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Abstract 

Due to the increasing technology, it is more difficult for coworkers to trust one another. The 

purpose of this study is to investigate the impact of affect-based and cognition-based trust 

from coworkers on organizational identity, ethnic identity and mental health. Besides, this 

study also investigate whether there are differences in Dutch and non-Dutch employees. 

Based on the rejection-identification model it is expected that employees who are trusted by 

their coworkers, affect-based and cognition-based, have a higher level of organizational 

identity and a lower level of ethnic identity. Based on the job demands-resource model it is 

expected that employees who are trusted by their coworkers, affect-based and cognition-

based, have better mental health. Based on the social identity theory it is expected that Dutch 

employees have a higher level of organizational identity, a lower level of ethnic identity and 

better mental health compared to non-Dutch employees. This study was conducted in the 

Netherlands and used a sample of 346 employees (of which non-Dutch employees n = 69). 

Hierarchical multiple regression analyses were performed to test the hypotheses. Results show 

that employees who are affectively trusted by coworkers have a higher level of organizational 

identity and better mental health. No Dutch and non-Dutch group differences are found in the 

relationships. At the end of the paper, the limitations, suggestions for future research and 

implications of the study are discussed.  

  Keywords: affect-based and cognition-based trust from coworkers, organizational 

identity, ethnic identity, mental health, Dutch and non-Dutch employees.  
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Dutch versus Non-Dutch Employees in Trust from Coworkers on Organizational Identity, 

Ethnic Identity and Mental Health  

  Over the last few years, interaction between coworkers has moved from face-to-face 

contact to interaction through email and phone. This new form of interaction makes it more 

difficult for coworkers to trust one another. Trust between coworkers may benefit an 

organization, because it decreases turnover and reinforces team cohesion and organization 

commitment (Ladebo, 2006). Despite the fact that much of the previous research has focused 

on trust from supervisors, relatively few studies have investigated trust from coworkers 

(Ladebo, 2006; Lau & Liden, 2008; Tan & Lim, 2009); there has only been limited research 

that incorporates trust from coworkers as an independent variable (Ladebo, 2006). This study 

extends the current literature by investigating trust from coworkers on organizational identity, 

ethnic identity and mental health. Besides, it is also investigated whether there are differences 

between how Dutch and non-Dutch employees experience trust from coworkers, affect-based 

and cognition-based. That is why the research question of this study is: How would trust, 

affect-based and cognition-based, from coworkers relate to organizational identity, ethnic 

identity and mental health between Dutch and non-Dutch employees? 

   With respect to identity, I draw from the rejection-identification model (Branscombe, 

Schmitt, & Harvey, 1999). Here I expect that trust from coworkers would lead to a higher 

level of organizational identity and a lower level of ethnic identity. With respect to mental 

health, I draw from the job demands-resource model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Here I 

expect that trust from coworkers leads to better mental health. With respect to Dutch and non-

Dutch employees, I draw from the social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1985) and expect 

that there are differences between these groups regarding the hypotheses. 

  The introduction starts with a description of trust from coworkers. Then, the 

aforementioned expected relations and the expected group differences are explained. 
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Trust from coworkers  

  Within organizations, the concept of trust can be divided into lateral and vertical trust 

(Vanhala, Puumalainen, & Blomqvist, 2011). The former relates to trust between coworkers, 

which are employees with equal power or level of authority and with whom an employee 

interacts at work (Tan & Lim, 2009), whereas the latter relates to trust between employees 

and supervisors, and the whole organization (Vanhala et al., 2011). This study focuses on the 

trust employees receive from their coworkers, that is, lateral trust. Trust from coworkers 

refers to the employees’ willingness to be vulnerable to the actions of coworkers whose 

behavior and actions the employee cannot control (Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman 1995; Tan & 

Lim, 2009).  

  Trust from coworkers is distinguished in two dimensions: affect-based and cognition-

based trust (Lewis & Weigert, 1985). Within the context of this study I deal with both affect-

based and cognition-based trust. Affect-based trust relates to a more intense exchange 

relationship which is based on the positive emotional bonds coworkers have with each other 

(Lewis & Weigert, 1985). Cognition-based trust relates to the confidence employees have in 

their coworkers competence, reliability, and dependability in the domains that are relevant for 

the work relationship (McAllister, 1995). The choice of cognition-based trust in another 

coworker is based on what employees consider as good reasons, which constituting evidence 

of trust. Affect-based and cognition-based trust are positively related to each other 

(McAllister, 1995).  

Social identity 

  To get a better understanding of why people identify with certain groups, social 

identity will be explained. Social identity is defined as ‘’that part of an individual’s self-

concept which derives from his knowledge of his membership of a group together with the 

value and the emotional significance attached to the membership’’ (Tajfel, 1978, p. 63). 
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During the social identification process, individuals define themselves in terms of the group to 

which they belong and assign characteristics that are typical for that group to the self (Van 

Knippenberg, 2000). Examples of such groups are the identification with the organization in 

which employees work and the identification with the ethnicity to which individuals belong. 

Thus, organizational identity and ethnic identity are parts of someone’s social identity.  

  Firstly, organizational identification relates to ‘’a perceived oneness with an 

organization and the experience of the organization’s successes and failures as one’s own’’ 

(Mael & Ashforth, 1992, p. 103). A less old definition of organizational identity is ‘’a 

person’s sense of belonging within the organization in which they work’’(Karanika-Murray, 

Duncan, Pontes, & Griffiths, 2015, p. 2). Secondly, ethnic identification relates to ‘’the part of 

an individual’s self-concept which derives from one’s knowledge of one’s membership if a 

social group together with the value and emotional significance attached to that membership’’ 

(Tajfel, 1981, p. 255). In addition, Burlew (2000) defined ethnic identity as an individual’s 

sense of self in different aspects, including culture and race.  

The influence of trust from coworkers on organizations and employees 

  The extent in which employees are trusted by their coworkers influences organizations 

and how employees function. Firstly, within organizations, trust is like a social glue that holds 

organizational structures and employees together (Atkinson & Butcher, 2003). The 

trustworthy interpersonal behaviors that employees show during their work characterizes the 

extent to which employees feel socially connected to their organization (Lee & Robbins, 

1998). For organizations, it is important that employees feel connected to their organization 

because it leads to better performance (Cesário & Chambel, 2017). On the other hand, if 

employees do not feel connected to their organization, these employees are not satisfied and 

have more intention to leave (Riketta & van Dick, 2005), which results in high turnover costs 

for the organization (Bryant & Allen, 2013). That is the reason why this study investigates the 
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influence of trust from coworkers on organizational identification.  

  Secondly, as a multicultural society (Sleegers, 2007), the level of ethnic diversity in 

Dutch organizations increases. That is the reason why it is important that organizations need a 

more sophisticated understanding of the role of ethnicity in the workplace (Kenny & Briner, 

2013). Bahry, Kosolapov, Kozyreva and Wilson (2005) found that coworkers with the same 

ethnicity will trust each other more than coworkers with another ethnicity. Because of the 

increasing ethnic diversity groups in organizations, trusting employees with the same 

ethnicity might lead to ingroups and outgroups (Noel, Wann, & Branscome, 1995). Possibly, 

these ingroups and outgroups influence the atmosphere at work and that is why it is important 

that organizations are aware of the influence of trust from coworkers on ethnic identification. 

  Lastly, Chan, Hamamura, Li and Zhang (2017) found that trust from coworkers has 

positive effects on the health outcome of employees. Strikingly, previous literature paid more 

attention to physical health in the work environment (Sivris & Leka, 2015). That is the reason 

why this study focuses on mental health of the employees. Because mental health is strongly 

associated with burnout (Gerber et al., 2015), which leads to high health problems costs for 

the organization (Maslach, 2017), it is important for organizations to be aware of the 

influence of trust from coworkers on mental health.  

  In summary, trust from coworkers is important for organizations but also for 

employees. That is the reason why this study wants to make organizations and employees 

aware of the importance of trust from coworkers by investigating the impact of trust from 

coworkers on organizational identity, ethnic identity and mental health.  

The influence of trust from coworkers on organizational identity and ethnic identity 

  To describe the assumed relationship between trust from coworkers and organizational 

identity and ethnic identity, the rejection-identification model (RIM) from Branscombe et al 

(1999) can be used. The model states that when employees feel rejected by their coworkers 
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based on ethnicity, these employees are less likely to identify with their organization and 

more with their ethnic group (Branscombe et al., 1999). This is because through rejection, 

employees clearly see the differences between them and their coworkers and also see the 

similarities with the people from the same ethnicity (Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & 

Wetherell, 1987). Pérez-Garín, Recio, Magallares, Molero and García-Ael (2018) found that 

experiencing distrust from coworkers leads to a feeling of rejection. The other way around, 

Heger, Kampling and Niehaves (2016) found that trust from coworkers is essential for a 

feeling of acceptance. That is why I expect that when employees feel trusted by their 

coworkers, which gives a feeling of acceptance, these employees will identify more with their 

organization instead of with their ethnicity. So, based on the RIM it can be stated that when 

employees are trusted by their coworkers, these employees will have a higher level of 

organizational identity and a lower level of ethnic identity.   

  In addition, for the assumed relationship between trust from coworkers and 

organizational identity and ethnic identity, empirical evidence is found. The study from 

Ferres, Connell and Travaglione (2004) found that trust from coworkers is essential for the 

positive attitude and perception of employees towards the organization. That is why  

employees are less likely to leave and more emotionally attached to the organization (Ferres 

et al., 2004). Besides, Rohner, Thoening and Zilibotti (2013) found that a decrease in trust 

leads to a more strongly identification with ethnicity.  

  In summary, based on the RIM (Branscombe et al., 1999) it can be stated that 

employees who are trusted by coworkers will identify more with their organization and less 

with their ethnicity. In addition, the study from Ferres et al (2004) and Rohner et al (2013) 

strengthen these relationships. That is why the following hypothesis has been formulated: 

Hypothesis 1: Employees who are trusted, affect-based and cognition-based, by coworkers 

have a higher level of organizational identity and a lower level of ethnic identity compared to 
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employees who are not trusted, affect-based and cognition-based, by coworkers. 

The influence of trust from coworkers on mental health 

  Before describing the influence of trust from coworkers on mental health, it is 

important to explain mental health because it is a heavily value-laden concept. Mental health 

has five components: affective well-being, competence, aspiration, autonomy, and integrated 

functioning (Warr, 1994), and that is the reason why it is difficult to give a clear definition. 

According to World Health Organization (WHO), mental health is ‘’a state of complete 

physical, mental and social well-being and not merely the absence of disease’’ (World Health 

Organization, 1995, p. 1). But still, this is not a very clear explanation of mental health and 

that is why I use the following definition. Mental health is known as a state of well-being in 

which individuals realizes their own abilities, can cope with normal stresses of life, can work 

productively, and are able to make a contribution to the community (Sivris & Leka, 2015).  

  To describe the assumed relationship between trust from coworkers and mental health, 

the job demands-resource model (JD-R model) from Bakker and Demerouti (2007) can be 

used. The model states that every occupation has its own risk factors which can be classified 

into two categories; job demands and job resources. Job demands are aspects of the job that 

required skills or effort and are therefore associated with costs (e.g., high work pressure) 

which lead to strain (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Important to mention, strain is a risk factor 

of mental health (Niedhammer, Chastang, David, Barouhiel, & Barrandon, 2006). Job 

resources (e.g., social support) are aspects of the job that either help achieving work goals, 

reduce the job demands and stimulate employees growth which lead to motivated employees 

and, therefore, to positive outcomes (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Besides, job resources 

buffer the relationship between job demands and strain. Social support is a job resource which 

provides less impact of strain (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007) and therefore will lead to a better 

mental health outcome. Batt and Purchase (2004) found that employees who receive social 
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support from their coworkers, have also trustworthy relationships with these coworkers, and 

thus are trusted by these coworkers. So, based on the JD-R model it can be stated that 

employees who are trusted by coworkers have better mental health. 

  In addition, for the assumed relationship between trust from coworkers and mental 

health, empirical evidence is found. Hefner and Eisenberg (2009) found that receiving social 

support, which shows a trustworthy relationship between coworkers, is strongly associated 

with better mental health. This finding from Hefner and Eisenberg (2009) strengthens the 

assumed relationship between trust from coworkers and mental health.  

  In summary, based on the JD-R model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007), it can be stated 

that employees who receive social support from their coworkers are also trusted by these 

coworkers (Batt & Purchase, 2004). That is why it can be assumed that trust from coworkers 

will lead to better mental health. The study from Hefner and Eisenberg (2009) strengthen this 

assumed relationship. That is why the following hypothesis has been formulated: Hypothesis 

2: Employees who are trusted, affect-based and cognition-based, by coworkers have better 

mental health compared to employees who are not trusted, affect-based and cognition-based,  

by coworkers.  

 

Figure 1. Conceptual model 
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The differences between Dutch and non-Dutch employees  

  The aforementioned expectations indicate that trust from coworkers has an influence 

on organizational identity, ethnic identity and mental health. Because The Netherlands is 

multicultural (Sleegers, 2007), Dutch organizations have to deal with an increasing level of 

cultural diversity. So, that means that Dutch organizations have employees with a Dutch 

cultural background, but also employees with different (non-Dutch) cultural backgrounds. 

That is the reason why this study investigates whether there are differences between Dutch 

and non-Dutch employees in the above mentioned hypotheses.  

  To describe the differences between Dutch and non-Dutch employees, the social 

identity theory (SIT) (Tajfel & Turner, 1985) can be used. The SIT states that people classify 

themselves and others into various social categories (Tajfel & Turner, 1985), for example 

based on their cultural background. In organizations with cultural diversity, it is expected that  

employees with the same cultural background will identify as one group which lead to 

prejudices in favor of their group at the expense of employees who have another cultural 

background (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). This distribution of culture groups might lead to 

ingroups and outgroups and also to a distinction between majorities and minorities in 

organizations. Because this study is conducted in the Netherlands, Dutch employees are the 

majorities and non-Dutch employees the minorities in an organization. That is the reason why 

non-Dutch employees might feel excluded (Andrews & Ashworth, 2015). This type of 

exclusion is strengthened by the findings from Perry, Priest, Paradies, Barlow and Sibley 

(2018). They found that ingroup favoritism is the predominant diver of discrimination towards 

the outgroup members which leads to exclusion. 

  Based on this information, the differences between Dutch and non-Dutch employees in 

the aforementioned hypothesis can be explained by using the RIM (Branscombe et al., 1999) 

and the JD-R model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Because Dutch employees are the 
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majorities in the organization, these employees will be rejected less quickly by coworkers 

based on their cultural background, and thus might be more trusted by coworkers compared to 

non-Dutch employees. That is the reason why Dutch employees have a higher level of 

identification with the organization, a lower level of ethnic identity and better mental health 

compared to non-Dutch employees. That is why the following hypothesis has been 

formulated: Hypothesis 3: Dutch employees would experience a higher level of organizational 

identity, a lower level of ethnic identity and better mental health when their coworkers trust, 

affect-based and cognition-based, them compared to non-Dutch employees.  

Gender, age, organizational tenure and type of contract 

  When testing the hypotheses, gender, age, organizational tenure and type of contract 

will be controlled in the analyses. I will use these control variables because, firstly, it is 

argued that men develop more instrumental ties and hard social capital leading to professional 

advice and a greater access to knowledge (van Emmerik, 2006), whereas women develop 

more expressive ties and soft social capital that give access to counseling and friendship 

(Gersick, Dutton, & Bartunek, 2000). Secondly, age will be used as control variable because 

Strauss and Howe (1993) suggested that younger employees are more individualistic and less 

trusting of others compared to older workers. Thirdly, organizational tenure (in years) will be 

used as control variable because less experienced employees are looking for better jobs and 

career opportunities until they are completely satisfied with the job (Boğan & Dedeoğlu, 

2017). That is the reason why less experienced employees have a higher intention to leave 

compared to experienced employees (Boğan & Dedeoğlu, 2017), which might lead that these 

employees do not invest in a, deeper, relationship with coworkers. Lastly, type of contract 

will be used as control variable because the relationship between coworkers may be develop 

more strongly as employees interact longer and more with their coworkers (De Gilder, 2003).  
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Method 

Procedure 

  In this study I used a cross-sectional quantitative study design, which allowed me to 

measure the relations between variables at one specific moment in time (Mellenbergh & van 

den Brink, 1998). This study was conducted at Tilburg university using an online survey on 

Qualtrics. The survey took around 15-20 minutes and was available in Dutch. Only the trust 

from coworkers measure, needed to be translated from English to Dutch. The measures of 

organizational identity, ethnic identity and mental health were already available in Dutch.  

  Data were collected in January and February 2019 with two fellow researchers as a 

part of the Trust@Work project. The aim of the researchers from the Trust@Work project 

was to gather at least 300 participants, which was more than what the G*Power indicated. 

This was because the researchers wanted to make sure that there were enough usable 

participants. During gathering of participants, convenience sampling was used because the 

selection was done by using private network. The researchers of the Trust@Work project had 

two requirements for including participants in the study. Participants who worked at least 12 

months in general before participating the study and worked at least 6 months in the same 

organization were included. There were no restrictions for the type of organization in which 

the participants worked. 

  Before collecting data, the measures were already approved by Ethics Review Board at 

Tilburg University. The survey started with an consent form which was based on ethical 

considerations. Firstly, the consent form provided information about the purpose, instructions 

on how to fill in the questionnaire, the duration and that anonymity of each participant was 

guaranteed (see Supplementary File 1). Secondly, the consent form also contained 

information for the participants that their personal data was separated from their answers and 

that all results were presented as averages. Further it was also explained that the data will be 
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saved for 10 years for future analysis on servers at Tilburg University. Participating in the 

study was voluntary and when participants did not want to continue the questionnaire, they 

had the option to withdraw from the study without consequences. After the consent form the 

participants were asked to complete some background questions and were asked to fill in all 

relevant variables of the researchers from the Trust@Work project. All data were saved on a 

protective laptop and USB stick and answers were only used for research purposes and only 

the researchers of the Trust@Work project and the supervisor had access to this information. 

The participants received information from both the researchers and the supervisor, in case 

any of them had questions. Lastly, the survey ended with a thank you note.  

Participants  

  Based on a power analysis of a priori linear multiple regression design which is done 

in G*Power (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007), with a medium effect size (.15) 

(Cohen, 1992), this study required a sample size of 77 to get a power of .80 with an α = .05 

(Pallant, 2016).  

  After merging the data with the two fellow researchers of the Trust@Work project, 

data from 520 working adults were collected from Dutch employees. 4 participants did not 

meet the requirement that they worked for 12 months before participating the study, 12 

participants did not meet the requirement that they worked for 6 months in the same 

organization and 158 questionnaires were incomplete (they responded less than 80% of the 

whole questionnaire). That is why these participants were extracted from the original dataset. 

In this study, the sample consisted of 346 employees (51.40% females, Mage = 40.75, SD = 

13.63). 273 participants were Dutch employees (54.60% females, Mage = 41.55, SD = 13.86), 

and 69 were non-Dutch employees (39.10% females, Mage = 36.54, SD = 11.55). Sample 

statistics are presented in Table 1. 

 



TRUST FROM COWORKERS  14 
 

Table 1  

Sample descriptive statistics per group and total sample 

  Group   
 Dutch Non-Dutch Total sample 
Gender (female %) 54.60 39.10 51.40 
Mean age (SD) 41.55 (13.86) 36.54 (11.55) 40.75 (13.63) 
Cultural group N 273 69 346 
Mean organizational tenure (SD) 12.52 (11.74) 6.76 (6.54) 11.49 (11.22) 
Type of contract % 
   8 – 16 hours 
   >16 – 24 hours 
   >24 – 32 hours 
   >32 – 40 hours 

 
5.10 
11.40 
16.80 
62.60 

 
4.30 
7.20 

14.50 
69.60 

 
4.90 
10.40 
16.50 
63.60 

 Note. Standard deviations appear in parenthesis. 

 

Measures  

  Sociodemographic questionnaire. Participants provided sociodemographic 

information such as gender, age, organizational tenure and type of contract. Difference in 

culture was measured by the item ‘Which cultural / ethnic group do you belong to?’. An 

independent-samples t-test was conducted to compare the sociodemographic variables. There 

was a significant difference in scores for Dutch and non-Dutch groups in gender (t (106.19) = 

2.33, p = .022), age (t (122.65) = 3.09, p = .003) and organizational tenure (t (186.91) = 5.34, 

p < .001). These results indicate that the Dutch employees group consisted of more females 

compared to the non-Dutch employees group but the magnitude of the differences in the 

means of gender (mean difference= 0.15, 95% CI [0.02, 0.29])was small (η² = .02) (Cohen, 

1988). In addition, Dutch employees were older than non-Dutch employees but the magnitude 

of the differences in the means of age (mean difference= 5.01, 95% CI [1.80, 8.23]) was also 

small (η² = .03). Finally, Dutch employees had longer organizational tenure compared to non-

Dutch employees and the magnitude of these differences in the means (mean difference= 

5.76, 95% CI [3.63, 7.88]) was moderate (η² = .08). 

  Trust from coworkers. To measure the levels of trust from coworkers, a 11 item 
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Likert scale adapted from Mcallister (1995) was used. The first five items measured affect-

based trust (e.g., ‘I have a sharing relationship with my colleagues, they can freely share their 

ideas, feelings, and hopes with me’) and the next six items measured cognitive-based trust 

(e.g., ‘My colleagues know that I approach my job with professionalism and dedication ‘) 

(Mcallister, 1995). Participants answered using a seven point scale ranging from 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 7 (strongly agree), with higher scores indicate a higher level of trust from 

coworkers.  

 Organizational identity. To measure the level of organizational identity, a six-item 

Likert scale adapted from Mael and Ashforth (1992) was used (e.g., ‘I am very interested in 

what others think about this organization’). Participants answered using a five point scale 

ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), with higher scores indicate a higher 

level of organizational identity.  

 Ethnic identity. To measure the level of ethnic identity, a six-item Likert scale from 

Phinney (1992) (e.g., ‘I feel a strong attachment towards my own ethnic group’) was used to 

measure the levels of ethnic identity. Participants answered using a five point scale ranging 

from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), with higher scores indicate a higher level of 

ethnic identity 

 Mental health. To measure the levels of mental health, a 12-item Likert scale, which 

is a shortened version of the originally developed 60-item instrument, from Goldberg (1972) 

was used (e.g., ‘Been able to concentrate on what you’re doing’). Participants answered using 

a four point scale, but the answers options were specific for each question, with higher scores 

indicate poorer mental health. After checking the reliability of the scales, Cronbach’s α for all 

scales was above .70 which indicated good reliability for all groups (see Table 2) (Rattray & 

Jones, 2007). 
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Table 2  

Measure reliabilities expressed in Cronbach’s Alpha 

    Group   
 No. of items Dutch Non-Dutch Total sample 
Trust from coworkers 
   Affect-based trust 
   Cognition-based trust 

 
5 
6 

 
.84 
.77 

 
.90 
.78 

 
.85 
.76 

Organizational identity 6 .72 .76 .73 
Ethnic identity 6 .87 .92 .90 
Mental health 12 .88 .84 .88 

 

 

Plan for data analysis 

  The data analysis were performed in four steps. Firstly, preliminary analysis were 

done to prepare the data for further analysis. Secondly, psychometric properties were done to 

measure the reliability and the validity, which was done by performing Principal Component 

Analysis (PCA), of the scales. Thirdly, a summary of the data is given through providing 

descriptive analysis. Lastly, to test the abovementioned hypothesis, hierarchical multiple 

regression analysis were done. IBM SPSS Statistics (Version 24; IBM Corp., 2016) software 

was used to perform these analysis.  

Results 

Preliminary analysis and Psychometric properties 

  Preliminary analysis included missing data, outliers and normality analysis. After the 

exclusion of participants who did not meet the requirements or complete the questionnaire and 

labeled missing values and extreme scores as ‘999’, normality analysis was done. For the 

normality analysis, I used Skewness and Kurtosis (see Supplementary File 2). Because not all 

of these values were satisfied, I made histograms to check the normality of the variables (see 
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Supplementary File 2). This showed that the normality was satisfied. For evaluating 

psychometric properties, reliability and PCA were used (see Table 2). 1   

Descriptive analysis 

  Correlations. To measure to what extend the variables were associated with each 

other, a correlation analysis was used with Pearson’s correlation (r) with a two-tailed .05 

significance level (see Table 3 and 4). The correlation analysis described the strength and the 

direction between the variables (Pallant, 2016), and measured if there was a small (r = .10 - 

.29), medium (r = .30 - .49) or high (r > .50) (Cohen, 1988) correlation between the variables. 

As can be seen, not all correlations between the variables in the hypotheses were significant. 

In the Dutch group, only affect-based trust from coworkers (r=.18, p = .003) correlated 

significant with organizational identity. In the total sample, also, only affect-based trust from 

coworkers correlated significant with organizational identity (r=.17, p = .002). 

 

Table 3  

Mean scale correlations Dutch and non-Dutch sample 

  1 2 3 4 5 
1 Affect-based trust - .67** a .18** a .04 a -.04 a 
2 Cognition-based trust .83** b - .12 a .01 a .05 a 
3 Organizational identity .13 b -.03b - .17** a .07 a 
4 Ethnic identity -.21 b -.11 b  -.02 b - .09 a 
5 Mental health -.15 b -.09 b -.42**b -.17 b - 

 Note. a Dutch sample.  b Non-Dutch sample. Small (r=.10 - .29), medium (r=.30 - .49) or high  
(r>.50) (Cohen, 1988). *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
1 Principal Component Analysis (PCA) were executed for trust from coworkers, affect-based and cognition-
based, organizational identity, ethnic identity and mental health (see Supplementary File 3). The KMO Measure 
of Sampling Adequacy were for all variables higher than .75, thus adequate (Pallant, 2016). Also, The Bartlett’s 
Test of Sphericity were for all variables significant (p < .001). The validity, using PCA, of the scales trust from 
coworkers, affect-based and cognition-based, organizational identity and ethnic identity indicated an one-factor 
solution. The validity, using PCA, of the mental health scale indicated a two-factor solution. However, this study 
combined the two factors of mental health with one factor.  
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Table 4  

Mean scale correlations total sample 

  1 2 3 4 5 
1 Affect-based trust -      

2 Cognition-based trust .70** -      

3 Organizational identity .17** .08 -   

4 Ethnic identity .00 .01 .11** -  
5 Mental health -.07 .01 -.02 -.01 - 

 Note. Small (r=.10 - .29), medium (r=.30 - .49) or high (r>.50) (Cohen, 1988). 
 *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 
 
 
 
  MANOVA. Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used to test statistical 

differences between Dutch and non-Dutch employees in terms of their means on the 

combination of trust from coworkers, affect-based and cognition-based, organizational 

identity, ethnic identity and mental health. I used MANOVA because it is an extension of 

analysis of variance for studies with more than one dependent variable (Pallant, 2016).  

  Before performing the MANOVA, the assumptions sample size, normality, outliers, 

linearity, multicollinearity and singularity and homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices 

were checked (Pallant, 2016). The assumptions sample size, normality, outliers, linearity, 

multicollinearity and singularity were not violated (Pallant, 2016). But when checking the 

assumption of homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices in the Box’s M Test of Equality 

of Covariance Matrices (Box’s M), the Box’s M had a value of  p =.000. The requirement for 

not violating the assumption is that Box’ M Sig value had to be higher than p =.001 (Pallant, 

2016). So, there was a violation of the assumption homogeneity of variance-covariance 

matrices. That is why it was more robust to reported the statistic Pillai’s V instead of Wilk’s 

. According to Pillai’s V, there was a statistically significant difference between the groups 

Dutch and non-Dutch employees (F(5, 336) = 14.36, p < .001; Pillai’s V = .18; ηp
2 = .18). 

When the results were considered separately, with a Bonferroni adjusted α = .017, only ethnic 

identity was statistically significant (F(1, 340) = 65.14, p = < .001, ηp
2 = .16) (see Table 5). 
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An inspection of the mean scores indicated that Dutch employees reported lower levels of 

ethnic identity (M = 2.81, SD = 0.74) than non-Dutch employees (M = 3.64, SD = 0.85).  

  

Table 5  

Group mean differences 

  Group     
 Dutch Non-

Dutch 
Total 

sample 
F(1, 340)  ηp

2 

Trust from coworkers 
   Mean affect-based 
trust (SD) 
   Mean cognition-based 
trust (SD) 

 
5.51 (0.94) 

 
5.38 (0.80) 

 
5.62 (1.00) 

 
5.49 (0.83) 

 
5.53 (0.95) 

 
5.40 (0.81) 

 
.73 

 
1.08 

 

 
.00 

 
.00 

Mean organizational 
identity (SD) 

3.50 (0.54) 3.47 (0.61) 3.49 (0.55) .11 
 

.00 

Mean ethnic identity 
(SD) 

2.81 (0.74) 3.64 (0.85) 2.98 (0.83) 65.14*** .16 

Mean mental health 
(SD) 

1.84 (0.41) 1.75 (0.33) 1.82 (0.40) 2.45 .01 

  Note. Standard deviations appear in parenthesis. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 
  

 

Hierarchical multiple regression analysis  

  To test the hypotheses, hierarchical multiple regression analyses were carried out in 

IBM SPSS Statistics. Hierarchical multiple regression analyses are based on correlation, but 

allowed a more deeper exploration of the interrelationship between the variables (Pallant, 

2016). Results show how well affect-based and cognitive-based trust from coworkers would 

predict organizational identity, ethnic identity and mental health and whether there are 

differences between Dutch and non-Dutch employees in these relationships.  

  Before hierarchical multiple regression analyses were performed, the assumptions 

sample size, multicollinearity and singularity, outliers, normality, linearity, homoscedasticity 

and independence of residuals needed to be considered (Pallant, 2016). For not violating the 

assumption sample size, it was important to had more participants as the G*Power indicated. 



TRUST FROM COWORKERS  20 
 

Otherwise the results did not generalize and that made this study a little scientific value 

(Pallant, 2016). Second, multicollinearity and singularity do not contribute to a good 

regression model (Pallant, 2016). Multicollinearity existed when the independent variables are 

highly correlated and singularity existed when one independent variable is a combination of 

other independent variables (Pallant, 2016). These assumptions were checked through 

analyzing the correlations and coefficients tables in IBM SPSS. Third, for not violating the 

assumption outliers, it was important to check for outliers and delete these if needed (Pallant, 

2016). These were detected from the Scatterplot. Finally, normality, linearity, 

homoscedasticity and independence of residuals relates to aspects of the distribution of scores 

and the nature of the underlying relationship between the variables (Pallant, 2016). These 

assumptions were checked by inspecting the Normal Probability Plot (P-P) of the Regression 

Standardized Residual (Pallant, 2016). 

  After checking the assumptions, it was concluded that the assumptions sample size, 

outliers, normality, linearity, homoscedasticity and independence of residuals were not 

violated. When checking the assumption multicollinearity and singularity, there were some 

striking aspects. Firstly, however the correlations between the independent and dependent 

variables were low and not above .30, which was preferably, this was not problematic for 

violating the assumption (Pallant, 2016). Secondly, the tolerance and variance inflation factor 

(VIF) in the coefficients table in model 3 showed violation. This was because the tolerance 

values were lower than .10 and the VIF values were higher than 10. This indicated a warning 

sign for potential violation of multicollinearity (Pallant, 2016). That is why the correlations 

between the independent variables needed to be checked. When these correlations were higher 

than .70, there would be multicollinearity and, thus, a violation of the assumption (Pallant, 

2016). But because affect-based and cognition-based trust from coworkers had a correlation 

of  r = .70 , which was on the edge but still not problematic, and Dutch vs Non-Dutch had a 
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correlation of r = .05 with affect-based trust from coworkers and a correlation of r = .06 with 

cognition-based trust from coworkers, there was no violation of the assumption singularity 

and multicollinearity. Thus, there were no violations of assumptions which means that the 

hierarchical multiple regression analyses could be performed.  

  Hierarchical multiple regression analyses were used to assess the influence of trust 

from coworkers on organizational identity, ethnic identity and mental health, after controlling 

for the influence of gender, age, organizational tenure and type of contract. In addition, the 

regression analyses measured whether there were differences between Dutch and non-Dutch 

employees in these relationships. The control variables gender, age, organizational tenure and 

type of contract were entered at step 1. In step 2, affect-based and cognition-based trust from 

coworkers and the groups Dutch vs non-Dutch were entered. In step 3, the interaction 

between Affect-based trust x Dutch/non-Dutch and Cognition-based trust x Dutch/non-Dutch, 

were entered. This were categorical variables and Dutch was the reference group. In total, 

three hierarchical multiple regression analyses were carried out with organizational identity as 

the first dependent variable, ethnic identity as the second and mental health as the third.  

  After performing the first hierarchical multiple regression analysis, with organizational 

identity as dependent variable, the control variables (model 1) explained 2.10 per cent of the 

variance in organizational identity. But this was not significant (p = .163). After entering 

model 2, the total variance explained by the model as a whole was 4.50 per cent, F (7, 310) = 

2.10, p = .043. After entering model 3, the total variance explained by the model as a whole 

was 5.90 per cent but this was not significant (p = .101). That means that when the interaction 

was entered in model 3, this interaction had no effect on the relationship between affect-based 

and cognition-based trust from coworkers and organizational identity. That is the reason why 

no additional analyses were done. Thus, model 2 was the only significant model and that is 

why the results were checked in model 2. Trust from coworkers, affect-based and cognition-
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based, and Dutch vs non-Dutch explained an additional 3.00 per cent of the variance in 

organizational identity, after controlling for the control variables (R squared change = .03 , F 

change (3, 310) = 2.69, p = .047). To compare the different variables, it was important to 

check the Standardized Beta (Pallant, 2016). The results, in model 2, showed that only the 

control variable age (β = .16, p = .048) and the independent variable affect-based trust from 

coworkers (β = .19, p =. 015) were statistically significant. Thus, employees who are 

affectively trusted by coworkers have a higher level of organizational identity. That means 

that the first part of hypothesis 1 was partly supported.  

   After performing the second hierarchical multiple regression analysis with ethnic 

identity as dependent variable, the control variables (model 1) explained 5.50 per cent of the 

variance in ethnic identity (p = .001). After entering model 2, the total variance explained by 

the model as a whole was 19.20 per cent, F (7, 310) = 10.51, p < .001. After entering model 3, 

the total variance explained by the model as a whole was 19.90 per cent but this was not 

significant (p = .238). That means that when the interaction was entered in model 3, this 

interaction had no effect on the relationship between affect-based and cognition-based trust 

from coworkers and ethnic identity. That is the reason why no additional analysis were done. 

Thus, model 1 and model 2 were significant and that is why the results were checked in model 

2. Trust from coworkers, affect-based and cognition-based, and Dutch vs non-Dutch 

explained an additional 14.00 per cent of the variance in ethnic identity, after controlling for 

the control variables (R squared change = .14, F change (3, 310) = 17.53, p < .001). The 

results, in model 2, showed that the control variables gender (β = -.12, p = .038) and age (β = 

.16, p = .025), and the independent variable Dutch vs non-Dutch (β = .38, p < .001) were 

statistically significant. There was no significant evidence that affect-based and cognition-

based trust from coworkers were related to ethnic identity.  

  In summary, hypothesis 1 was partly supported. Only when employees received 
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affect-based trust from coworkers was significant related to a higher level of organizational 

identity. No significant evidence was found for the relationship between cognition-based trust 

from coworkers and organizational identity. In addition, there was also no significant 

evidence for the relationship between trust from coworkers, affect-based and cognition-based, 

and ethnic identity.  

  After performing the third hierarchical multiple regression analysis, with mental health 

as dependent variable, the control variables (model 1) explained 1.10 percent of the variance 

in mental health. But this was not significant (p = .504). After entering model 2, the total 

variance explained by the model as a whole was 3.20 per cent. But this was, also, not 

significant (p = .080). After entering model 3, the total variance explained by the model as a 

whole was 3.20 per cent but this was also not significant (p = .944). That means that when the 

interaction was entered in model 3, this interaction had no effect on the relationship between 

affect-based and cognition-based trust from coworkers and mental health. That is the reason 

why no additional analysis were done. Comparing model 1, 2 and 3, the p value of model 2 

was closest to significance and that is why I checked the results in model 2. Trust from 

coworkers, affect-based and cognition-based, and Dutch vs non-Dutch explained 2.00 per cent 

of the variance in mental health, even controlled for the control variables (R squared change = 

.02, F change (3, 310) = 2.27, p =.080). The ANOVA table indicated that model 2 was also 

not significant (F (7, 310) = 1.46, p =.182), yet this model was the best of the three models to 

analyze the results. The results, in model 2, showed that none of the control variables were 

significant related to mental health. Only affect-based trust from coworkers was significant 

related to mental health (β = -.16, p = .048). This negative relationship indicated that higher 

scores on affect-based trust from coworkers is significant related to lower scores on mental 

health. This is in the expected direction because lower scores on the mental health scale 

indicated better mental health. Thus, employees who are affectively trusted by coworkers 
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have a better mental health. That is why hypothesis 2 is partly supported. The results of the 

three hierarchical multiple regression analysis are presented in Table 6. 

 

Table 6  

Results hierarchical multiple regression analyses 

Variable  Organizational 
identity 

Ethnic identity Mental health 

 β β β 
Model 1 
  Gender 
  Age 
  Organizational tenure 
  Type of contract 

 
.03 
.17* 
-.05 
.01 

 
-.18** 
.16* 

-.21** 
.03 

 
.07 
.03 
-.06 
.10 

R2 .02 .06 .01 
F 1.64 4.53** .84 
Model 2 
  Gender 
  Age 
  Organizational tenure 
  Type of contract 
  Dutch vs non-Dutch 
  Trust affect-based 
  Trust cognition-based 

 
.00 
.16* 
-.05 
.01 
-.01 
.19* 
-.05 

 
-.12* 
.16* 
-.12 
.02 

.38*** 
.00 
-.01 

 
.07 
.04 
-.07 
.10 
-.09 
-.16* 
.13 

R2 .05 .19 .03 
ΔR2 .02 .17 .01 
F for change in R2 2.69* 17.53*** 2.27 
Model 3 
  Gender 
  Age 
  Organizational tenure 
  Type of contract 
  Dutch vs non-Dutch 
  Trust affect-based 
  Trust cognition-based 
  Trust affect-based x Dutch vs 
non-Dutch 
  Trust cognition-based x Dutch vs 
non-Dutch 

 
.00 
.16* 
-.06 
.01 
.38 
-.26 
.51 
1.13 

 
-1.54* 

 
-.12* 
.15* 
-.11 
.02 
.72* 
.37 
-.17 
-.86 

 
.46 

 
.07 
.03 
-.07 
.10 
-.00 
-.09 
.11 
-.17 

 
.07 

R2 .06 .20 .03 
ΔR2 .03 .18 .00 
F for change in R2 2.31 1.44 .06 

 Note. Gender codes: Male = 1, Female = 2. Dutch vs non-Dutch codes: Dutch = 1, non-Dutch 
= 2.  * p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001. 
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Discussion 

  This study focused on how affect-based and cognition-based trust from coworkers 

were related to organizational identity, ethnic identity and mental health. Firstly, the rejection-

identification model (RIM) (Branscombe et al., 1999), stated that rejection of employees 

based on their ethnicity leads to a higher level of ethnic identification. In this study, I also 

wanted to investigated if the contrary would be possible. Namely that if employees are 

accepted and trusted by coworkers, that they would identify more with their organization and 

less with their ethnicity. Secondly, the job demands-resource model (JD-R model) (Bakker & 

Demerouti, 2007), stated that employees who are trusted by coworkers, receive social support 

from these coworkers and that leads to better mental health. That is why I expected that 

employees who are trusted by coworkers had a higher level of organizational identification 

and a lower level of ethnic identification (H1), and better mental health (H2). Thirdly, the 

social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1985) stated that Dutch employees are the majorities 

and non-Dutch employees are the minorities. That is why I expected that Dutch employees 

had a higher level of organization identity, a lower level of ethnic identity and better mental 

health when these employees are trusted by coworkers compared to non-Dutch employees 

(H3). I found that employees who experienced affect-based trust by coworkers identified 

themselves more with the organization (H1) and experience better mental health (H2). These 

findings are in line with previous empirical research (Ferret et al., 2004; Hefner & Eisenberg, 

2009). These relations were the same for Dutch and non-Dutch employees (H3).  

  Results indicate that there were no differences between Dutch and non-Dutch 

employees in the aforementioned relations, which could mean that these different employees 

experience these in a similar manner. But one explanation I could give is that the non-Dutch 

employees, thus employees who have another cultural background than Dutch, are well 

naturalized in the Netherlands. Hofstede (1984) and Trompenaars (1993) defined culture as an 
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onion with three layers. The outer layer relates to the explicit artefacts and products of the 

society, the middle layer represents the norms and values that guide the society and the inner 

layer symbolizes the implicit assumptions that guide employees’ behavior. Participants in this 

study worked and lived in the Netherlands and, thus, were able to understand the Dutch 

language. That is why the non-Dutch participants could be naturalized in a way that these 

participants have internalized the values and norms of the Netherlands. Thus, when the non-

Dutch participants are naturalized in the Netherlands, internalized values and norms and 

behave in that way, the differences between Dutch and non-Dutch employees, based on the 

definition from Hofstede (1984) and Trompenaars (1993), employees is small and might 

therefore not be different.  

Trust from coworkers and organizational identity, ethnic identity and mental health 

  Firstly, this study found no evidence for the influence of cognition-based trust from 

coworkers on organizational identity. The findings of the study from Schaubroeck, Peng and 

Hannah (2013) indicate that cognition-based trust is an important influence on the extent to 

which coworkers develop affect-based trust in each other. Thus, when employees join new 

work teams, cognition-based trust must quickly develop between coworkers so that new 

employees can perform effectively on interdependent tasks (Schaubroeck et al., 2013). When 

this cognition-based trust is for an extended period, it promotes affect-based trust which has 

positive effects on performance as well as organizational identification (Schaubroeck et al., 

2013). So, one possible explanation for the not supported relationship between cognition-

based trust from coworkers and organizational identity could be that cognition-based trust is 

only needed as a first step of developing affect-based trust. That might be the reason that 

cognition-based trust does not lead to a higher level of organizational identification.  

  Secondly, this study found no evidence for the influence of trust from coworkers, 

affect-based and cognition-based, on ethnic identity. Parents may foster the development of 
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ethnic identity to their children (Else-Quest & Morse, 2015), but ethnic identity development 

is more crucial during late adolescence and young adulthood (Phinney, 1996). The study from 

Phinney, Romero and Huang (2001) found that during the development of ethnic identity, 

ethnic language proficiency and social interaction with peers with same ethnicity had a 

positive impact on ethnic identity. Because of the multicultural society (Sleegers, 2007), the 

level of ethnic diversity in Dutch organizations increases. One possible explanation for the not 

supported relationship between trust from coworkers, affect-based and cognition-based, and 

ethnic identity could be that participants of this study work with coworkers who, some or all,  

have different ethnicities. That might be the reason that the participants do not speak and use 

their ethnic language proficiency much and do not interact constantly with peers with the 

same ethnicity at work what might lead to a less strong development of ethnic identity.  

  Thirdly, this study found no evidence for the influence of cognition-based trust from 

coworkers on mental health. Cognition-based trust is also known as knowledge based trust 

(Lewicki & Bunker, 1996). Chua, Ingram and Morris (2008) found no evidence of knowledge 

sharing between coworkers who are friends. Thus, cognition-based trust is not a primary 

element in the relationship between coworkers who are friends of each other (Chua et al., 

2008). One possible explanation for the not supported relationship between cognition-based 

trust from coworkers and mental health could be that participants in this study are friends with 

their coworkers. That is the reason why these participants might focus more on deeper, 

emotional bonds than sharing knowledge with each other. 

Practical implications 

  The relations between the variables in this study have practical implications for both 

employees and organizations. For employees, results indicate that employees have to invest in 

emotional bonds and create deeper relationships with coworkers to have a higher level of 

identification with the organization in which the employees work and to have better mental 
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health compared to employees who do not invest in emotional bonds with their coworkers. 

Higher level of organizational identification will lead to more job satisfaction and less 

turnover intention (Riketta & van Dick, 2005). Better mental health will prevent employees 

from a burnout (Gerber et al., 2015). Thus, for employees it is important to have informal 

conversations, for example talking about private life, with coworkers which creates emotional 

bonds between each other.  

  For organizations, there are two reasons why it is important to create a culture in 

which employees can interact in an informal way with each other which creates emotional 

bonds and deeper relationships between coworkers. Firstly, this is beneficial for organizations 

because results of this study indicate that emotional bonds between coworkers leads to 

employees who identify with the organization. The identification with the organization results 

in better performance (Cesário & Chambel, 2017), and lower turnover rates which prevent 

organizations from turnover costs (Bryant & Allen, 2013). Secondly, trust from coworkers 

affect-based leads also to better mental health. When organizations promote informal 

conversations between coworkers, health problems such as burnout and therefore costs will be 

avoided (Maslach, 2017).  

Limitations and recommendations 

  This study contained several limitations which should be considered in future research. 

Firstly, this study investigated whether there were differences between Dutch and non-Dutch 

employees in the aforementioned relations. In this study, I only made the distinction between 

Dutch and non-Dutch employees. Because all non-Dutch employees were analyzed as one 

group, I did not made the distinction between the different cultures of the non-Dutch group. 

Future research might try to distinguish non-Dutch participants to investigate more important 

differences between specific cultures. This distinction between different non-Dutch cultures 

could be made by asking the same question as this study did for knowing which cultural 
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background participants have. But then, each answer option of the question has to be made as 

one group so that more different cultural background groups can be made.  

  Secondly, another limitation is that this study used convenience sampling for gathering 

participants. In other words, the researchers used their private network to gather participants. 

That means that the collection of participants is done by nonrandom selection. Thus, in other 

words, the researchers were subjective and biased in gathering participants for this study 

(Etikan, Musa, & Alkassim, 2016). That is why future research might use a probability 

sample, and thus random selection, for gathering participants.  

  Thirdly, for this study a cross-sectional design is used which means that the data is 

collected at a single point in time (Mellenbergh & van den Brink, 1998) which means that 

conclusions are made quicker than by longitudinal designs. Therefore conclusions in a cross-

sectional design can be weak because that data are snapshots of the mental state of the 

participants of the moment of filling in the questionnaire. If, for example, a participant had a 

bad day, it can lead to a different conclusion than when this participant is measured over time. 

Another limitation about a cross-sectional design is that it is not possible to establish a true 

cause and effect relationship (Solem, 2015). That is why future research could consider to do 

a longitudinal study instead of a cross-sectional study.  

Conclusion 

  In conclusion, the purpose of this study was to investigate the influence of trust from 

coworkers, affect-based and cognition-based, on organizational identity, ethnic identity and 

mental health. In addition, this study investigated whether there were differences between 

Dutch and non-Dutch employees on these relations. Results indicate that employees who are  

affectively trusted by coworkers identified more with the organization compared to employees 

who are distrusted by coworkers. In addition, results indicate that affect-based trust from 

coworkers leads to better mental health. So the most important message of this study for 
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organizations is, that it is important that employees trust each other based on emotional bonds 

which creates deeper relationships. These deeper relationships increase the feeling of 

connection with the organization, decreases the intention to leave, results in better mental 

health and avoid turnover and health problem costs for organizations.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



TRUST FROM COWORKERS  31 
 

References 

Andrews, R., & Ashworth, R. (2015). Representation and inclusion in public organizations: 

  Evidence from the UK civil service. Public Administration Review, 75(2), 279-288.  

  doi:10.1111/puar.12308 

Atkinson, S., & Butcher, D. (2003). Trust in managerial relationships. Journal of managerial 

  psychology, 18(4), 282-304. doi:10.1108/02683940310473064 

Bahry, D., Kosolapov, M., Kozyreva, P., & Wilson, R. K. (2005). Ethnicity and trust: 

  Evidence from Russia. American Political Science Review, 99(4), 521-532.  

  doi:10.1017/S0003055405051853 

Bakker, A. B., & Demerouti, E. (2007). The job demands-resources model: State of the art. 

  Journal of managerial psychology, 22(3), 309-328. doi:10.1108/02683940710733115 

Batt, P. J., & Purchase, S. (2004). Managing collaboration within networks and relationships.  

  Industrial marketing management, 33(3), 169-174. doi:10.1016/j.indmarman  

  .2003.11.004 

Boğan, E., & Dedeoğlu, B. B. (2017). The effects of perceived behavioral integrity of 

  supervisors on employee outcomes: Moderating effects of tenure. Journal of 

  Hospitality Marketing & Management, 26(5), 511-531. doi:10.1080/19368623  

  .2017.1269711 

Branscombe, N. R., Schmitt, M. T., & Harvey, R. D. (1999). Perceiving pervasive 

  discrimination among African Americans: Implications for group identification and 

  well-being. Journal of personality and social psychology, 77(1), 135-149. doi:10.1037  

  /0022-3514.77.1.135  

Bryant,  P.  C.,  & Allen,  D.  G.  (2013).  Compensation,  benefits  and  employee  turnover:  

  HR strategies  for  retaining  top  talent. Compensation  &  Benefits  Review, 45(3),  

  171-175. doi:10.1177/0886368713494342  

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.77.1.135
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.77.1.135


TRUST FROM COWORKERS  32 
 

Burlew, A. K. (2000). Ethnic and racial identity: Racial identity. Encyclopedia of psychology, 

  3, 259-263. Retrieved on 18-10-2018 from https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007 

  /s11414-017-9557-8 

Cesário, F., & Chambel, M. J. (2017). Linking organizational commitment and work 

  engagement to employee performance. Knowledge and Process Management, 24(2), 

  152-158. doi:10.1002/kpm.1542 

Chan, D. K. C., Hamamura, T., Li, L. M. W., & Zhang, X. (2017). Effect of human 

  development on the relationship between 32ormal323232ed trust and health: an 

  international cross-sectional investigation. The Lancet, 390, 105. doi:10.1016      

  /S0140-6736(17)33243-9 

Chua, R. Y. J., Ingram, P., & Morris, M. W. (2008). From the head and the heart: Locating 

  cognition-and affect-based trust in managers' professional networks. Academy of 

  Management journal, 51(3), 436-452. doi:10.5465/amj.2008.32625956 

Cohen, J.W. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences (2nd ed.). 

  Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.  

Cohen, J. (1992). A power primer. Psychological bulletin, 112(1), 155-159. Retrieved on  

  22-11-2018 from http://www2.psych.ubc.ca/~schaller/528Readings/Cohen1992.pdf 

De Gilder, D. (2003). Commitment, trust and work behaviour: the case of contingent 

  workers. Personnel Review, 32(5), 588-604. doi:10.1108/00483480310488351 

Else-Quest, N. M., & Morse, E. (2015). Ethnic variations in parental ethnic socialization and 

  adolescent ethnic identity: A longitudinal study. Cultural Diversity and Ethnic 

  Minority Psychology, 21(1), 54-64. doi:10.1037/a0037820 

Etikan, I., Musa, S. A., & Alkassim, R. S. (2016). Comparison of convenience sampling and 

  purposive sampling. American journal of theoretical and applied statistics, 5(1), 1-4. 

  doi:10.11648/j.ajtas.20160501.11 

http://www2.psych.ubc.ca/~schaller/528Readings/Cohen1992.pdf


TRUST FROM COWORKERS  33 
 

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Lang, A. G., & Buchner, A. (2007). G* Power 3: A flexible statistical 

  power analysis program for the social, behavioral, and biomedical sciences. Behavior 

  research methods, 39(2), 175-191. doi:10.3758/BF03193146 

Ferres, N., Connell, J., & Travaglione, A. (2004). Co-worker trust as a social catalyst for 

  constructive employee attitudes. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 19(6), 608-622. 

  doi:10.1108/02683940410551516 

Gerber, M., Lang, C., Feldmeth, A. K., Elliot, C., Brand, S., Holsboer‐Trachsler, E., & Pühse, 

  U. (2015). Burnout and mental health in Swiss vocational students: the moderating 

  role of physical activity. Journal of research on adolescence, 25(1), 63-74. 

  doi:10.1111/jora.12097 

Gersick, C. J., Dutton, J. E., & Bartunek, J. M. (2000). Learning from academia: The 

  importance of relationships in professional life. Academy of Management 

  Journal, 43(6), 1026-1044. doi:10.5465/1556333 

Goldberg, D. (1972). The Detection of Psychiatric Illness by Questionnaire. Londen: Oxford 

  University Press.  

Hefner, J., & Eisenberg, D. (2009). Social support and mental health among college 

  students. American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 79(4), 491-499. doi:10.1037 

  /a0016918 

Heger, O., Kampling, H., & Niehaves, B. (2016). Towards a Theory of Trust-based 

  Acceptance of Affective Technology. Research Papers, 1-14. Retrieved on 8-3-2019 

  from http://repository.ittelkompwt.ac.id/3375/1/166%20TOWARDS%20A 

  %20THEORY%20OF%20TRUST-BASED%20ACCEPTANCE%20OF 

  %20AFFECTIVE%20TECHNOLOG.pdf 

Hofstede, G. (1984). Culture's consequences: International differences in work-related 

  values (Vol. 5). Sage. 

http://repository.ittelkom/


TRUST FROM COWORKERS  34 
 

IBM Corp. (2016). IBM SPSS Statistics for Windows, Version 24.0. Amonk, NY: 

  IBM Corp. 

Karanika-Murray, M., Duncan, N., Pontes, H. M., & Griffiths, M. D. (2015). Organizational 

  identification, work engagement, and job satisfaction. Journal of Managerial 

  Psychology, 30(8), 1-28. doi:10.1108/JMP-11-2013-0359 

Kenny, E. J., & Briner, R. B. (2013). Increases in salience of ethnic identity at work: The 

  roles of ethnic assignation and ethnic identification. Human Relations, 66(5), 725-748. 

  doi:10.1177/0018726712464075 

Ladebo, O. J. (2006). Perceptions of trust and employees’ attitudes a look at 34ormal34’s 

  agricultural extension workers. Journal of Business and Psychology, 20(3), 409-427. 

  doi:10.1007/s10869-005-9014-1 

Lau, D. C., & Liden, R. C. (2008). Antecedents of coworker trust: Leaders’ blessings. Journal 

  of Applied Psychology, 93(5), 1130-1138. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.93.5.1130 

Lee, R. M., & Robbins, S. B. (1998). The relationship between social connectedness and 

  anxiety, self-esteem, and social identity. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 45(3), 

  338-345. doi:10.1037/0022-0167.45.3.338 

Lewicki, R. J., & Bunker, B. B. (1996). Developing and maintaining trust in work 

  relationships. Trust in organizations: Frontiers of theory and research, 114, 139. 

  Retrieved on 22-2-2019 from https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Roy_Lewicki 

  /publication/234021697_Developing_and_Maintaining_Trust_in_Working_Relations 

  /links/5624542708ae93a5c92cb8e1.pdf 

Lewis, J. D., & Weigert, A. (1985). Trust as a social reality. Social forces, 63(4), 967-985. 

  doi:10.1093/sf/63.4.967 

Mael, F., & Ashforth, B. E. (1992). Alumni and their alma mater: A partial test of the 

  reformulated model of organizational identification. Journal of organizational 



TRUST FROM COWORKERS  35 
 

  Behavior, 13(2), 103-123. doi:10.1002/job.4030130202 

Maslach, C. (2017). Job burnout in professional and economic contexts. In Diversity in Unity: 

  Perspectives from Psychology and Behavioral Sciences 11-15. Routledge. Retrieved 

  on 20-12-2018 from file:///C:/Users/Laura%20Janssen/Downloads/638430.pdf 

Mayer, R. C., Davis, J. H., & Schoorman, F. D. (1995). An integrative model of 

            organizational trust. Academy of management review, 20(3), 709-734. doi:10.5465 

  /AMR.1995.9508080335 

McAllister, D. J. (1995). Affect-and cognition-based trust as foundations for interpersonal 

  cooperation in organizations. Academy of management journal, 38(1), 24-59. 

  doi:10.5465/256727 

Mellenbergh,  G.  J.,  &  van  den  Brink,  W.  P.  (1998). The measurement  of  individual 

  change. Psychological Methods, 3(4), 470-485. doi:10.1037/1082-989X.3.4.470 

Niedhammer, I., Chastang, J. F., David, S., Barouhiel, L., & Barrandon, G. (2006). 

  Psychosocial work environment and mental health: Job-strain and effort-reward 

  imbalance models in a context of major organizational changes. International Journal 

  of Occupational and Environmental Health, 12(2), 111-119. doi:10.1179 /oeh.2006 

  .12.2.111 

Noel, J. G., Wann, D. L., & Branscombe, N. R. (1995). Peripheral ingroup membership status 

  and public negativity toward outgroups. Journal of personality and social 

  psychology, 68(1), 127-137. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.68.1.127 

Pallant, J. (2016). SPSS Survival Manual: A step by step guide to data analysis using IBM 

  SPSS (Vol. 6). New York: Open University Press.  

Pérez-Garín, D., Recio, P., Magallares, A., Molero, F., & García-Ael, C. (2018). Perceived 

  Discrimination and Emotional Reactions in People with Different Types of 

  Disabilities: A Qualitative Approach. The Spanish journal of psychology, 1-11.  

http://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-3514.68.1.127


TRUST FROM COWORKERS  36 
 

  doi:10.1017/sjp.2018.13 

Perry, R., Priest, N., Paradies, Y., Barlow, F. K., & Sibley, C. G. (2018). Barriers to 

  Multiculturalism: In-Group Favoritism and Out-Group Hostility Are Independently 

  Associated With Policy Opposition. Social Psychological and Personality 

  Science, 9(1), 89-98. doi:10.1177/1948550617703169 

Phinney, J. S. (1992). The multigroup ethnic identity measure: A new scale for use with 

  diverse groups. Journal of adolescent research, 7(2), 156-176. doi:10.1177 

  /074355489272003 

Phinney, J. S. (1996). Understanding ethnic diversity: The role of ethnic identity. American 

  Behavioral Scientist, 40(2), 143-152. doi:10.1177/0002764296040002005 

Phinney, J. S., Romero, I., Nava, M., & Huang, D. (2001). The role of language, parents, and 

  peers in ethnic identity among adolescents in immigrant families. Journal of youth and 

  Adolescence, 30(2), 135-153. doi:10.1023/A:1010389607319 

Rattray, J., & Jones, M. C. (2007). Essential elements of questionnaire design and 

  development. Journal of clinical nursing, 16(2), 234-243. doi:10.1111 

  /j.1365-2702.2006.01573.x 

Riketta, M., & Van Dick, R. (2005). Foci of attachment in organizations: A meta-analytic 

  comparison of the strength and correlates of workgroup versus organizational 

  identification and commitment. Journal of vocational behavior, 67(3), 490-510.  

  doi:10.1016/j.jvb.2004.06.001 

Rohner, D., Thoenig, M., & Zilibotti, F. (2013). Seeds of distrust: Conflict in 

  Uganda. Journal of Economic Growth, 18(3), 217-252. doi:10.1007/s10887-013 

  -9093-1 

Schaubroeck, J. M., Peng, A. C., & Hannah, S. T. (2013). Developing trust with peers and 

  leaders: Impacts on organizational identification and performance during 



TRUST FROM COWORKERS  37 
 

  entry. Academy of Management Journal, 56(4), 1148-1168. doi:10.5465 

  /amj.2011.0358 

Sivris, K. C., & Leka, S. (2015). Examples of holistic good practices in promoting and 

  protecting mental health in the workplace: current and future challenges. Safety and 

  health at work, 6(4), 295-304. doi:10.1016/j.shaw.2015.07.002 

Sleegers, F. (2007) In debat over Nederland: Veranderingen in het discours over de 

  multiculturele samenleving en nationale identiteit. Amsterdam University Press, 1-96. 

  doi:10.5117/9789053564479 

Solem, R. C. (2015). Limitation of a cross-sectional study. American Journal of Orthodontics 

  and Dentofacial Orthopedics, 148(2), 205. doi:10.1016/j.ajodo.2015.05.006 

Strauss, W. and Howe, N. (1993). 13th Gen: Abort, Retry, Ignore, Fail?. New York: Vintage 

  Books. 

Tajfel, H. (1978). Differentiation between social groups: Studies in the social psychology of 

  intergroup relations, 27-60. Retrieved on 6-12-2018 from https://onlinelibrary. 

  wiley.com/doi/epdf/10.1111/1464-0597.00020 

Tajfel, H. (1981). Human groups and social categories: Studies in social psychology. 

  Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. Retrieved on 18-10-2018 from 

  http://www.csepeli.hu/elearning/cikkek/tajfel.pdf 

Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1985) The social identity theory of intergroup behavior. In 

  Worchel, S., & Austin, W. G. (1986). Psychology of intergroup relations  

  (2nd ed.) 7-24. Chicago: Nelson-Hall. 

Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. (1986). The social identity theory of intergroup behavior. Psychology 

  of intergroup relations. 7-24. Chicago: Nelson-Hall 

Tan, H. H., & Lim, A. K. (2009). Trust in coworkers and trust in organizations. The Journal  

  of Psychology, 143(1), 45-66. doi:10.3200/JRLP.143.1.45-66 



TRUST FROM COWORKERS  38 
 

Trompenaars, F. (1993), Riding the Waves of Culture: Understanding Diversity in Global 

  Business, Chicago, IL: Irwin. 

Turner, J. C., Hogg, M. A., Oakes, P. J., Reicher, S. D., & Wetherell, M. S. (1987). 

  Rediscovering the social group: A self-categorization theory. Oxford: Basil 

  Blackwell. Retrieved on 18-10-2018 http://psycnet.apa.org/record/1987-98657-000 

Van Emmerik, I. H. (2006). Gender differences in the creation of different types of social 

  capital: A multilevel study. Social networks, 28(1), 24-37. doi:10.1016/j.socnet 

  .2005.04.002 

Vanhala, M., Puumalainen, K., & Blomqvist, K. (2011). Impersonal trust: The development 

            of the construct and the scale. Personnel Review, 40(4), 485-513. doi:10.1108 

  /00483481111133354 

Van Knippenberg, D. (2000). Work motivation and performance: A social identity 

  perspective. Applied psychology, 49(3), 357-371. doi:10.1111/1464-0597.00020 

Warr, P. (1994). A conceptual framework for the study of work and mental health. Work & 

  Stress, 8(2), 84-97. doi:10.1080/02678379408259982 

World Health Organization. (1995). Constitution of the world health organization. Retrieved 

  on 17-10-2018 from http://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/121457/ 

  em_rc42_cwho_en.pdf  

 

 

 

 

 


