Przywództwo w świecie VUCA. Jak być skutecznym liderem 21 

w niepewnym środowisku. Gliwice: Onepress. 22 

44. Romeike, P., Wohlers, C., Hertel, G., Schewe, G. (2016). New ways of working: Chances 23 

and challenges for trust-enhancing leadership, In: Trust and Communication in a Digitized 24 

World. In: Blöbaum B. (Ed.) Cham: Springer. Retrieved from: http://doi.org/10.1007/978-25 

3-319-28059-2_9. 26 

45. Rotter, J.B. (1967). A new scale for the measurement of interpersonal trust. Journal of Per-27 

sonality, 35(4), 651-665. Retrieved from: http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.1967-28 

.tb01454.x.  29 

46. Schoorman, F.D., Mayer, R.C., Davis, J.H. (2007). Editor’s forum – An integrative model 30 

of organizational trust: past, present and future. Academy of Management Review, 32(2). 31 

Retrieved from: https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2007.24348410.  32 

47. Searle, R., Den Hartog, D., Weibel, A., Gillespie, N., Six, F., Hatzakis, T., Skinner, D. 33 

(2011). Trust in the employer: The role of high-involvement work practices and procedural 34 

justice. International Journal of Human Resource Management, 22(5), 1069-1092. Retrie-35 

ved from: https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2011.556782.  36 

48. Six, F., Sorge, A. (2008). Creating a high-trust organization: An exploration into organiza-37 

tional policies that stimulate interpersonal trust building. Journal of Management Studies, 38 

45(5), 857-884. Retrieved from: https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2007.00763.x.  39 



606 A. Tomaszuk 

49. Smarżewska, D. (2018). Uwarunkowania lojalności pracowników wobec organizacji-1 

aspekty teoretyczne. In: Stroińska, E., Geraga, M. (Eds.) Wyzwania w zarządzaniu zasobami 2 

ludzkimi we współczesnych organizacjach. Od teorii do praktyki, Przedsiębiorczość i Za-3 

rządzanie, 19(8), 1.  4 

50. Spadaro, G., Gangl, K., Van Prooijen, J.W., Van, P.A.M, Mosso, C.O. (2020). Enhancing 5 

feelings of security: How institutional trust promotes interpersonal trust. PLOSONE, 1-22. 6 

Retrieved from: https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0237934.  7 

51. Srivastava, U., Mohaley, S. (2022). Role of Trust in the Relationship between Authentic 8 

Leadership and Job Satisfaction and Organizational Commitment among Indian Bank 9 

Employees. American Journal of Industrial and Business Management, 12, 616-666. 10 

Retrieved from: 10.4236/ajibm.2022.124033.  11 

52. Sunardi, I., Putri, V. (2020). Career Satisfaction Based on Trust and Proactive Personality. 12 

Management Analysis Journal. Retrieved from: https://doi.org/10.15294/maj.v9i1.36882.  13 

53. Tomaszuk, A. (2024). Zaufanie do współpracowników w opinii pracowników pokolenia Z. 14 

In: Buchelt, B. (Ed.) Zarządzanie ludźmi wobec wyzwań technologicznych i społeczno-15 

demograficznych. Warszawa: CeDeWu.  16 

54. Tomaszuk, A., Olszewski, P. (2023). Postrzeganie work-life balance w percepcji pokoleń 17 

dominujących na rynku pracy. Zeszyty Naukowe Politechniki Częstochowskiej, 52, 115-132. 18 

Retrieved from: https://doi.org/10.17512/znpcz.2023.4.09.  19 

55. Tomaszuk, A., Wasiluk, A. (2023). Pokolenie Z – perspektywa zaufania do przełożonych 20 

i współpracowników. Przegląd Organizacji, 2, 83-93. Retrieved from: https://doi.org/-21 

10.33141/po.2023.02.09. 22 

56. Tomaszuk. A. (2024). Trust in academic teacher ands and immediate supervisors according 23 

to selected nationalities of the Generation Z. Zeszyty Naukowe Politechniki Śląskiej. Orga-24 

nizacja i Zarządzanie, 200, 565-577. Retrieved from: https://doi.org/10.29119/1641-3466-25 

.2024.200.24.  26 

57. Tschannen-Moran, M. (2004). Trust Matters: Leadership for Successful Schools (1st ed.). 27 

USA: Jossey- Bass. 28 

58. Tschannen-Moran, M., Hoy, W.K. (2000). A multidisciplinary analysis of the nature, 29 

meaning, and measurement of trust. Review of Educational Research, 70(4), 547-593. 30 

Retrieved from: https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543070004547.  31 

59. Van der Berg, Y., Martins, N. (2013). The relationship between organisational trust and 32 

quality of work life. Journal of Human Resource Management, 11(1), 1-13. Retrieved from: 33 

http://dx.doi.org/10.4102/sajhrm.v11i1.392.  34 

60. Wasiluk, A., Tomaszuk, A. (2020). Organizacja w sieci relacji. Białystok: PB. 35 

61. Wiktorowicz, J., Warwas, I., Kuba, M., Staszewska, E., Woszczyk, P., Stankiewicz, A., 36 

Kliombka-Jarzyna, J. (2016). Pokolenia – co się zmienia? Kompendium zarządzania multi-37 

generacyjnego. Warszawa: Wolters Kluwer. 38 



Interpersonal trust in … 607 

62. Williamson, O.E. (1993). Calculativeness, trust, and economic organization. Journal of Law 1 

and Economics, 34(1), 453-486. Retrieved from: http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/467284.  2 

63. Yavas, T., Çelik, V. (2010). Differentiated trust in today’s schools. Procedia Social and 3 

Behavioral Sciences, 2, 4330-4335. Retrieved from: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro-4 

.2010.03.688.  5 

64. Yu, M., Saleem, M., Gonzalez, C. (2014). Developing trust: First impressions and experien-6 

ce. Journal of Economic Psychology, 43, 16–29. Retrieved from: https://doi.org/10.1016/-7 

j.joep.2014.04.004. 8 

65. Żądło, K. (2014). O wartości zaufania. Komunikacja i budowa zaufania a rynkowa wartość 9 

przedsiębiorstwa. Warszawa: Poltext.  10 


	Interpersonal trust in professional and social relationships among generation Z:  an international perspective
	1. Introduction
	2. Literature review
	3. Methodology
	4. Analysis of research results
	5. Summary
	Acknowledgements
	References


