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Abstract: This study presents the determinants of trust in light of the scientific literature on trust and
governance networks. The theoretical analysis focuses on differentiation of various types of trust and
its determinants at both for-profit and nonprofit organizations. Moreover, the idea of a network is
presented with the main attention given to the performance of collaborative service delivery networks.
On the basis of theoretical study, a longitudinal analysis was performed at institutions providing
services to the homeless people in Warsaw, Poland. During the periods of 2013 and 2017 to 2018,
two cohorts of field questionnaire studies were conducted among employees of 18 social welfare
centers (sample based on 18 Warsaw districts) and homeless shelters run by nonprofit organizations
(samples of 19 and 22, respectively). These local government institutions and nonprofit organizations
comprised the collaborative service delivery network under study. Mixed-method research was
applied at welfare centers and nonprofit organizations (NGOs) where both frontline and management
level employees were interviewed, and some data were statistically evaluated. The research was
conducted using the same questionnaires at both points in time. The research showed that, from
the perspective of social welfare centers, interorganizational trust in relation to other social welfare
centers and to nonprofit organizations is positively correlated with perceived interorganizational
effectiveness of other actors in the network (measured by the possibility of obtaining information,
promptness, commitment, completeness and correctness of documents, and assessment of employees’
knowledge). The same results were obtained from the perspective of NGOs. In addition, these
correlations remained almost unchanged over time, although the research was repeated after many
years using the same variables. Finally, there is no basis to state that trust is correlated with outcome
perception when considering the most difficult and complex social services.

Keywords: interorganizational trust; collaboration; public service delivery network; performance
measurement; perceived outcomes; homelessness

1. Introduction

In the scientific literature on governance networks, trust is treated as a key determinant of
effectiveness in the area of public service delivery. According to Klijn et al. “there is very little research
on the impact of trust in achieving results in governance networks” [1]. Moreover, literature overviews
show that empirical works that consider the perspectives of various actors is also lacking. The literature
on collaborative governance networks lacks research that enables scientists to verify the independency
between trust and perceived effectiveness, and to understand the factors that trust depends on, as
well as the relationships among trust and perceived interorganizational effectiveness. Following
Berman, effectiveness is understood as “the level of outcomes, for example, [ ... ] the number of
welfare clients who find employment after being counseled by caseworkers” [2] (pp. 5-6). In this
study, we consider the effectiveness at two levels, perception of overall outcomes of the network and
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perception of interorganizational effectiveness among social welfare centers or nonprofit organization
(NGO) employees. According to McNabb’s [3] classification of question types at the cognitive stage,
effectiveness is understood in our research as the exit from homelessness (factual and knowledge
type questions), whereas, in our study, surveys at the affective stage asked employees of the network
about their opinions (opinion and attitude type questions). The perceived outcomes for employees of
social welfare centers are rather focused on facts and knowledge about the exit from homelessness
statistics, but perceived outcomes for the NGO employees are broader and may also emphasize positive
outcomes related to the process of the exit from homelessness and also positive results connected with
the well-being of homeless people. Additionally, we used the term, interorganizational effectiveness,
to refer to the possibility of obtaining information, informational flow, commitment, promptness,
completeness and correctness of documents received, and assessment of employees” knowledge. The
idea of interorganizational effectiveness is somewhat neglected in empirical research, although our
study shows that it is particularly important in the context of interorganizational trust.

In order to assess trust, perceived outcomes, and perceived interorganizational effectiveness,
in-depth interviews and surveys were conducted at different time frames to analyze changes in the
relationships among trust and other variables over time. This study responses to identified research
challenges, with both exploratory and explanatory elements, as it contributes the following three
innovations to the literature on trust in collaborative public service delivery networks: (1) we conducted
the analysis of trust determinants from different points of view (at social welfare centers and NGOs),
(2) we proved that the determinants of trust are independent of the point of view among network
actors and confirmed this conclusion in the research carried out at two different periods of time, (3)
we did not confirm the impact of trust on perceived outcomes in a public service delivery network
(providing social assistance services), but we identified strong premises that trust is dependent upon
the perceived interorganizational effectiveness of the collaborating partners. With this in mind, the
aim of our study is to verify the relationships between interorganizational trust and organizational
effectiveness perception and between interorganizational trust and perceived outcomes of other entities
in a collaborative network.

This study presents determinants of trust at institutions providing services to homeless people in
Warsaw, Poland. Our longitudinal research consisted of two cohorts of field questionnaire studies,
during 2013 and from 2017 to 2018, which were conducted among the following groups: (1) employees
of 18 social welfare centers (sample based on 18 Warsaw districts) and (2) homeless shelters run by
nonprofit organizations (samples of 19 and 22, respectively). An object of our study was a collaborative
network providing services to the homeless in the City of Warsaw, and therefore the network comprised
social welfare centers and nonprofit organizations working on behalf of the homeless.

The research was conducted using the same procedure and research tools at both points in time.
We applied both a mixed method of qualitative research based on in-depth interviews and quantitative
analysis based on data from the surveys, with the use of statistical methods in order to understand
the determinants of trust and to measure statistical relationships. Mixed method can be defined
as a study in which the researcher “collects and analyzes data, integrates the findings, and draws
inferences using both qualitative and quantitative approaches or methods in a single study or a program
of inquiry” [4] (p. 4). The research used different research questions (qualitative and quantitative
approaches), different manners for developing research questions (participatory and preplanned),
two types of data collection procedures (in-depth interviews and surveys), and two types of data
(textual and numerical) [4]. The analysis involved preliminary study involving structured interviews
with management staff at the entities of collaborative network during which questionnaires were
prepared and tested. Next, with the use of the questionnaire the main research was conducted from
two perspectives, social welfare centers and nonprofit organizations. The field results were analyzed
using descriptive statistics, Kendall’s Tau b correlation coefficient [5], and the Mann-Whitney U test
for verifying differences in distributions of variables. Additionally, in-depth structured interviews
were conducted in order to assess the causality between trust and other variables.
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According to B. Kozuch, public trust “can be system-based and institution-based trust or social
trust” [6]. For this study, we consider both system-based and institution-based trust and, in particular,
interorganizational trust in a collaborative network. Our research is set in the context of bounded
rationality of individual actors in a public service delivery network with the emphasis on organizational
trust, or more precisely interorganizational trust, in a collaborative public service delivery network.

Our study has been conducted at two different points in time and we have found that most of
the correlations remained fixed over time. On the basis of an extensive literature study, we set and
tested the following three hypotheses: (1) a positive correlation exists between interorganizational
trust and the organizational effectiveness perception of other institutions in a collaborative network; (2)
a positive correlation exists between interorganizational trust and the frequency of contact perceived
between entities in a network; and (3) a positive correlation exists between interorganizational trust
and the perceived outcomes of other institutions in a collaborative network.

Empirical research has shown that for the first and the second hypotheses there is no reason to
reject them, while the third hypothesis has been rejected.

The first section of this paper begins with definitions of trust and especially interorganizational
trust and its determinants. In addition, our literature review provides information about organizational
effectiveness dimensions in collaborative governance networks such as flow of information,
communication, knowledge, and job satisfaction. The second section describes the research sample,
hypotheses, methods of analysis, questionnaire design, and research procedure. The next section
describes the results from the perspectives of social welfare centers and nonprofit organizations. The
fourth section provides the results of the research and conclusions.

2. Background and Conceptual Framework

2.1. Trust Conditions and Determinants

The issue of trust as an important factor of interorganizational relationships has been studied
by various researchers. Trust can be defined as “an aspect of relationships”, which means it varies
“across relationships” [7] (p. 344). Trust can be perceived as an individual trait of a person. Such a
broad approach to trust is applied by Deutsch [8], Sako [9], Mayer et al. [10], Bhattacharya et al. [11],
and Paliszkiewicz [12]. Rousseau et al. define trust as a psychological state in which vulnerability is
accepted in hope of a positive expectation [13]. A similar definition is applied by Mayer at al., but they
add that trust involves no necessity to monitor or control the actions of another party. Rempel et al. [14]
define trust as a state of believing in the other party causing an internal motivation for joint cooperation,
while Paliszkiewicz presents trust as a belief that the trustor will not harm the trustee and will act in a
mutually beneficial way. Therefore, various definitions of trust focus on the uncertainty of the outcome
of the relationship that is an inherent risk of the cooperation, where trust serves as a “glue” where legal
rules are absent [15]. On the other hand, being vulnerable to the other side also means that a person
might be willing to do something outside of their scope of duties to protect the cooperative relationship.
Schoorman et al. studied to what degree is a “trustor [ ... ] willing to voluntarily take risks at the
hands of the trustee” [7] (p. 347). Therefore, trust can be a connector holding legally unstructured
organizations together, while it can also lead to nonstandard decision making. Trust can be inherent
to a relationship due to personal features or learned by interpersonal contact. The former means
that trust is a personal characteristic of particular employees who pose a friendly and trustworthy
attitude toward each other. The latter means that as a result of contact, trust is gained through positive
experience. According to Strahorn et al. the learned aspect of trust is more conducive as it is built up as
a result of a proven record of positive outcomes. In studying trust, Strahorn et al. believed that focus
should be placed on determining whether trust is inherent in a relationship due to personal traits or
due to learned partnership [16]. As these authors suggest, mistrust can develop if an initial trustworthy
attitude towards cooperation is not supported by positive experiences. Regardless of the type of trust,
this notion can be subdivided into a few elements. According to Mayer et al., trust is composed of
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perceived trust, benevolence, and integrity [10]. Perceived trust is a level of recognition of the other
party’s abilities and skills. In other words, the understanding that others possess abilities and skills
to perform on their promises. Benevolence is a positive attitude in a relationship, an unwillingness
to harm another human being, whereas integrity is an understanding of common values. For these
researchers, elements of benevolence and integrity, as well as having common or different values
between organizations, all have been important to the empirical analysis of perceived trust. Hartman
lists determinants of trust but includes integrity, competencies, and intuition [17]. Nevertheless,
Hartman’s work seems in line with those of Mayer et al. as competencies can be seen as synonymous
with perceived trust, whereas intuition with some level of benevolence [10,17]. In an interpersonal
organizational context, an important point to be made here is that trust requires acknowledgment of
each other’s competences, that is, the knowledge (see [1]), abilities, and skills that can serve a common
good. There must also be a belief that the other side not only can, but also is willing to engage in
activity which will bring benefits to the other side. Additionally, resource dependency is an aspect of
trust often discussed in the literature [18].

Identifying determinants of trust by other researchers was needed for explanatory research. Trust
has been studied by various researchers both as an independent and dependent variable. Harrison et al.
studied volunteering in organizations [19] and various correlations, for example, between stewardship
and organization and the public. When studying interorganizational trust, their conclusions are useful.
In their research, trust is a measure of the organization and public relationship and was measured as a
belief that organizational decisions will not be harmful to volunteers working for the organization.
The authors also considered other elements of the organization and public relationship, including
commitment and satisfaction. In this case commitment was measured as a belief by volunteers that
the organization was willing to uphold its long-term ties to its volunteers, while satisfaction as the
happiness by volunteers was measured from cooperation with the organization. The results showed a
high level of involvement correlated with trust, commitment, and satisfaction, which is line with other
research studies [20,21]. Such relationships can also exist among organizations (i.e., employees of these
organizations), which is an important consequence for interorganizational research.

Following McEvily et al. [22], trust can positively impact organizations in two respects. Trust can
impact on the ways people communicate with each other, and thus on processes such as negotiation,
conflict management and resolution, teamwork, and creativity [23]. In the context of governance
networks, similar findings were presented by Edelenbos and Klijn, as trust affects the flow of
information and willingness to share information [24]. Trust can also impact job satisfaction and job
performance. Therefore, the absence or presence of trust can affect hard measures such as financials [25]
and transaction costs [26]. While trust seems essential for organizations, it may also be difficult to
measure. Dirks [27] analyzed organizational trust as a mix of trust and authority and their impact
on performance and reported that trust can be one of a few embodying principles and norms of
organizations. Importantly, trust impacts not only on intraorganizational relationships, but also
interorganizational relationships. Following Kozuch et al. [28], “trust determines the strength of
relationships, both inside and between organizations”. According to Santana et al. [29] organizational
trust may affect the desired outcomes, and thus trust maintenance is crucial, also in open networks.

Trust in organizations depends upon many variables. The literature identifies six variables which
compose trust. One of the variables is organizational support [30,31] which takes into consideration
how the organization cares for its constituents. Another important variable for trust development
is communication whose aim is to share information between the sender and the receiver of the
message [32-34]. Managerial support can favor trust building as it fosters a positive attitude at the
workplace [35].

The literature shows that psychological empowerment [36,37], values [38,39] and principles [40]
also can have an impact on trust. Psychological empowerment shows that managers trust their workers
and believe in them by delegating duties to them for which all are jointly accountable. Furthermore,
values are strongly connected with the moral and ethical norms of the organization such as cooperation
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and fairness. Principles are focused on legal aspects of cooperation, and therefore the rules of the game
which employees obey. Thus, they shape the possibility for trust to build and develop in a legally
secure environment.

2.2. Collaborative Networks Performance and Trust

When hierarchical forms of command and control are no longer the most effective methods
for policy development and implementation, there is a need to create network structures or such
forms are made spontaneously [41-44]. As a result, a much wider set of actors appears, consisting of
also nongovernmental organizations [45-47]. A challenge is to measure the functioning of network
structures and relationships inherent in them. Network performance assessment criteria have been
widely discussed in the literature [48-55]. When assessing outcomes of a network the focus is often
placed either on network management (e.g., administrative effectiveness, satisfaction of employees with
governance, and frequency of interactions between actors) or on final results such as a community-level
performance (e.g., better effectiveness) and an organizational-level performance (e.g., improved
stakeholder relationships) [56].

In the theoretical literature some types of network accountability were distinguished, for example,
democratic accountability (connected with policy goals) and administrative accountability of networks
(connected with organizational goals) [57,58]. In our study, we call the results at the community-level
performance “outcomes” and the results connected with organizational goals (level of fulfillment)
“interorganizational effectiveness”.

The outcome can be perceived by various employees internal to the network as well as external
stakeholders, including the public at large. However, our focus has been on internal stakeholders of
various organizations engaged in a collaborative network.

In collaborative relationships, trust can be considered as calculative trust and relational trust [59].
Calculative trust is the rational component of trust [59,60], and relational trust is the emotional aspect
of trust [60] with no calculation [61]. Both dimensions of trust are meaningful to the interpretation of
results in public service delivery networks. Achieving a high level of trust may stem from obtaining
outcomes desired by a collaborative network in the form of high effectiveness, positive network
management outcomes, and agreeable mutual relationships between stakeholders. Nevertheless,
Vaccaro et al. states that “trusting relationships develop when transformational leaders are present
in organizations, they are an essential ingredient of collaborative networks by providing leadership,
meaningfulness, and direction towards common goals leading to desired outcomes” [62] (p. 17). In
our empirical research we looked for such leaders, who could provide us with complex information
regarding the homeless system in Warsaw.

According to Williamson, regardless of the form of the organization, in management the aims are
focused on outcomes [63]. However, many researchers have assessed the various attributes of public
service delivery network effectiveness [48,64,65]. In one of the research studies, the dependent variable
was “perceived outcome of collaboration”, while independent variables included joint decision-making,
collaboration, sharing resources, and trust building [66]. The variable of perceived outcome was
applied by Klijn et al. [1] where it was treated as “an important factor in establishing desired interactions
and outcomes in governance networks” [1] (p. 196). In our study, we applied such a method, as
perceived effectiveness and the relationships among actors in collaborative network were used. To
reiterate, effectiveness is considered as “level of outcomes” [2] (p. 5) and, in our study, we applied
precisely, the exit from homelessness, in particular from the perspective of social welfare centers.
Another interesting approach was used by Burchielli et al. [67], who applying the notion of an ethical
network defined as “collaboration of interconnected stakeholders with direct and indirect links” to an
organization that “through combined activities and mechanisms, effect ethical [ ... ] outcomes”. In our
study, this approach is used to assess outcome perception by NGOs.

The economic literature differentiates among two types of accountability, strong accountability
and weak accountability [68,69]. When “wicked problems” are considered, strong accountability
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and statistical data may not only be relied upon, but it may also be necessary to consider criteria
developed as a result of relationships based on trust in collaborative networks. Furthermore, Provan
and Milward present the following criteria of effectiveness: on the societal level, public opinion
perception of problem resolution; on the network level, the strength of relationships, coordination
of services, and engagement of employees in the network; and, on the level of the organization an
improvement of organizational operations, ensuring resource availability, access to services, and client
outcomes [70]. An interesting set of variables was used by a study by Kapucu, Garayew, and Wang [71]
in the area of maintaining network functionality. In the area of convergence of organizational goals,
they applied frequency of contact and also measured whether organizations in a network possess
different organizational priorities. In the area of interorganizational trust, they verified whether
interorganizational relationships are characterized by mutual trust and whether organizations in the
network cooperate with a feeling of benevolence towards others. According to Kozuch and Jablonski,
trust determines proper relationships with other stakeholders of public or social organizations [6].
Moreover, organizational trust means having positive expectations about an organization [72].

The determination of the effectiveness of public service delivery networks requires an examination
of their inherent bounded rationality (some of them in [73]), but in a quantitative manner. An important
dilemma is that decisions are often made under conditions of imperfect information, emotions, or
convictions of the decision maker [74-76]. In a recent study, which appeared in the world literature, a
multi-actor perspective is the approach applied in studying rationality in governance networks [77]. In
our research we have applied the methodology of asking the same questions to various actors mutually
assessing themselves.

From this it stems that the outcome measurement in collaborative networks should pertain
not only to organizational effectiveness but also to outcomes and trust. Measuring trust should be
conducted by encompassing various types of actors engaged in the networks. This will allow the
researcher to carry out a neutral assessment and detect relationships among variables in the research
sample. The calculative trust pertains more to expectations regarding obtained results in a network,
while the relational trust is a necessary aspect of network functioning and builds by ensuring high
organizational effectiveness. From the perspective of various actors in collaborative network structures
we expect that calculative trust or relational trust may differ in importance depending on the actors.

3. Materials and Methods

3.1. Research Sample

This research has focused on studying a collaborative network of assistance to homeless people
in Warsaw. It is a network formed of social welfare centers and nongovernmental organizations
(NGOs) whose operations are conducted at the local government level of the City of Warsaw in Poland.
Activities binding and tightening collaboration in the network originate both on the local government
side and the organizations’ side. The NGOs that are part of the network are co-financed by Warsaw’s
local government. As part of the collaboration joint planning, exchange of information, common
work on behalf of homeless, as well as exchange of resources (human, tangible, and organizational)
takes place.

The longitudinal research was conducted at all social welfare centers (18 Social Welfare Centers
in 18 City of Warsaw districts with at least 1 response per social welfare center, andNGOs providing
services to the homeless in the City of Warsaw (19 units in 2013 and 22 units from 2017 to 2018). All
of these comprised the collaborative service delivery network at two different points in time. The
network approach is strengthened by the fact that respondents were asked to assess the functioning of
the other institutions (actors) in the network and the network as a whole.

The research from 2017 to 2018 used the same variables as the study conducted in 2013. The
research sample consisted of 44 employees of social welfare centers in 2013 and 33 employees in 2018
as well as 17 employees of NGOs in 2013 and 36 employees of NGOs from 2017 to 2018.
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3.2. Research Hypotheses

In this research, interorganizational trust was measured through a personal opinion of employees.
Therefore, trust was a subjective measure. The employees’ perception could have been influenced by
the hard outcome measure of the public service delivery network which is the exit from homelessness,
since it was assumed they knew the statistics of coming out of homelessness. It must be emphasized
that a high level of outcome measure may be difficult to achieve due to the nature of many homeless
people such as elderly, addicted to alcohol, and with weak family ties. Thus, rather than focus on the
outcome, nonprofit organizations focus on improving the conditions of the homeless and provide them
with temporary housing and minimal financial support.

In the context of an interorganizational trust study and based on the literature review, the following
research hypotheses were formulated:

HO: A positive correlation exists between interorganizational trust and organizational effectiveness
perception of other institutions in a collaborative network.

HO: A positive correlation exists between interorganizational trust and frequency of contact
perceived between entities in a network.

HO: A positive correlation exists between interorganizational trust and perceived outcomes of
other institutions in a collaborative network.

Correlations were used to describe relationships between any two or more variables. The general
assumption for null hypothesis in quantitative studies is that variables are independent [3] (p. 213).
The authors believe that these variables are particularly important in the collaborative network of
assistance to the homeless due to the difficulty of “wicked problems” and the necessity of ensuring
organizational potential to tackle them.

3.3. Methods of Analysis and Questionnaire Design

In order to understand the issue of trust in the system of assistance to the homeless, an empirical
research with selected representatives engaged in the system was conducted. The empirical study was
divided into two main phases. Phase 1 included in-depth interviews at (a) social welfare centers and
(b) NGOs, with open-ended questions about trust and semi-structured interviews with questions about
trust determinants and the causality between trust and other variables. Phase 2 focused on structured
interviews using open-ended and closed-ended questions at (a) social welfare centers and (b) at NGOs.

At the stage of in-depth interviews, the selected individuals were chosen from among the leading
nonprofit organizations and social welfare centers in terms of effectiveness and innovativeness and
which operate in districts with the highest number of organizations aiding the homeless. Firstly, a
general question about what does trust depend on was posed to (a) other social welfare centers and
NGOs from the perspective of social welfare centers and (b) other NGOs and social welfare centers
from the perspective of NGOs. Simultaneously, a question was asked about the relationship between
trust and perceived effectiveness achieved by NGOs and social welfare centers. Then, semi-structured
interviews were conducted during which questions regarding determinants of trust identified during
scientific research were asked in order to better understand the relationship between perceived trust
and categories of perceived effectiveness.

During the questionnaire interviews, first, a preliminary research was undertaken in order to
refine the questions. Next, the main research study was completed, while the following components
of interorganizational effectiveness were tested: flow of information, promptness, commitment,
completeness and correctness of documents received, and assessment of other organizations’
employee knowledge.

The method applied to analyze the results of the surveys was nonparametric correlation analysis
(Kendall’s Tau b coefficient correlation analysis). The reasoning behind this was a use of four research
samples with two of them being too small to apply an econometric linear model, where a problem of
collinearity would exist. Questionnaire design was based on a seven-point Likert-type scale ranging
from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7). The research model covered trust, perceived outcome,
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and perceived interorganizational effectiveness measured by multiple items. All the items were
identified from the literature to improve content validity and adequacy.

3.4. Data Collection

Both the preliminary and the main study conducted in 2013 allowed us to test and apply
appropriate variables for measuring perceived organizational effectiveness of other actors in the
collaborative network, frequency of contact, and outcomes perceived by the respondents. In the 2017
to 2018 period, the study was repeated using exactly the same variables.

It is not fully clear whether the research samples in 2013 and from 2017 to 2018 were identical,
as there were five years between the two research periods and many respondents in the 2017 to 2018
sample could not remember if they had taken part in the prior 2013 study. Only 4 employees of NGOs
from 2017 to 2018 said that they had taken part in the study in 2013 (29 employees said they had not
taken part in the study and 3 employees did not answer this question). It is likely that more employees
had taken part in the study in 2013 but did not remember this fact. Although the research sample in
2018 was not the same as that from 2013, the studied relationships were fixed over time and seemed
resistant to changes in the sample of respondents, and therefore it could be said that the relationships
were universal in nature. Due to the fact that in the 2018 study, twice as many NGOs participated as
compared to the 2013 study, the similarity of results should be treated as further support.

4. Results
4.1. Trust from the Perspective of Social Welfare Centers

4.1.1. The Results of In-Depth Interviews in Social Welfare Centers

The first step of the study was qualitative research with open-ended questions and semi-structured
interviews. The following answers were obtained from the interviews from the perspective of social
welfare centers. In response to a question about the factors of trust between social welfare centers
and NGOs, a director of one of the social welfare centers said that a common aim, joint values and
competencies are most important in this relationship. Relationships are essential in contacts with
nonprofit organizations and that is why “we take part in all Social Dialogue Commission and Homeless
Assistance Council meetings”. At times, employees of other institutions have a different approach and
do know the Social Assistance Law, then, personal contact can show a gap in knowledge, competencies,
or differences in values. This can undermine trust toward these people since “it is not enough to know
each other, but it is important what that means for the cooperation”. In many cases, getting to know
each other better can positively impact on trust, since “as a result of the meeting we learn that NGO
employees mean the same thing, but have a different approach to achieving the goal. For example, in
some cases, a shelter does not want to accept an ill person, not because this person is using nappies and
would be troublesome to the shelter, but because the shelter does not have an employee working at
night and the person in a nappy would have to spend from 4 pm to 8 am without any care. Conditions
of agreement with the local government, in the case of that nonprofit organization, do not include
a night shift for a nurse, however, changing nappies is not part of the job responsibilities of a social
worker. Therefore, much depends on understanding the perspective of employees of other institutions.
This is confirmed by a description of difficulties in measuring outcomes in networks by Klijn et al. as
“specific goals are not usually formulated” and actors may “have their own goals” [1].

In regards to trust between a social welfare center and other social welfare centers, a director
answered that the quality of documents is the most important, “if documents are well prepared then
that builds trust in employees of other social welfare centers, as we have more contact with those people
through documents than in person”. It is different in the case of emergency intervention when more
direct and telephone contact occur. In such cases this is more similar to relationships with nonprofit
organizations, that is, a community based on common aims, values, and competencies. Trust of a
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social welfare center towards other social welfare centers also depends on “if we know that person
as it may be a person who previously worked in our social welfare center”, as well as “many of our
employees have informal contacts with other social welfare center employees which is important
in trust building”. Timeliness is also important, as “we do not like when a document arrives one
day before the legal deadline”. The ability to obtain information builds trust as a lot depends on
“if we obtain information just to questions posed or there is information sharing”. According to an
interviewee “the results obtained by social welfare centers are a consequence of work organization and
competencies of employees, and if these are in line with expected results, our trust in them increases.
But high professional and personal competencies of these employees are necessary. The approach
to achieving the aim is important in trust building”. To a question whether social welfare center
employees show trust in other institutions and whether this can influence the perception of results
achieved by these institutions, an answer was given that “trust is an effect of ‘something’. We can help
other institutions with something, we can share our knowledge, but if we do not trust them, we do not
know how they will use that information.” Therefore, it can affect, to some extent, the effectiveness
of these institutions, but the interviewee said that this is not a dominating relationship. According
to the interviewee, in assessment of nonprofit organizations, from the perspective of social welfare
centers, engagement increases trust in that organization, for example, “if a homeless person is with an
organization for seven years and could exit the state of homelessness, this leaves doubts regarding the
engagement of the employees of the shelter in supporting a homeless exit from homelessness.” Social
welfare centers undertake activities to build their trust in NGOs and built a partnership with NGOs
to get to know each other better and accept each other. According to the director of social welfare
center trust can depend on the personal character of the person with whom we cooperate. If it is
someone who “is grumpy, this creates distance from that person, even if their work is well-perceived”.
Personal communicative competencies of that person are also important since “if that person cannot
communicate well, we do not understand each other and trust is undermined”.

We have chosen determinants based on the literature overview and conducted empirical research
which can influence trust in social welfare centers.

4.1.2. The Results of Interviews Using Questionnaires at Social Welfare Centers

The results obtained during interviews are supported by data from surveys obtained in both
periods examined, both in 2013 and in 2018.

The distributions of some important variables are presented in the Table 1. Most of the variables
have a left skewed distribution, only the variable, overall effect of the system perceived, has a slightly
right skewed distribution.

Importantly, the overall assessment of the system effects (perceived) is quite low and its average
value is 3.75 on a seven-point scale. The assessment has increased slightly between the examined
periods (2013 and 2018), but there are no grounds to state that distributions of variables have changed.
No differences were found in the distributions of the remaining variables examined between the years
analyzed using the Mann-Whitney U test. In the whole sample of social welfare center employees, the
percentage of females is 81.1%, the percentage of people aged 25 years and below 30 years is 6.8%,
aged 30 years and below 40 years is 32.4%, aged 40 years and below 50 years is 40.5%, and 50 years
and below 65 years is 20.3%. In the research sample 16% of people have a B.A. education, while 68%
have a M.A.

The research showed various correlations between trust and other variables that remain stable
over time for two samples of respondents in a collaborative network.

In the case of social welfare centers (see Table 2), trust was correlated with the following: assessment
of the possibility of obtaining information from other social welfare centers at the level of 0.478 in
2013 and 0.315 in 2018; assessment of information flow from other social welfare centers at the level of
0.517 in 2013 and 0.464 in 2018; assessment of promptness of other social welfare centers at the level of
0.622 in 2013 and 0.430 in 2018; assessment of commitment of other welfare centers at the level of 0.630
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and 0.599, respectively; assessment of completeness and correctness of documents from other social
welfare centers at the level of 0.399 and 0.507, respectively; and assessment of knowledge of employees
of other welfare centers at the level of 0.522 and 0.611, respectively. We expected a correlation between
trust at social welfare centers and frequency of contact with other social welfare centers, however, this
correlation proved to be insignificant.

Similar results on trust and its correlations with other variables were obtained based on responses
provided by employees of social welfare centers in relation to employees of NGOs (see Table 3). For
the variable, assessment of possibility to obtain information from the shelters, the correlation was at
the level of 0.433 in 2013 and 0.364 in 2018 and for the variable, assessment of information flow from
shelters was at the level of 0.556 in 2013 and 0.461 in 2018. Other variables also demonstrated a positive
correlation, which included assessment of promptness of shelters at the level of 0.621 in 2013 and 0.458
in 2018; assessment of commitment of shelters at the level of 0.367 and 0.472, respectively; assessment
of completeness and correctness of documents from shelters at the level of 0.543 and 0.684, respectively;
and assessment of knowledge of employees of shelters at the level of 0.341 and 0.286, respectively (the
second correlation coefficient was significant at the level of 0.10 in the case of a two-side correlation.
In the article a conservative approach to two-side correlation was applied whether than one-side
correlation. Most of the correlations which in the article achieved a level of 0.1 were also statistically
significant at the level of 0.05 for a one-side correlation.) In addition, in the case of the correlation
between trust and the variable, frequency of contact with shelters, this proved to be insignificant.

Therefore, the analyzed correlations are fixed over time and independent of the institution studied.
The correlations are objective and should also exist when assessing other types of public institutions
in public service delivery networks. Nevertheless, it should be emphasized that in the case of the
homeless service provision network in Warsaw, these relationships exist among actors with whom
the frequency of contact is the highest in the network. These actors not only exchange information
among each other, but also take part in joint planning and, to some extent, exchange of resources of
their common use.

A summary of correlation analysis from the perspective of social welfare centers is presented
in Figure 1. The direction of arrows was determined by the results of in-depth interviews with
the management staff of the researched organizations (the mixed methods were used here in the
presentation of results in Figure 1). There are reasons to believe that causality is true but confirmation
of this requires further research based on different research samples. Since trust has an effect on studied
organizational effectiveness, these factors can, therefore, to some extent be treated as determinants
of trust.

Table 1. Perspective of social welfare center employees and descriptive statistics for chosen variables.

Overall Satisfaction from Trust in Relation

Overall . . . . Satisfaction from to other Social Trust in
spn Assessment  Satisfaction Cooperation with . . .
Year/Statistics Assessment . Cooperation with ~ Welfare Centers Relation
of the from Work  Other Social Welfare .
of Effects . NGOs Employees in to NGOs
System Centers in Warsaw
Warsaw
Mean 3.57 3.90 5.33 5.66 5.30 5.68 527
2013 N 37 41 43 44 44 40 41
Std. Deviation 1.425 1.463 1.658 1.119 1.534 1.118 1.550
Skewness 0.039 -0.327 -1.371 —0.524 -0.890 -0.812 -0.771
Mean 3.97 3.94 5.09 5.42 5.13 541 5.35
2018 N 31 33 33 33 32 32 31
Std. Deviation 1.354 1.499 1.756 1.001 1.540 1.160 1.253
Skewness 0.148 —0.246 -0.589 —-0.376 -0.788 -0.617 -0.625
Mean 3.75 3.92 522 5.56 522 5.56 531
Total N 68 74 76 77 76 72 72
% std. Deviation 1.397 1.469 1.694 1.070 1528 1.137 1.421
Skewness 0.057 -0.283 -0.987 -0.421 -0.826 -0.703 -0.745
Mann-Whitney U 486.500 668.500 671.500 629.500 651.500 543.500 634.500
Wilcoxon W 1189.500 1529.500 1232.500 1190.500 1179.500 1071.500 1130.500
z -1.108 —0.089 —-0.410 -1.033 -0.567 -1.139 -0.012
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 0.268 0.929 0.682 0.302 0.571 0.255 0.991

Source: own elaboration based on field research results.
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Table 2. Trust of social welfare centers to other social welfare centers.
Area Variable Year 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
2013 1.000
Trust 1. Level of trust in relation with other Warsaw social welfare centers | 2018 1.000
Overall 1.000
2. Assessment of possibility to obtain information from other Zg}g 004;f5 = 1888
Warsaw social welfare centers Overall 0404 1,000
= =
3. Assessment of information flow from other Warsaw social ;812 giéz = 00427921 n }888
welfare centers Overall | 0501* | 0390 % 1.000
2013 0.622** [ 0.375* | 0.473** 1.000
Organizational 4. Assessment of promptness of other Warsaw social welfare centers | 2018 0.430 ** 0.108 0.653 ** 1.000
effectiveness Overall_| 0531~ | 0249~ | 0552~ | 1000
(perceived) 5. Assessment of commitment of other Warsaw welfare service ;81; gggg - 0452597 g:zg il 832;*) }888
centers Overall | 0615% | 0345% | 0472 | 0433* 1.000
6. Assessment of completeness and correctness of documents from 2013 0.399* | 0237 () 0322 | 05117 ] 0351+ 1.000
) comp 2018 0.507 ** 0.042 | 0.361* 0.332% | 0.460 ** 1.000
other Warsaw social welfare centers Overall | 0459 % 0.146 | 0351 | 0434* | 0381* 1.000
= o Fe o o
7. Aésessment of knowledge of employees of other Warsaw welfare ;812 gzﬁ = 85;? 004??296 - 0(?.246912(*) 82?; = gzﬁ = }ggg
service centers Overall | 0574% 0.149 | 0417 | 0376 | 0567* | 0597 1.000
2013 —0.018 -0.083 -0.035 -0.134 0.051 0.056 -0.126 1.000
Contact 8. Frequency of contact with other Warsaw social welfare centers 2018 0.067 0.003 0.013 —0.050 0.041 0.121 0.021 1.000
Opverall —0.006 —0.089 —-0.007 —0.093 0.040 0.081 —0.058 1.000
. . . . . 2013 0490 * | 0.637* | 0.476* | 0.522** [ 0.580* | 0.416* | 0.551* 0.007 1.000
9. Satisfaction from cooperation with other Warsaw social welfare 5018 0397 0362 * 0423+ 0339 % 0426 % 0435+ 0507+ 0162 1000
centers Overall | 0446* | 0522% | 0454 | 0433* | 0521* | 0418* | 0539* 0.058 1.000
2013 0.285* 0.325* | 0.240 (*) 0.217(*) 0.410 ** 0.169 | 0.255 (*) 0.074 0.414 ** 1.000
10. Satisfaction from work in the social welfare center 2018 0.175 0.097 —0.136 | —0.248(*) 0.162 0.144 0.227 0.174 | 0.268 (*) 1.000
Outcomes Opverall 0.238 * 0.199 * 0.081 0.008 0.290 ** 0.161 0.264 * 0.110 0.342 ** 1.000
perceived 2013 0.209 | 0.243 (%) 0.304 * 0.203 0.198 0.168 0.117 —0.060 0.310* | 0.400 ** 1.000
11. Overall assessment of the homeless assistance system in Warsaw | 2018 0.028 0.209 0.102 —0.058 0.158 —0.066 0.145 —-0.120 | 0.277 (*) 0.391 ** 1.000
Overall 0.124 0.214 * 0.225* 0.067 | 0.177(%) 0.031 0.143 —0.085 | 0.285* | 0.385** 1.000
12. Overall assessment of effects of the homeless assistance system 2013 0.124 0.083 0.274* 0.190 0.097 0.152 -0.016 —0.038 0.105 0.218 | 0.530 ** 1.000
in Warsaw (in terms of getting out of homelessness) 2018 0.079 0.206 —0.178 —0.233 0.120 0.075 0.181 0.046 | 0287 (*) | 0.433* | 0.552* 1.000
Overall 0.112 0.128 0.073 —0.007 0.100 0.114 0.089 0.016 | 0.172(*) | 0.297** | 0.536 ** 1.000

Correlation (two-sided) significant at a level: ** 0.01, * 0.05, () 0.10. Source

. own elaboration based on field research results.
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Table 3. Trust of social welfare centers to the NGOs (shelters).
Area Variable Year 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
2013 1.000
Trust 1. Level of trust in relationships with shelters 2018 1.000
Overall 1.000
Fe
ZhAltssessment of possibility to obtain information from ;81; 0045634 - iggg
shetters Overall | 0.405% 1.000
2013 0.556 ** 0.492 ** 1.000
3. Assessment of information flow from shelters 2018 0.461** | 0.640 ** 1.000
Overall 0.506 ** 0.552 ** 1.000
2013 0.621 ** 0.465 ** 0.626 ** 1.000
4. Assessment of promptness of shelters 2018 0458 ** | 0.527** | 0.615** 1.000
Organizational Overall | 0558* | 0487 | 0.625% 1.000
effectiveness (perceived) 2013 0367 | 05157 | 0434 | 0454 1.000
5. Assessment of commitment of shelters 2018 0472* | 0.550** | 0.484* | 0.792* 1.000
Overall 0.418 ** 0.528 ** 0.445 ** 0.593 ** 1.000
2013 0.543 ** 0.194 0.365 ** 0.535 ** 0.313 ** 1.000
6 Assessment of completeness and correctness of 2018 06847 | 0309% | 03487 | 0550 | 06027 | 1000
Overall 0.596 ** 0.241* 0.351 ** 0.542 ** 0.441 ** 1.000
2013 0.341 ** 0.113 0.477 ** 0.481 ** 0.389 ** 0.482 ** 1.000
7. Assessment of knowledge of employees of shelters | 2018 0.286 (*) 0.535 ** 0.492 ** 0.437 ** 0.636 ** 0.520 ** 1.000
Overall 0.318 ** 0.303 ** 0.481 ** 0.486 ** 0.532 ** 0.509 ** 1.000
2013 0.180 —0.004 0.195 0.035 0.210 —0.106 —0.024 1.000
Contactct 8. Frequency of contact with shelters 2018 0.241 0.461 ** 0.297 * 0.186 0.251 0.212 | 0.299 (*) 1.000
Overall 0.206* | 0.184 (*) 0.252 ** 0.085 0.189 0.018 0.089 1.000
2013 0.672 ** 0.478 ** 0.593 ** 0.563 ** 0.606 ** 0.489 ** 0.346 ** 0.159 1.000
9. Satisfaction from cooperation with shelters 2018 0482* | 0.634** | 0585* | 0.683* | 0.763** | 0529* | 0.691** 0.299 * 1.000
Overall 0.590 ** 0.542 ** 0.584 ** 0.618 ** 0.668 ** 0.499 ** 0.511 ** 0.206 * 1.000
2013 —-0.030 | -0.209* -0.013 -0.013 0.111 -0.022 0.088 0.021 0.003 1.000
10. Satisfaction from work in the social welfare center | 2018 0.247 (*) 0.101 0.099 0.126 0.336 * 0.324* | 0.258 (*) 0.189 0.150 1.000
Outcomes perceived Overall 0082 | 0067 | 0040 | 0044 | 0209* | 0109 | 0487() | 001 | 0074 | 1000
11. Overall assessment of the homeless assistance 2013 0.23 4(%) 0.061 0.315* 0.182 0.066 0.177 0.197 -0.159 0.200 0.400 ** 1.000
system in Warsaw 2018 0.185 0.158 0.124 0.105 | 0.273 (*) 0.247 0.217 0.052 0.197 0.391 ** 1.000
Overall 0.211* 0.112 0.229 * 0.142 | 0.161 (%) 0.198 * 0.226 * —-0.071 0.207 * 0.385 ** 1.000
12. Overall assessment of effects of the homeless 2013 0.140 0.088 0.107 0.180 0.174 0.269 * 0.178 —0.180 0.124 0.218 | 0.530 ** 1.000
assistance system in Warsaw (in terms of getting out of | 2018 0.372* 0.137 0.093 0.203 0.358* | 0.455** 0.210 -0.016 | 0.274(*) | 0433* | 0.552* 1.000
homelessness) Overall 0.226 * 0.110 0.097 | 0.181 (%) 0.235* 0.322** | 0.200 (*) —0.090 | 0.187 (*) 0.297 ** 0.536 ** 1.000

Correlation (two-sided) significant at a level: ** 0.01, * 0.05, (*) 0.10. Source: own elaboration based on field research results.
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Figure 1. Correlations among interorganizational trust and perceived organizational effectiveness
and the frequency of contact (perspective of social welfare centers), “n.s.” = statistically insignificant,

u oy

“+”=positive correlation, “-“ negative correlation. Source: own elaboration.

It clearly shows that all chosen variables assessing organizational effectiveness proved to be
statistically significant and present only positive correlations. From the analysis, it stems that, for
example, the better the information flow, the higher the trust in the institution from which the
information is obtained. The more we perceive the engagement of a particular actors, or the more
timely and complete the documents are, than the more trust we have in them. A similar result is
obtained in the assessment of knowledge of employees of other organizations, that is to say, the greater
the knowledge of these people, the greater the trust in them. However, in the case of this research
sample there was no correlation between frequency of contact and trust.

Moreover, analysis in Figure 2 shows correlations among trust from the perspective of social
welfare centers and variables pertaining to outcomes of the network (overall assessment of the system
and overall assessment of effects) and outcomes of network management (satisfaction from cooperation
and satisfaction from work). Only in the case, satisfaction from cooperation, it can be said that it is
correlated with trust. For others, the correlations are inconclusive and the study should be repeated in
this regard on other research samples pertaining to public services.
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Figure 2. Correlations among trust from the perspective of social welfare centers and variables pertaining
to the network outcomes and outcomes of the network management. Source: own elaboration.

4.2. Trust from the NGOs Perspective

4.2.1. The Results of In-Depth Interviews in NGOs

In the case of our study from the perspective of NGOs, first, the research procedure assumed
in-depth interviews. The following answers from the NGOs perspective were obtained. From the
perspective of NGOs, effectiveness is perceived differently than by other institutions, and also by social
welfare centers. For nonprofit organizations leaving homelessness and having a home may not indicate
higher effectiveness, for example, if the homeless became depressed due to loneliness and died from
alcohol abuse. One NGO manager stated that “social welfare center employees must trust the NGO
employees because every homeless person is different and sometimes for that person is not the best
what the clerk might think. Many people after leaving a shelter dies lonely, informing frequently by
phone that they do not want to be a home alone. There are critical situations, when employees of other
institutions or city police officers are not able to grasp the situation of a person living on a street, and
so they should trust NGOs since without this, providing effective assistance, is not possible. As part of
the daily work conducted with people living in shelters, the NGO employees see the people a few
hours per day for a year and so their knowledge about the life of the homeless is much greater than
that of the employee of social welfare center who sees the homeless person mostly during a registration
interview and for a short time in the later stages of care. In this situation, trust in the NGO by the social
welfare center is even more necessary”. It is interesting that trust is also needed between NGO and the
homeless person, because without it the homeless will not agree to the assistance being provided to
them. This is rather difficult as homeless generally do not trust institutions.

According to the NGO manager, the definition of effective assistance may be drastically different
from that of social welfare center employees. From the perspective of nonprofit organizations,
effectiveness is a “change which occurred within the homeless”. An initial success can be that homeless
“will go to the doctor and wash up”, as success requires “a long-term relationship and empathy from
NGO employees and achieving successive small steps by the homeless.” Such managers can be treated
as transformational leaders, who due to their high ethical standards and extensive knowledge, can
built relational trust with other network stakeholders and obtain outcomes based on common values.
On the other hand, a social welfare center clerk perceives effectiveness as a number of persons leaving
homelessness, although they may not be able to lead an independent live.

Moreover, according to the NGO manager, trust is necessary when preparing financial plans, as
social welfare centers may be afraid of cost increases and should trust that cost calculations presented
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by NGOs are adequate to their needs. An issue of trust can also exist from NGOs towards the city hall.
Distrust can arise, for example, as a result of not maintaining agreements which have been set during
meetings even when documentation from meetings is kept. Undermining trust in the city officials may
occur when the system of assistance is too complex. At times, a situation of not sharing information
with social welfare centers can occur in order to have a reason not to provide aid. In the case of the
interviewed manager of the NGO, trust in social welfare center is increased as “they help us fight
for the person”. A decrease in the level of trust in social welfare centers may stem from the fact that
“employees of social welfare centers should check what is happening with their clients” but they are
not doing that.

With respect to the question of whether trust in an employee of another institution depends
on personal traits of the employee an answer that “to some extent, simultaneously to nonprofit
organizations and social welfare centers” as an employee of NGO would not “for many reasons direct
the homeless under care of Ms. X, but would under care of Ms. Y, because the latter is a person who has
a positive attitude towards the homeless, does not say ‘I was hoping they died’, and shows empathy
for the homeless”. From the point of view of employees of shelters engaged in providing assistance
to the homeless, “personnel should be loyal to the people they care for” or “together we fight for a
homeless person”. Problems are fixed by rules and regulations which the employee must fulfill, that
is, “social welfare center employee cannot rationalize the help, while the NGO has such a possibility.
For example, if a homeless person lost money on a previous day due to their own fault, a nonprofit
organization can withdraw help, whereas a social welfare center cannot withdraw the help. Asin a
family (i.e., real home) also in the shelter the assistance can be withdrawn for the better good.” In the
perception of NGOs “the clerk is not a decision taker, since they must provide assistance based on law”.

In an answer to the question, is the quality of information obtained by social welfare centers from
nonprofit organizations important, the interviewee stated, “the documents show how the clerk will
behave, whether that person will try to get rid of the problem as soon as possible, or whether they
will try to really assist the homeless. Some clerks phone the NGO for an additional explanation.” The
interviewee said, “the sentences can show if someone wants to help the homeless. Problems can also
arise in the case of clients who have real estate, but due to, for example, mental illness cannot stay
there. If the social welfare center employee would trust the nonprofit organization there would be
a chance to provide a person with mental illness with housing in social housing for the time being
instead of throwing the person out of the shelter due to their available housing”.

As to the question regarding the flow of information, the interviewer received an answer “that
all depends on the relationship. If there are many procedures, then social welfare centers will not be
effective, there must be trust because without it nothing can be done for a homeless person. In our city,
the local government created such laws that social welfare centers are no longer effective, and therefore
trust is necessary.” Furthermore, the question regarding benevolence from employees of cooperating
organizations and trust in them received confirmation that it is a significant factor in the relationship.
Interviewees said, “one of the factors which can shape trust can be benevolence, for example, if a
document is lost, if there is no empathy from the clerk then we can be afraid to try to resolve the issue.”

The interviewee emphasized that common values are a very important component of trust in the
case of nonprofit organizations and social welfare centers alike as “independently of the organizational
membership (religious organization or other) helping the homeless is the most important value and
this approach creates trust in the institution. Even during the employee recruitment to nonprofit
organizations following a check of professional qualifications, the approach towards a human being is
also verified.”

Knowledge and competences “are important but they can be supplemented if there is trust and
thirst for knowledge, then, we can ensure that the inadequacies will be levelled out.”

The frequency of contact is essential as “the employees of our shelter have known employees of
other nonprofit organizations for a long time and thanks to this the Assistance Board for the Homeless
has been in existence for 25 years, however, the social welfare centers are generally alienated from this.”
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According to the NGO manager, the frequency of contact does not increase trust as “sometimes a
clerk tries to prove something and says that our NGO has filed 10 applications for social housing and
so why he is doing it again on behalf of another colleague, while from the perspective of the NGO,
earlier contacts have no connection with the issue at hand.”

The promptness is also important as “we can like someone very much but if a social worker does
not meet the deadlines, for example, the interview with the homeless person is done at the last legally
permitted moment and this causes a three week delay in payment of social benefits, this will cause the
trust to be undermined.” On the other hand, a situation is possible “when we know that the social
welfare center employee is trying hard and this clerk tells us that at the moment they have got a lot of
work and they will provide us with a date within a legal deadline, then our trust in that person will
not be damaged.”

When building trust, emotional aspects are also important as there is “no trust if the assistance is
based only on fulfilling rules and regulations but not on actual help. For example, in one nonprofit
organization there was a homeless person from another city, and thus that person had a right to apply
for a place insocial welfare home in that city. Because we trusted the social welfare center employee
from another city, as this clerk in warm words described the conditions in social welfare home in that
city (we have a beautiful garden, beneficiaries travel ), the NGO employee was able to persuade the
homeless that he would have good conditions there, but we had to use emotions not procedures. Such
an emotional approach, centered on the human being, makes a connection between satisfaction and
cooperation”. The interviewee emphasized, “if someone tries and talks about emotions, then even if
he is unable to take care of something for the homeless due to legal restrictions, they will say that they
we unable to provide the help but feels bad because of it and in that case we will continue to trust
that person.”

We chose determinants, which can influence trust at the NGOs, based on the literature overview
and conducted empirical research, and we decided to use the same set of variables as in the case of
social welfare centers, being aware that some variables could mean something different for both types
of institutions.

4.2.2. The Results of the Surveys in the NGOs

Further support of the results is provided by the analysis of data from surveys from the perspective
of the NGOs. The distributions of some important variables from the perspective of the NGOs are
presented in the Table 4. Most of the variables have a left skewed distribution, only the variables, trust
in relation to social welfare centers” employees (in 2013), and satisfaction from cooperation with other
NGOs (in 2018), have a slightly right skewed distribution.

In the case of the NGOs, the average overall assessment of effects and the average overall
assessment of the system have slightly improved (from 3.94 to 4.3 and from 3.86 to 4.57, respectively,
on a seven-point scale between 2013 and 2018), but again, the differences cannot be determined in the
distributions of these variables based on the Mann-Whitney U test. The evaluation of these effects for
the NGOs is slightly larger than it was for the social welfare centers. No differences were found in the
distributions of the remaining variables examined between the years analyzed. In the whole sample of
NGOs employees, the percentage of females in the NGO sample tested is 76.9%, the percentage of
people aged 25 years and below 30 years is 17.3%, aged 30 years and below 40 years is 36.5%, aged 40
years and below 50 years is 25%, and 50 years and below 65 years is 15.4%. In the research sample
19.6% of people possessed a B.A. education, while 62.7% had a M. A.
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Table 4. NGOs employee perspectives and descriptive statistics for variables chosen.

Satisfaction . . Trust in
Satisfaction . .
from Relation to Trust in
Overall Overall . . . from . .
e Satisfaction Cooperation . Social Relation
Year/Statistics Assessment  Assessment of . . Cooperation
from Work with Social . Welfare to other
of Effects the System with other
Welfare Centers NGOs
NGOs
Centers Employees
Mean 3.94 3.86 6.60 5.12 5.24 5.18 5.31
2013 N 17 14 15 17 17 17 16
Std. Deviation 1.391 1.562 0.737 1.691 1.348 1.468 1.493
Skewness —0.831 —0.574 -1.632 —0.647 —0.484 0.060 —0.889
Mean 4.30 4.57 6.39 5.54 5.59 5.06 5.24
2018 N 33 35 28 35 34 33 34
Std. Deviation 1.357 1.145 0.956 1.502 0.988 1.767 1.208
Skewness -0.353 -0.560 -1.451 -1.082 0.140 -0.749 -0.702
Mean 4.18 4.37 6.47 5.40 5.47 5.10 5.26
Total N 50 49 43 52 51 50 50
ota Std. Deviation 1.366 1.302 0.882 1.563 1.120 1.657 1.291
Skewness —-0.489 —-0.729 -1.525 —-0.905 —-0.324 —-0.586 —0.747
Mann-Whitney U 248.000 179.000 189.000 254.000 247.000 279.500 248.000
Wilcoxon W 401.000 284.000 595.000 407.000 400.000 432.500 843.000
z —0.694 -1.505 —0.645 —-0.872 —0.881 —-0.021 —-0.518
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 0.487 0.132 0.519 0.383 0.378 0.983 0.604

Source: own elaboration based on field research results.

It is surprising how strongly similar the correlation results are in both analyzed periods in the
case of, to some extent, dissimilar employees. The responses of the NGO employees regarding their
assessment of other institutions, and therefore the correlations between trust and other variables were
almost identical in 2013 and 2018.

In the case of assessments of relationships with social welfare centers made from the perspective of
the NGOs (see Table 5), trust was correlated with assessment of the ability to obtain information from
social welfare centers at the level of 0.618 in 2013 and 0.445 in 2018; assessment of information flow from
social welfare centers at the level of 0.617 in 2013 and 0.635 in 2018; assessment of promptness of social
welfare centers at the level of 0.733 in 2013 and 0.626 in 2018; assessment of commitment of welfare
service centers at the level of 0.533 in 2013 and 0.592 in 2018; assessment of completeness and correctness
of documents from social welfare centers at the level of 0.447 and 0.466, respectively; and assessment
of knowledge of employees of welfare service centers at the level of 0.549 and 0.540, respectively.

Furthermore, very similar results were obtained in correlations among the assessment of NGOs
trust and other variables regarding relationships with other NGOs (see Table 6). A correlation with
relation to assessment of the possibility to obtain information from other shelters was at a level of 0.532
in 2013 and 0.283 in 2018, however, other variables also proved to be significant, which included the
following: assessment of promptness of other shelters at a level of 0.486 in 2013 and 0.613 in 2018;
assessment of commitment of other shelters at a level of 0.508 and 0.419, respectively; and assessment
of knowledge of employees of other shelters at a level of 0.627 and 0.458, respectively. In the case of the
variable, assessment of information flow from other shelters, it proved not to be significant in 2013 but
significant in the cohort of 2017 to 2018. After combining two research samples this correlation again
proved to be significant. A similar result was obtained for the variable, assessment of completeness
and correctness of documents from other shelters, which was insignificant in the study conducted in
2013 but significant in the 2018 sample and identically significant when the two research samples were
combined. In the case of the NGOs research in 2013, a correlation between trust and a frequency of
contact with other shelters proved to be significant at that time, but not significant in 2018, however,
significant for the two combined samples.
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Table 5. Trust of NGOs towards the social welfare centers.

18 of 27

Area Variable Year 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Trust 1. Level of trust in relationships with social welfare ;81; }ggg
centers Overall 1.000
Fe
2. Alssessment of possibility to obtain information from ;81; 823}? - iggg
social welfare centers Overall 0501+ 1,000
= Ee
3. Assessment of information flow from social welfare ggg 82:1,,; - 8(7)(1)? = 1888
centers Overall | 0.623% | 0.623* 1.000
2013 0.733 ** 0.621 ** 0.782 ** 1.000
4. Assessment of promptness of social welfare centers | 2018 0.626** | 0.557** | 0.690 ** 1.000
Organizational Overall | 0.648% | 0565 | 0.724* 1.000
effectiveness (perceived) i i 2013 0.533 ** 0.529 ** 0.552 ** 0.606 ** 1.000
5. Assessment of commitment of welfare service 2018 0592 % 0533 % 0,678 % 0581 1,000
centers Overall | 0571% | 0537 | 0622 | 0589 1.000
6. Assessment of completeness and correctness of 2013 0.447 0541" | 0381(%) | 0376 () 05577 1.000
d;)cuments from social welfare centers 2018 0.466 ** 0.313 * 0.400 ** 0.526 ** | 0.251 (*) 1.000
Overall 0.456 ** 0.386 ** 0.379 ** 0.459 ** 0.388 ** 1.000
2013 0.549 ** 0.471* 0.476 * 0.581 ** 0.793 ** 0.479 * 1.000
7. Assessment of knowledge of employees of welfare 575 05407 | 0540% | 0521 | 0546% | 0.621% | 0418* 1.000
service centers Overall | 0541% | 0521 | 0501 | 0559* | 0.673% | 0437 1.000
2013 0.091 —-0.061 —-0.095 -0.071 -0.176 0.130 —0.085 1.000
Contact 8. Frequency of contact with social welfare centers 2018 —-0.094 0.157 —0.049 —0.053 —0.015 —0.028 -0.014 1.000
Overall —0.041 0.088 —0.084 —0.065 —0.080 0.024 —0.039 1.000
9. Satisfaction from cooperation with welfare service 2013 0.805 ** 0.643 ** 0.690 ** 0.720 ** 0.601** | 0.374 (*) 0.598 ** -0.059 1.000
. P 2018 0.687 ** 0.539 ** 0.634 ** 0.528 ** 0.675* | 0.271 (*) 0.599 ** -0.229 1.000
centers Overall | 0.718% | 0567 | 0625 | 0581 | 0.644% | 0332 | 0586* | —0.162 1.000
2013 0.140 0.110 0.064 —0.031 | 0436 (*) | 0.464 (*) 0.277 0.088 0.091 1.000
10. Satisfaction from work in the shelter 2018 0.311 (*) | 0.299 (*) 0.157 0.269 0.239 0.122 0.256 0.040 | 0.303 (*) 1.000
Outcomes perceived Overall 0254 (*) | 0.244 (%) 0.119 0.159 0.274 * 0.223 | 0.257 (*) 0.043 | 0.223 (*) 1.000
11. Overall assessment of the homeless assistance 2013 0.347 0.284 0.224 | 0.400 (*) | 0.380 (%) 0.323 0.385 0.015 0.299 -0.234 1.000
system in Warsaw 2018 0.218 0.383 ** 0.341* 0.337* 0.401 ** 0.092 0.473 ** —0.134 0.351* 0.280 * 1.000
Overall 0.255* 0.338 ** 0.245* 0.288 * 0.405 ** 0.172 0.430 ** —-0.071 0.350 ** 0.119 1.000
12. Overall assessment of effects of the homeless 2013 0.196 | 0.387 (*) 0.315 | 0.357(*) | 0.363 (*) | 0.358 (*) 0.269 -0.282 0.193 —-0.064 0.659 ** 1.000
assistance system in Warsaw (in terms of getting out of | 2018 0.165 0.181 0.207 0.183 0.156 0.013 | 0.389** -0.160 | 0.261 (*) 0.211 0.533 ** 1.000
homelessness) Overall 0.180 0.240* | 0.222(*) | 0.230 (*) 0.235* 0.159 0.316 ** —-0.194 0.242* 0.113 0.560 ** 1.000

Correlation (two-sided) significant at a level: ** 0.01, * 0.05, (*) 0.10; Source: own elaboration based on field research results.
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Table 6. Trust of NGOs towards other NGOs (shelters).
Area Variable Year 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
2013 1.000
Trust 1. Level of trust in relation with other shelters 2018 1.000
Overall 1.000
B
2. Assessment of possibility to obtain information from ;81; gggg 5 iggg
other shelters Overall | 0.365* 1.000
2013 0.292 0.437 * 1.000
3. Assessment of information flow from other shelters | 2018 0.478 ** | 0.238 (*) 1.000
Overall 0.409 ** 0.311** 1.000
2013 0.486 * 0.468 * 0.686 ** 1.000
4. Assessment of promptness of other shelters 2018 0.613 ** 0.196 | 0.719** 1.000
Organizational Overall | 0572* | 0303* | 0.691* 1.000
effectiveness (perceived) 2013 0.508 * 0274 | 0398 (%) | 0413 (%) 1.000
5. Assessment of commitment of other shelters 2018 0.419 ** | 0.282 (%) 0.386 ** 0.413 ** 1.000
Overall 0.450 ** 0.267 * 0.396 ** 0.396 ** 1.000
2013 0.378 0.188 0.523 * 0.625 ** 0.658 ** 1.000
6 Assessment of completeness and correctness of 2018 05647 | 0235 | 0674% | 0669 | 0293 (9 | 1.000
Overall 0.490 ** | 0.228 (*) 0.626 ** 0.645 ** 0.428 ** 1.000
2013 0.627 ** 0.575 ** 0.616 ** 0.497 * 0.727 ** 0.531* 1.000
7. Assessment of knowledge of employees of other 2018 0.458 ** 0.150 | 0381% | 0382 | 0525% | 0449 1.000
shelters Overall | 04997 | 02827 | 0456 | 0408 | 0578% | 0.482* 7.000
2013 0.645 ** 0.309 0.147 0.350 0.333 0.129 0.287 1.000
Contact 8. Frequency of contact with other shelters 2018 0.036 0.076 0.062 -0.048 0.203 0.187 | 0.256 (*) 1.000
Overall 0.277* 0.157 0.100 0.094 0.244 * 0.167 0.255 * 1.000
2013 0.755 ** 0.602 ** 0.530 * 0.610 ** 0.699 ** 0.582* 0.789 ** 0.548 ** 1.000
9. Satisfaction from cooperation with other shelters 2018 0.485 ** 0.182 | 0.504* | 0.530** | 0475* | 0578* | 0.441* 0.353 * 1.000
Overall 0.559 ** 0.329 ** 0.506 ** 0.543 ** 0.535 ** 0.575 ** 0.537 ** 0.396 ** 1.000
2013 0.000 0.078 0.138 -0.161 0.339 0.189 0.263 -0.211 0.238 1.000
10. Satisfaction from work in the shelter 2018 -0.182 0.004 -0.090 -0.110 0.056 -0.173 0.064 | 0.304 (*) 0.167 1.000
Outcomes perceived Overall -0.113 0.025 -0.007 -0.144 0.159 -0.031 0.128 0.139 0.181 1.000
11. Overall assessment of the homeless assistance 2013 0.534 * 0.336 0.444 * 0.497* | 0.443 (*) 0.299 0.534 * 0.108 0.449 * -0.234 1.000
system in Warsaw 2018 0.168 0.011 0.120 | 0.253 (*) 0.118 0.237 0.309 * -0.024 0.345* | 0.280 (*) 1.000
Overall 0.292 * 0.110 | 0.225(*) 0.297* | 0.221 (*) 0.254 * 0.376 ** 0.000 0.396 ** 0.119 1.000
12. Overall assessment of effects of the homeless 2013 0.530 * 0.599 ** 0.575 ** 0.593 ** 0.569 ** 0.342 0.556* | 0.359 (*) 0.558 ** -0.064 0.659 ** 1.000
assistance system in Warsaw (in terms of getting out of | 2018 0.166 -0.071 0.180 0.358 * 0.200 0.204 0.188 -0.061 | 0.293 () 0.211 0.533 ** 1.000
homelessness) Overall 0.279 * 0.153 0.319 ** 0.438 ** 0.318 ** 0.251* 0.298 * 0.073 0.400 ** 0.113 0.560 ** 1.000

Correlation (two-sided) significant at a level: ** 0.01, * 0.05, (*) 0.10; Source: own elaboration based on field research results.



Sustainability 2019, 11, 5217 20 of 27

Furthermore, it should be emphasized that some correlations that were insignificant in the second
phase of the study, could be treated as significant at a less conservative level of 10%. Trust proved not
to be correlated with control variables such as gender, age, and education in both research samples at
both points in time. Therefore, we conclude that control variables had no impact on differentiation in
the research sample. The sample, with respect to control variables such as gender and position, was
homogeneous, as the sample included mostly women in managerial roles at the NGOs and social
workers at the social welfare centers. Additional control variables used in the study included the
following: satisfaction from work, satisfaction from cooperation with other social welfare centers in
Warsaw, satisfaction from cooperation with NGOs, overall assessment of effects, and overall assessment
of the system. Correlations between trust and perceived outcome variables proved, in most cases, to
be insignificant which allowed us to conduct the analysis without dividing the sample. The analysis
has shown that due to the difficulty of the serviced client, it is not possible to obtain great and quick
outcomes, and therefore (as expected) trust is not correlated with perceived outcome.

Figure 3 presents a summary of correlations among trust from the perspective of the NGOs
and variables pertaining to perceived organizational effectiveness including the variable “frequency
of contact”.

Commitment

of Social Welfare Centers| of other NGOs:
+(2013)/ +(2018) +(2013) / + (2018)

Information
flow

Promptness

from other NGOs:
n.s. (2013)/ + (2018) of Social Welfare Centers:
+(2013) / + (2018)
of other NGOs:

+(2013) / + (2018)

from Social Welfare Centers:
+(2013) 7/ +(2018)

Trust
(NGOs perspective)

from other NGOs:
+(2013)/ + (2018)

from Social Welfare Centers:
+(2013) / + (2018)

Completness
and correctness
of documents
received

Possibility to obtain
information

from other NGOs:
n.s. (2013)/ + (2018)

from Social Welfare Centers:
+(2013) / + (2018)

of Social Welfare Centers:
of other NGOs +(2013) / + (2018)

+(2013) / + (2018)

with other NGOs:

+{2013)4 0.5, (2018) with Social Welfare Centers:

" ns. (2013)/ns. (2018)

Assessment
of employees
knowledge

Frequency

of contact

Figure 3. Correlations between trust and other variables (NGOs perspective). Source: own elaboration.

A fixed correlation between trust from the perspective of the NGOs and perceived organizational
effectiveness in relation to social welfare centers is clearly visible. Nonetheless, the relationship between
trust from the perspective of the NGOs and the frequency of contact shows that such a correlation
generally does not exist. Figure 4 shows correlations among trust from the perspective of the NGOs and
variables pertaining to the perceived outcomes of the network. All correlations prove to be statistically
significant only in the case of the relationship between trust and satisfaction from cooperation.
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- "to Social Welfare Centers:
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Overall
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of the system assessment

of effects

Figure 4. Correlations between trust and outcomes perceived (NGOs perspective). Source:
own elaboration.

4.3. Hypotheses Validation

Research hypotheses were validated. There are no grounds to reject the hypothesis that there is
a relationship between interorganizational trust and perceived organizational effectiveness of other
actors in the network. To conclude, the results of longitudinal studies done in 2013 and from 2017 to
2018, in the case of both NGOs and social welfare centers show that there are reasons to believe that in
the case of public service delivery networks there are fixed correlations among interorganizational trust
and variables such as the ability to obtain information, information flow, commitment, promptness,
completeness and correctness of documents received, and assessment of employees knowledge. On
the contrary, the correlation between trust and frequency of contact is not significant.

The hypothesis of a relationship between interorganizational trust and frequency of contact should
be, therefore, rejected. Nevertheless, in the case of the NGOs' this correlation may exist to some extent
because in one of the analyzed samples such a correlation was statistically significant. This stems
from the fact that collaboration between the NGOs is stronger than between the NGOs and social
welfare centers. In this case, the frequency of contact can be connected with a higher intensity of
interorganizational trust. The interviews conducted with employees of the NGOs revealed the reason
for contact and trust and also includes benevolence among collaborating actors. A summary of the
results obtained pertaining to perceived organizational effectiveness of other actors in the collaborative
network and frequency of contact is presented in Figure 5.

Information
flow
Possibility to obtain °

Frequency
of contact

Figure 5. Correlations among trust and other variables independent of institutions studied. Source:
own elaboration.

Completness
and correctness
of documents
received

Assessment
of employees
knowledge
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To analyze the hypothesis regarding a positive correlation between interorganizational trust and
perceived outcomes, the results seem varied. This may be a result of specificity of homelessness, where
the exit from homelessness as an outcome, is not always desired or even possible.

Correlations among interorganizational trust and network management outcomes and outcomes
perceived (see Figure 6) were positive at one point in time or generally statistically insignificant. Only
in the case of correlation between trust and satisfaction from cooperation, was the positive correlation
in both research samples confirmed.

Satisfaction
from cooperation

Satisfaction
from work

(n.s.f+)

(n.s./+). " (n.s./+)

Overall
assessment
of effects

Overall assessment
of the system

Figure 6. Correlations among trust and other variables independent of institutions studied. Source:
own elaboration.

When analyzing the correlation between interorganizational trust and satisfaction from work,
the results were positive, but in some cases not statistically significant. The study of this relationship
should be repeated in the future on a different research sample. However, the correlation between
interorganizational trust and overall assessment of the system, most of the time, was not statistically
significant. Significance appeared only in the case of trust in the NGOs both from the perspective of
other NGOs and social welfare centers. The same was valid in the case of the correlation between
trust in the NGOs and overall assessment of the effects of the homeless assistance system. The reason
for this may be that the biggest responsibility for working with clients in the area of homelessness
is placed on the shoulders of nonprofit organizations. These organizations are most often held
accountable for people leaving homelessness, while the social welfare centers are more accountable for
organizational effectiveness.

5. Discussion and Conclusions

The results obtained show that, in our research study, interorganizational trust is correlated with
perceived interorganizational effectiveness of other actors in a collaborative network. It cannot be
determined if in the research sample of social welfare centers and NGOs, a relationship between trust
and perceived outcomes of the network exists. This may be due to the specificity of a public service
delivery network that provides services to demanding clients where it is often extremely difficult
to ensure outcomes such as the exit from homelessness. Many clients of the system have been in a
state of homelessness for a long time, have weak health, are elderly, and are addicted to alcohol. In
such a system, individual employees, in social welfare centers and NGOs alike, can build mutual
relationships based on organizational effectiveness. Fast reaction and information sharing, as well as
engagement and completeness in preparing documents clearly add to building interorganizational
trust. They are, thus, a necessary precondition of a network that is functioning well. Therefore, we
are talking about process-oriented trust, not result-oriented trust. In our study, we conclude that the
higher the organizational effectiveness, the greater the trust. Process outcomes gain meaning as an
element of network management.
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An important conclusion of our study is that when conducting an assessment in public service
delivery networks of variables such as trust, organizational effectiveness of networks cannot be omitted.
In the provision of some public services, especially those in which spectacular and easily attainable
outcomes are rare, organizational effectiveness becomes much more important and can determine trust
instead of system or community level outcomes. It is also important to “obtain small improvements
in outcomes” when working with a homeless person. Moreover, if employees of other entities in a
collaborative service delivery network are effective in attaining these incremental, day-to-day successes,
a higher level of trust is possible.

On the basis of the analyzed research sample, it has been found, in particular, that there is a
correlation among interorganizational trust and variables which form interorganizational effectiveness
(the possibility to obtain information, the flow of information, promptness, commitment, completeness
and correctness of documents received, and assessment of other organizations” employee knowledge).
This means that building trust in interorganizational networks based on collaboration requires
applying rules and norms known to insiders of the organizations. Even if the outcome as an
exit from homelessness is challenging, the employees of a public service delivery network can
highly value effectiveness of the process of service delivery, and therefore maintain a high level of
interorganizational trust. This has an important economic implication and can be important guidance
for people undertaking decisions regarding collaborative arrangements. Thus, process-oriented trust
becomes increasingly important and it can compensate for results-oriented trust (also because of
“wicked problems”). The actors of the system are not always able to achieve an expected outcome,
but they work on their clients’ behalf, and trust in this case applies to activities and processes rather
than outcomes of the whole system. Understanding of these interrelationships can be very helpful
in an economic debate on improving operations of public service delivery networks. Findings and
suggestions of this study are summarized and presented in Table 7.

Our research, has several limitations. Firstly, it is based on a sample of nonprofit organizations
operating in the City of Warsaw and Warsaw’s Social Welfare Centers. While such an approach gives
a unique insight into various actors’ perceptions and it provides a deeper understanding of a single
societal problem, the great benefit is that this study has been based on a variety of data sources and we
had access to a full dataset. Furthermore, since the longitudinal research was applied and the results
repeated at two different points in time, this weakness has been overcome. Next, we are aware that
not all determinants of trust, which stem from the literature review, have been considered, however,
this was due to the specificity of our research sample and results of in-depth interviews. We plan to
consider other determinants of trust in further research. In addition, our research is conducted in light
of economic theory, however possibly a broader psychological and sociological approach should be
undertaken, but still with interorganizational effectiveness included. Finally, in order to expand the
study, more variables could have been used, but it would have required more expanded questionnaires.
We did not want to overuse the patience of the collaborative network employees, however, in the
future, research could be expanded in this direction. Our results should be considered while keeping
these limitations in mind.

It seems clear that in the case of the most difficult and complex social services, organizational
effectiveness is at its forefront and trust in actors in the network depends on it. Frequency of contact
does not have to be connected with it and depends on various variables. An employee can contact
someone when the need arises and trust them, but the employee can also contact someone often but
still not have a lot of trust in them. Results of this study can be useful for making improvements in
collaborative network performance measurements and confirm that interorganizational effectiveness is
still an important factor in the analysis of networks.



Sustainability 2019, 11, 5217 24 of 27

Table 7. Findings and suggestions.

Findings Suggestions

A correlation exists between
1 interorganizational effectiveness and
interorganizational trust.

In public service delivery networks, it is impossible to
resign from care for interorganizational effectiveness.

A correlation exists between satisfaction
from cooperation and interorganizational

2 trust, independent of the perspective
undertaken in a public service delivery
collaborative network.

Without satisfaction from cooperation, building of
interorganizational trust could be difficult.

Higher interorganizational effectiveness Interorganizational trust can be built, among others,

3 means higher interoreanizational trust on the basis of dimensions of organizational
& & ’ effectiveness.
First contact with employees of other institutions is
The quality of contact is more important crucial. At times, higher frequency of contact may
. - . 1lack of knowled i t f
4 than frequency of contact in public service reveat ack 0T KHOWIECHE OF INCOmPpELence .
delivery networks employees of other institutions. On the other hand, if
y ' there is a good will and common values on both sides
then there is a possibility to improve trust.
Assessment of the service delivery process
is more important and independent of When building interorganizational trust during the
5 assessment of perceived outcomes from the  service delivery process, trust is especially essential
point of view of organizations engaged ina  in the case of more demanding “difficult client” and
public service delivery network providing  in the case of outcomes difficult to attain.
services to “difficult clients”.
Categories such as the possibility to obtain
information, flow of information, promptness,
Even if the goals are di fferently perceive d commitment, completeness and correctness of
. o . ived, f oth
by different organizations and effectiveness docurr}en’Fs reeelved and assessment of other -
means different things to them, the organizations” employee knowledge are essential in
6 / trust building from the perspective of a public service

correlations among interorganizational trust
and organizational variables are similar in
both research samples of employees.

delivery network. It stems from the fact that
organizations cannot resign from ensuring
interorganizational effectiveness when they want to
retain a high level of trust in relationships with
collaborating actors.

Source: own elaboration.
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