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This multidisciplinury review draws on both theoretical and empirical liter-
ature on trust spanning the past four decades and brings that literatie 1o
bear on relationships of trust in schools. Studies involving a wide variety of
methodologies have helped 1o clarify the meaning of rust in organizational
settings. First, the authors examine the importance of trust for schools. Then
they explore the nature and meaning of trust and the dynamicy of trust (initi-
ating, sustaining, breaking, and repairing trust). Finally, they synthesize the
research on trust as it relates 1o organizational processes such as communi-
cation, colluboration, climate, organizational citizenship, collective efficacy,
achievement, and effectiveness.

American society entrusts its children to schools o teach, guide, counsel, and pro-
tect. Yet, we know very little about the nature of trusting relationships in a school
once the children arrive and the doors are shut. Do the taculty trust one another,
and do they trust the principal? Do the teachers trust their students? What is the
impact if students do not feel trusted by their teachers? Can students learn trom
teachers they do not trust? Trust is an important element in human learning because
much of what is learned is based on the verbal and written statements of others that
the learner is asked to believe without independent evidence (Roter, 1967). Do
parents trust their children’s teachers, and to what extent do the teachers trust the
parents? What are the consequences if they do not? Have changes in society under-
mined the public’s trust in the schools, and, if so, what can be done to begin to
repair that trust? These are some of the questions that prompted this investigation.
This review focuses on the literature on trust as it refates to relationships within
schools. The analysis is a multidisciplinary one; that is, we draw upon the trust liter-
ature from psychology, sociology, philosophy, cconomics, organizational science,
and education, reviewing both theoretical and empirical articles spanning the past
four decades. Our understanding of trust is enriched by a wide variety of methodolo
gies ranging from experimental studies and surveys to interviews and longitudinal
case studies. Articles were included that helped clarify the meaning of trust in orgar-
nizational settings and informed the practice of trust inthe context ol K 12 schools
First, we examine the importance of trustin schools, Then we explore the nature and
meaning of rust: its facets, bases, and degrees, Next we examine the dynannes ol
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trust: initiating, sustaining, breaking, and repairing trust. Finally, we synthesize the
research on trust as it relates to organizational processes such as communication,
collaboration, climate, organizational citizenship, etficacy, and effectiveness.

Trust and Schools

Trust is pivotal as American society considers its schools. Baier (1986) defined
trust as reliance on others’ competence and their willingness to look after rather
than harm what is entrusted to their care.

Since the things we typically do care about and value include such things as
we cannot single-handedly either create or sustain . . . we must allow many
other people to get into positions where they can, if they choose, injure what
we care about, since those are the same positions that they must be in in order
10 help us take care of what we care about. (Baier, 1986, p. 236)

What we care about may be things tangible, such as our children or our money, or
things intangible, such as democracy or norms of respect and tolerance. Schools look
after all of these for our society, and consequently the issue of trust is vital in the study
of schools.

Schools are also vested with an increasing vision of equality. This has created
new roles and expectations for our schools. Goodlad (1984) observed that in the
past society was content with schools that functioned to sort and rank students for
various strata of society. That goal is being supplanted by a newer goal of foster-
ing equality of opportunity for all students, even those with disabilities and those
from lower socioeconomic strata. And yet, schools struggle to realize these new
aspirations. Almost a half century after the Brown decision to desegregate the
schools, the dream of schools eliminating class distinctions and providing equal
opportunities to learn seems far from becoming reality. The professional knowl-
edge possessed by teachers is held suspect as much-touted innovations (e.g., open
classrooms and new math) fail to produce the dramatic results they promised
(Tyack & Cuban, 1995). Values promoted by schools may be at odds with the con-
flicted values of a diverse society. Growing distrust of schools is evidenced in the
exploding population of people unwilling to entrust their children to schools at all.
From a phenomenon that was virtually unheard of in the early 1980s, in 1997 an
estimated 1.23 million American children were taught at home (Ray, 1997).

Lack of trust is a serious impediment to many of the reforms taking shape in
American schools. Traditional management practices have tended to emphasize
social distance and divergent interests among competing parties, and so they have
engendered distrust or a low expectation of responsiveness on the part of other par-
ties. New forms of governance are taking shape, with greater expectations of
shared interests and goals, a higher level of effectiveness, and greater flexibility in
regard to changing demands and environmental pressures (Powell, 1990, 1996).
These new governance forms increasingly require an atmosphere of trust. Moves
to site-based management and shared decision making require administrators to
trust those who are granted decision-making discretion (Smylie & Hart, 1999).
Including parents in school governance requires trust that they will be motivated
1o work for the common good, not just the narrow interests of their own child. As
school reformers ask teachers to change their fundamental beliefs and instructional
techniques, they need to have a community of support in which to challenge and
debate new practices (Little, 1990; Putnam & Borko, 1997); this kind of commu-
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nity requires trust among teachers. And teaching methods that emphastze collub
orative learning and reducing students’ alienation by giving them a greater voiee
in their lives at school require teachers to trust their students. In short, it schools
are 1o realize the kinds of positive transformation envisioned by teaders of reform
efforts, attention must be paid (o issues of trust.

The Importance of Trust

Trust is fundamental to functioning in our complex and interdependent society. We
count on the people who grow and process our food and medicines to do so prop
erly; we depend on those who build our houses to do so sensibly; we rely on othes
people with whom we share the roadways to obey traftic laws; we trust those who
hold and invest our money to deal with us honestly: we depend on our govermnent
to maintain the safety of our infrastructure and to protect us from aggressors. In
short, in every facet of our lives, we are dependent on other people 1o behave in
accordance with our expectations. It is imperative that we have confidence that ow
expectations of other people will be met.

Trust is not a feeling of warmth or aftection but the conscious regulation of one’s
dependence on another (Zand, 1971). In situations of interdependence, trust func-
tions as a way of reducing uncertainty (Holmes & Rempel, 1989; Luhmann, 1979).
The philosopher Baier (1986) has observed that we notice trust as we notice air, only
when it becomes scarce or polluted (p. 234). As life has grown more complex, i
changing economic realities and changing expectations in society have made lile
less predictable, and as new forms of information dissemination have increased both
the desire for and availability of negative information, we are beginning o notice
trust more.

Although themes of trust, betrayal, and suspicion have long been the subject of
philosophers, poets, and politicians, the systematic study of trust by social scientists
is of refatively recent vintage. In the late 19505 and early 1960s, the empirical study
of trust and mistrust was spawned, in part, out of the escalating suspicion created
by the Cold War and by an optimism that science could find a solution 1o the dan-
gerous and costly arms race that had resulted (Deutsch, 1958). Then in the tae
1960s, in response to a generation of young people who had become disillusioned
and suspicious of contemporary institutions and authoritics, the study of trust
changed to an individual focus in which trust was conceptualized as a generalized
personality trait (Rotter, 1967). By the 1980s, with soaring divorce rates and radi
cal changes in the American family, research on trust had turned © interpersonal
relationships (Johnson-George & Swap, 1982; Larzelere & Huston, 1980; Rempel,
Holmes, & Zanna, 1985). In the 1990s, with shifts in technology and society, trust
again emerged as a subject of study in sociology (Coleman, 1990}, cconomics
(Fukuyama, 1995), and organizational science (Kramer & Tyler, 1990; Rousscau,
Sitkin, Burt, & Cainerer, 1998). _

Increasingly, trust is recognized as a vital element in well-functioning oiganiza
tions. Trust is necessary for effective cooperation und communication, the foun
dations for cohesive and productive relationships in organizations (Baer, 1980,
Parsons, 1960). Trust functions as a “lubricant” greasing the way for cllicient opet
ations when people have confidence in other people’s words and deeds (Anow.
1974). Trust reduces the complexities of transactions and exchanges tar more yuichly
and economically than other means of managing organizational lile (Powelh, £990.
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1996; Williamson, 1993). In ongoing relationships within organizations, the social
network can exert both formal and informal control that encourages people to act in
a trustworthy manner. There is incentive 1o behave in ways that are trustworthy, o
develop a reputation for trustworthiness, and to reap the benefits of trusting rela-
tionships (Coleman, 1990; Fukuyama, 1995; Putnam, 1993).

To be eftective and productive, schools, like other organizations, must be coop-
erative, cohesive, efficient, and well managed (Goldring & Rallis, 1993; Louis,
Kruse, & Marks, 1996). Trust is pivotal in efforts 10 improve education. And yet,
trust seems ever more difficult to achieve and maintain. As changing economic reai-
ities and social problems have led to increasing expectations for schools, new stan-
dards and measures of accountability have emerged. Attention from the media has
produced negative perceptions of the contribution schools are making to society and
has led to increasing distrust of schools and their mission. In such a climate, the
nature and meaning of trust in schools have taken on added urgency and importance.

The Cost of Distrust

Engendering distrust can be costly. As trust declines, the costs of doing business
increase because people must engage in self-protective actions and continually
make provisions for the possibility of opportunistic behavior on the part of others
(Limerick & Cunnington, 1993). In the absence of trust, “people are increasingly
unwilling to take risks, demand greater protections against the possibility of
betrayal, and increasingly insist on costly sanctioning mechanisms to defend their
interests” (Tyler & Kramer, 1996, pp. 3-4).

Distrust tends to provoke feelings of anxiety and insecurity, causing people to
feel uncomfortable and ill at ease and to expend energy on monitoring the behavior
and possible motives of others (Fuller, 1996; Govier, 1992). When students feel
unsafe, energy that could be devoted to learing is diverted to self-protection. Peo-
ple may use various means to protect themselves from the possible harm of the dis-
trusted person and to minimize their vulnerability. Subordinates may withhold
information and use pretense or even deception to protect their interests (Bartolme,
1989; Govier, 1992; Mellinger, 1956). Administrators and teachers often resort to
alternative control mechanisms such as rules and contractual agreements to protect
themselves. Although such steps may be necessary and important, they are typically
dysfunctional and counterproductive (Govier, 1992).

Distrust is not necessarily an irrational or unwise response but may be based on
knowledge, experience, and real differences in values (Barber, 1983). One of the
most difficult issues related to distrust, however, is that once it is established, it has
a strong tendency to be self-perpetuating. When one is interacting with a distrusted
person, even normally benign actions are regarded with suspicion. The behavior
of the distrusted person is systematically interpreted in such a way that distrust is
confirmed. “Distrust impedes the communication which could overcome it . . . so
that suspiciousness builds on itself and our negative beliefs about the other tend in
the worst case toward immunity 10 refutation by evidence” (Govier, 1992, p. 56).
Although we sometimes have no choice but to rely on someone we distrust, we
normally prefer to avoid such situations.

There is a growing perception that American society has become increasingly
distrustiul ol its institutions and leaders. Barber (1983) argued that this perception
is the result not of less trustworthiness on the part of particular people or institu-
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tions but of the rapid changes that have taken place inour society. mcluding Chang
ing values, higher expectations, and a greater awareness of inequality on the g
of the common person. According to Barber (1983):

There are at least three major reasons for the decline i public truse Cne has
to do with the ever more powertul knowledge that the professions now have
to influence individual and public welfare. Another has to do with the inereas
ing strength of the value of equality in our socicty, the increasing desire ol the
less powerful of all Kinds to have a little more control over those whose
greater power vitally affects them. OQurs is a revolutionary time tor the vatue
of equality. Finally, a third is the increased knowledge and competence tha
a better educated public brings 10 its relations with professionals and other
experts and leaders. (p. 132)

Higher expectations create the demand for higher levels of trustworthiness on the
part of all citizens. These expectations are especially brought to bear on those who
would educate our children. The actions of these professionals influence not only
our children’s current welfare but their future potentialities as well.

Schools play a special role in society, and, as such, understanding trust relation
ships in schools is vital: Students must trust their teachers in order o leam. School
personnel must trust one another in order to cooperate toward accomplishing a com
mon goal. Schools must be trusted by the communities that sponsor and fund them
As educators are being charged with reducing the effects of economic disparities m
our society, schools are increasingly feeling the brunt of public distrust. As trusteces
of our nation’s children, school personnel need o understand the complex dimen
sions and dynamics of trust. In the next sections, we examine various delinitions ol
trust, how trust has been measured, and the effects of trust on increasing the ¢lh
ciency of organizations, primarily schools.

The Meaning of Trust: Its Facets, Bases, and Degrees

Hosmer (1995) observed the difficulty of defining trust: “There appears to be wide
spread agreement on the importance of trust in human conduct, but untortunately
there also appears 1o be an equally widespread lack of agreement on a suitable del
inition of the construct” (p. 380). A review of articles on trust spanning the lastow
decades revealed a wide variety of detinitions as well as a number of conimon
aspects or facets of trust. Trust has been difticult to define because itis a compley
concept. It seems by now well established that trust is multifaceted and may hine
different bases and degrees depending on the context of the trust relationship.

We began our conceptual investigation of trust by scarching the multidiscipl
nary literature for definitions. From a philosophical perspective, trust has to dow ith
ethically and morally justifiable behavior (Baier, 1986; Hosmer, 19950 ccononin
terms, however, trust is a rational calculation of costs and benefits (Coleman, 1990.
Williamson, 1993). In individual terms, trust is conceived as the extent to which
people are willing to rely upon others and make themselves vulnerable o others
(Frost, Stimpson, & Maughan, 1978; Rotter, 1967). From an organizationil pet
spective, trust is often a collective judgment that another group wilh notact oppot
tunistically, is honest in negotiations, and makes a good Laith cftort v behanve 1h
accordance with commitments (Bradach & Eccles, 1989, Cumnungs & Broanly
1996). Table | summarizes the range of definitions of trust.

Lot continires on page 20
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2 TABLE1
Definitions of trust

Willing
Definition vulnerability Benevolence Reliability ~Competence Honesty Openness

Trust is an expectation by an individual in the occurrence of X X
an event such that that expectation leads to behavior
which the individual perceived would have greater nega-
tive consequences if the expectation was not confirmed
than positive consequences if it was confirmed (Deutsch,
1958. p. 266).
Interpersonal trust is an expectancy held by an individual or X X
a group that the word, promise, verbal or written state-
ment of another individual or group can be relied upon
(Rotter. 1967, p. 651).
Trust consists of actions that increase one’s vulnerability to X X
another whose behavior is not under one’s control in a
situation in which the penalty (disutility) one suffers if
the other abuses that vulnerability is greater than the ben-
efit (utility) one gains if the other does not abuse that vul-
nerability (Zand. 1971. p. 230).
Trust is the placing of a person’s outcomes under the partial X X X
or complete control of another, with the expectation that
the other will respond so as to maximize goal attainment
or minimize negative outcomes (Ellison & Firestone,
1974. p. 655). Operationally defined as the willingness to
disclose highly intimate information about oneself to a
prospective interviewer.
Trust is an expectancy held by an individual that the behav- X
ior of another person or a group will be altruistic and per-
sonally beneficial (Frost, Stimpson, & Maughan, 1978,
p. 103).

The multidimensionality of trust . . . include[s] (a) integrity, x
honesty and truthfulness; (b) competence, technical and
interpersonal knowledge and skills required to do one’s
job: (¢) consistency, reliability, predictability, and good
judgment in handling situations; (d) loyalty or benevo-
lent motives. willingness to protect and save face for a
person: (e) openness or mental accessibility, willingness
10 share ideas and information freely (Butler & Cantrell,
1984. p. 19).

Trust is a work group's generalized expectancy that the X X X
words. actions and promises of another individual. group
or organization can be relied upon . . . and that the
trusted person will actin one’s best interest (Hoy &

Kupersmith. 1985).

Trust is the reliance on other's competence and willingness X X X
to look after. rather than harm, things one cares about
which are entrusted to their care. Trust is accepted vul-
nerability to another's possible but not expected iil will

toward one (Baier. 1986. pp. 259. 236).
Trust . . . s a particular level of the subjective probability X X
with which an agent assesses that another agent or group
of agents will perform a particular action . . . When we
say we trust someone or that someone is trustworthy. we
implicitly mean that the probability that he will perform
an action that is beneficial or at least not detrimental to us
i~ high enough for us 1o consider engaging in some form
of cooperation with him (Gambetta. 1988. p. 217).
Tru~t i~ defined as a tvpe of expectation that alleviates the X X
feur that one’s exchange partners will act opportunisti-
callv ltis charactenized by a cognitive “leap” beyvond the
¢vpectutions that reason and experience alone would war-
rant where opportunism might be rationally expected.
tru~t prevands iBradach & Eccles. 1989, p. 104).
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TABLE |

Definitions of trust (continued)

Willing
Definition vulnerability Benevolence

Reliability

Competence

Honesty

Openness

A rational actor will place trust if the ratio of p (the proba- X
bility that the trustee is trustworthy) to 1-p is greater
than the ratio of potential loss if the trustee is untrustwor-
thy to potential gain if the trustee is trustworthy (Cole-
man. 1990. p. 99).
Trust is the expectation that arises within a community of b3
regular. honest. and cooperative behavior. based on com-
monly shared norms. on the part of other members of
that community (Fukuyama. 1995, p. 26).
Trust is the expectation by one person, group, or firm of X
ethically justifiable behavior—that is, morally correct
decisions and actions based upon ethical principles of
analysis—on the part of the other person, group, or firm
in a joint endeavor or economic exchange (Hosmer,
1995. p. 399).
Trust is the willingness of a party to be vulnerabie to the X
actions of another party based on the expectation that the
other will perform a particular action important to the
trustor, irrespective of the ability to monitor or control that
other party (Mayer. Davis, & Schoorman, 1995, p. 712).

Trust is an individual's belief or a common belief among a X
group of individuals that another individual or group (a)
makes good-faith efforts to behave in accordance with
any commitments both explicit or implicit, (b) is honest
in whatever negotiations preceded such commitments,
and (c) does not take excessive advantage of another
even when the opportunity is available (Cummings &
Bromily. 1996. p. 4).
Trust is one party’s willingness to be vulnerable to another X X
party based on the belief that the latter party is (a) com-
petent. (b) reliable. (c) open. and (d) concerned (Mishra,
1996. p. 265).
Trust is a psychological state comprising the intention to X X
accept vulnerability based upon positive expectations of
the intentions or behavior of another (Rousseau. Sitkin.
Burt. & Camerer. 1998. p. 395).
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There are certain recurring themes that emerge regardless of the context of study
(i.e., philosophical, economic, organizational, or individual). Vulnerability is a gen-
eral aspect of trust that emerges among most definitions (Bigley & Pearce, 1998).
A person’s level of comfort in the midst of vulnerability speaks to the accompany-
ing level of trust. Mishra (1996) suggested that such comfort is based on a belief or
confidence that the other party is competent, reliable, open, and concerned. Honesty
is yet another common feature of many definitions of trust (Butler & Cantrell, 1984;
Cummings & Bromily, 1996). Table | summarizes the extent to which each defini-
tion encompasses these aspects or fucets of trust. Our analysis of definitions led us
to the following multidimensional definition of trust: Trust is one party’s willing-
ness to be vulnerable to another party based on the confidence that the latter party
is (a) benevolent, (b) reliable, (¢) competent, (d) honest, and (e) open (Hoy &
Tschannen-Moran, 1999; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 1998).

Facets of Trust

A more complete comprehension of trust requires a depth of understanding of each
facet. Hence, we explore the key elements of trust. Moreover, there is empirical
evidence that all of these facets are important aspects of trust relations in schools.
A factor-analytic study (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999) demonstrated that all of
the facets covary together and form a coherent construct of trust.

Willingness to risk vulnerability. A necessary condition of trust is interdepen-
dence, wherein the interests of one party cannot be achieved without reliance upon
another (Rousseau et al., 1998). For example, principals who involve teachers in
an important decision not only risk losing control of the decision but remain
responsible for the outcome (Hoy & Tarter, 1995). Where there is no interdepen-
dence, there is no need for trust. The degree of interdependence may alter the form
trust takes. Interdependence brings with it vulnerability. Vulnerability in a matter
of importance or value to the trusting person is assumed in most definitions of trust
(Baier, 1986; Coleman, 1990; Deutsch, 1958; Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995;
Mishra, 1996; Zand, 1971).

The trustor is cognizant of the potential for betrayal and harm from the other
(Granovetter, 1985; Kee & Knox, 1970; Lewis & Weigert, 1985), and uncertainty
concerning whether the other intends to and will act appropriately is the source of
risk (Rousseau et al., 1998). Risk is the perceived probability of loss, as interpreted
by the decision maker (Coleman, 1990; Williamson, 1993). Risk creates an oppor-
tunity for trust, which leads to risk taking. Moreover, risk taking buttresses a sense
of trust when the expected behavior materializes (Coleman, 1990). Trust, then,
is a willingness to be vulnerable under conditions of risk and interdependence
(Rousseau et al., 1998).

Confidence. One of the early puzzles concerning trust was whether it was an
individual’s behavior or attitude in a situation of vulnerability. For example, when
a parent leaves his or her child with a child care provider but does so with signifi-
cant misgivings, can the parent be said to have trusted the provider? By taking
action, the parent has voluntarily increased his or her risk of negative outcomes;
however, he or she has done so with a certain level of anxiety. Deutsch (1960) sug-
gested that when a person engages in an action that increases vulnerability 10
another, it is difficult to infer the motivation for sucha choice.
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The decision to place oneself at risk to another could be based onmany factors,
including need, hope, conformity, impulsivity, innocence, virtue, faith, masochisin,
and confidence. Although the behavior of the parent who anxiously left the ¢child
with the caregiver was the same as that of a parent with no such misgivings, the level
of trust is very different. There is growing consensus that trust resides in the degree

- of confidence one holds in the face of risk rather than in the choice or action that

increases one's risk (Rousscau et al., 1998). Confidence extends across i gap ol
time. Most interactions do not take place simultancously but unfold over a niaer
of time. There is a lag between when a commitment is made and when the recipi-
ent knows that it has been fultilled. The degree 10 which a person can restm that
uncertainty with a certain amount of confidence is the degree to which that person
can be said to trust (Kee & Knox, 1970).

Benevolence. Perhaps the most common facet of trust is a sense of henevolenee,
the confidence that one’s well-being, or something one cares about, will be protected
and not harmed by the trusted party (Baier, 1986; Butler & Cantrell, 1984: Bradach
& Eccles, 1989; Cummings & Bromily, 1996; Deutsch, 1958; Frost et al., 1978,
Gambetta, 1988; Hosmer, 1995; Hoy & Kupersmith, 1985: Hoy & Tschannen-
Moran, 1999; Mishra, 1996; Zand, 1971). Trust is the assurance thaat the other will
not exploit one’s vulnerability or take excessive advantage ol one even when the
opportunity is available (Cummings & Bromily, 1996, p. 4). Teachers often must iely
on the goodwill of principals as they experiment with new teaching strategics and
make inevitable mistakes (Hoy & Sabo, 1998). One learns to counton the good inten-
tions of another to act in one’s best interest. In an ongoing relationship, future actions
or deeds may not be specified; rather, there is a mutual attitude of goodwill. Such
relationships involve “accepted vulnerability to another’s possible but not expected
il will” (Baier, 1986, p. 236). In situations of interdependence, this faith in the altru-
ism of the other is particularly important.

Reliability. Atits most basic level, trust has to do with predictability, that is, con-
sistency of behavior and knowing what to expect from others (Butler & Cantrell,
1984; Hosmer, 1995). In and of itself, however, predictability is unsatislying as
definition of trust. We can trust a person to be invariably late. Or we can count on
someone to be consistently malicious, self-serving, or dishonest. When our well-
being is diminished or damaged ina predictable way, our expectations niy e mel,
but the sense in which we trust the other person or group is weak. Reliability or
dependability combines a sense of predictability with benevolence. Ina situation of
interdependence in which something is required rom another person or group. the
person or group can be counted on to supply it (e.g.. when team teachers count on
their colleagues or when the principal can rely on his or her teachers) (Butler &
Cantrell, 1984; Mishra, 1996; Rotter, 1967). There is a sense of confidence that
one's needs will be met. One need not invest energy wortying whether the penon
will come through or making mental provisions in case he or she does not.

Competence. There are times when good intentions are not cnough. Whenapel
son is dependent on another but some level of skill is involved in Tullilling an
expectation, an individual who means well may nonetheless not be trusied (Bawer,
1986: Butler & Cantrell, 1984; Mishra, 1996). For example, the student of a e
teacher may leel that the teacher wishes very much to help her team, butif the
teacher is not skillful the student may not feela great deal ot trust. Muny ol the sit
wations in which we speak about trustinan organizational contest ave 1o dowath
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competence. In schools, if a person’s or team’s project depends on others, princi-
pals and teachers may or may not teel an “assured contidence” that deadlines will
be met or that the work will be of adequate quality to enhance the teaching and
learning goals of the school.

Honesty. Honesty speaks 1o a person’s character, integrity, and authenticity.
Rotter (1967) detined trust as “'the expectancy that the word, promise, verbal or
written statement of another individual or group can be relied upon” (p. 651). The
implication is that statements made are truthful and conform to “what really hap-
pened,” at least from that person’s perspective, and that commitments made about
future actions will be kept. A correspondence between a person’s statements and
deeds characterizes integrity. Accepting responsibility for one’s actions and avoid-
ing distorting the truth in order to shift blame o another characterize authenticity.
Authenticity in both principal behavior and teacher behavior has been linked to
faculty trust in schools (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 1998). Many scholars and
researchers see honesty as a pivotal facet of trust (Baier, 1986; Butler & Cantrell,
1984; Cummings & Bromily, 1996; Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999).

Openness. Openness is the extent to which relevant information is not withheld;
it is a process by which people make themselves vulnerable to others by sharing
personal information (Butler & Cantrell, 1984; Mishra, 1996). Such openness sig-
nals a kind of reciprocal trust, a confidence that neither the information nor the indi-
vidual will be exploited, and recipients can feel the same confidence in return.
People who are guarded in the information they share provoke suspicion; others
wonder what is being hidden and why. Just as trust breeds trust, so too does dis-
trust breed distrust. People who are unwilling to extend trust through openness end
up living in isolated prisons of their own making (Kramer, Brewer, & Hanna,
1996). For example, principals in closed organizational climates engender distrust
by withholding information and spinning the truth in order to make their view of
reality the accepted standard (Sweetland & Hoy, in press).

Although all of these facets of trust are important, their relative weight will
depend on the nature of the interdependence and vulnerability in the relationship.
For example, in the case of a surgeon competence is probably the prime concern,
whereas in the case of an accountant honesty is just as important as competence.
Among teachers and principals, all aspects of trust seem to carry significant impor-
tance; that is, vulnerability, benevolence, reliability, competence, honesty and open-
ness all come together. Indeed, factor analysis demonstrates that they form a unitary
and coherent concept of trust in schools (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999).

Bases and Degrees of Trust

Even once we have a common definition of trust, the reality of trust will not be the
same at all times and in all places. The importance of each of the facets depends on
the referent of trust (who is being trusted) and the nature of the interdependence
between the parties. One is differentially vulnerable to an intimate friend, a teacher,
a supervisor, an investment broker, and a surgeon. Trust may be based on one’s dis-
position to trust, on moods and emotions, on values and attitudes, on calculative
motives, on institutional supponts for trust, or on knowledge of or a sense of identi-
fication with the other person. Even within a single relationship, trust and distrust
may be uneven. One must use wisdom 1o discern the optimal level of trust in any
given relationship.
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Disposition to trust. Certain people have an attitude that makes them inctined
to extend trust more readily—a “disposition to trust” (McKnight, Cununings. &
Chervany, 1998). Rotter (1967) predicted that expectations growing out of peo.
ple’s history of experiences in which others had either fulfilled or broken promises
would generalize from one societal actor to another (¢.g., from one’s parents 10
teachers, doctors, or the media). A child whose parents had been consistent would
grow up to be generally trusting, while a child who had been regularly disappoinied
by broken promises would grow up with a generalized suspicion of people’s
motives and promises. A person with a disposition (o trust would probably huve
both a faith in humanity, believing that others are typically well meaning and reli
able (Wrightsman, 1966), and a trusting stance, belicving that regardless of whether
people are reliable or not, one will obtain betier interpersonal outcomes by dealing
with people as though they were well meaning and reliable (McKnightetal . [995)

A disposition to trust is particularly salient in making trust judgments when peo
ple do not know each other and no more specitic situational information is available
(Johnson-George & Swap, 1982; Rotter, 1980). A disposition (o trust does not mean
that people will be more gullible or exhibit what Deutsch (1958) called “patholog-
ical trust.” Regardless of their trusting disposition, people are able to make use of
available information 1o guide their actions in a given situation.

For example, in a study in which trust was examined through mixed-motive
games, high trustors were more likely to make a cooperative initial move, but they
did not continue to trust once they had been tricked. When the proportion ol bro-
ken promises was varied in the game, the situational variable of promise credibil-
ity produced much stronger eftects on participants’ cooperative behavior than did
disposition to trust (Schlenker, Helm, & Tedeschi, 1973). Ina study that involved
behavioral measures of trust, generalized trust was related to the number of sec
onds it took for a person to fall backward into the arms of a waiting partner but was
not related to willingness to disclose personal information to a stranger (Cash.
Stack, & Luna, 1975). Trusting disposition, however, was found to have an impact
on behavior. People with a trusting disposition tended 10 be more trustworthy than
others, even when they could increase their gain by being untrustworthy: suspi-
cious people had a greater tendency to be untrustworthy in their choices (Deutsch,
1958, 1960; Rotter, 1980; Wrightsman, 1966). People who scored high in trusting
disposition were less likely to lie, cheat, or steal. In general, high trustors seemed
to be happier, to be more popular, and to be considered better friends than low
trustors; moreover, they were less likely to be conflicted, maladjusted, or dependent
on others (Rotter, 1980; Wrightsman, 1966). _

Moods and emotions. Moods and emotions can be a powertul foundation for
trust judgments because they provide signals concerning trust-relevant information
in ongoing relationships and situations (G. R. Jones & George, 1998). Emotions e
intense affective states tied to particular events or circumstances that interrupt on
going cognitive processes and behaviors, while moods are less intense. generalized
affective states that are not explicitly linked to particular events or circumstanees
(Jones & George, 1998). People experience emotional responses to rust relation
ships because they are, by definition, in a position of vulnerability. When people
feel a sense of confidence about such relationships, this confidence is based i pitl
on the assumption of genuine caring and concern for their well-heing by ”,I,U other
party, which is likely to lead to their liking that person (McAllister, 1995). Thewe
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not complete overlap, however, between trust and atfection. Although several stud-
ies have shown 4 correlation between trust and liking, especially when the dimen-
sion of benevolence has been assessed (Deutsch, 1958; Rotter, 1967), atfection does
not seem to be necessary for trust to develop.

In a study of CEOs and their subordinates, Gabarro (1978) found that friend-
ship often foliowed the establishment of trust. In some cases, however, trust based
on competence, good judgment, or reliability was maintained in spite of personal
dislike. For example, it is quite possible for a school principal to dislike a teacher
personally but trust his or her professional competence. In a study involving a
mixed-motive game, participants reported having less liking for an opponent who
chose an unconditionally cooperative strategy than for one with a conditionally
cooperative strategy. Participants reported not understanding the motives of the
unconditionally cooperative players and therefore liked them less (Soloman, 1960).

Values and attitudes. People make trust judgments in part on the basis of the
assumption of shared values. Values are general standards or principles that are con-
sidered intrinsically desirable ends, such as loyalty, helpfulness, and fairness (G. R.
Jones & George, 1998). Sitkin and Roth (1993) proposed that distrust arises in an
organizational setting when an individual or group is perceived as not sharing key
culural values. When a person challenges an organization’s fundamental assump-
tions and values, that person may be perceived as operating under values so differ-
ent from the group’s that the violator’s underlying worldview becomes suspect
(Gabarro, 1978; Lindskold, 1978). Threat of future violations of expectations arises
because the person is now seen as a cultural outsider, one who “doesn’t think like
us” and may therefore do the “‘unthinkable” (Sitkin & Roth, 1993, p. 371).

Attitudes are the knowledge structures containing the thoughts and feelings peo-
ple have about other people, groups, or organizations and the means through which
they define and structure their interactions with others. Attitudes are evaluative in
nature, and values are a key means people use to evaluate other people and orga-
nizations (G. R. Jones & George, 1998). Because relationships within organiza-
tions involve interdependence and a certain amount of uncertainty, the attitudes
that people form toward each other in an organizational context are likely to con-
tain information concerning the other party’s trustworthiness based on perceptions
of shared values. In schools, research suggests that social trust between principals
and teachers emanates from a variety of sources, including fairness, a clear vision
forming the basis of shared values, and consistency of behavior in living out the
school ideals (Bryk & Driscoll, 1988; Bryk & Schneider, 1996; Evans, 1996;
Smylie & Hart, 1999).

Trust and diversity. People have a tendency to extend trust more readily to people
they perceive as similar to themselves, what Zucker (1986) called characteristic-
based trust. This kind of trust is based on norms of obligation and cooperation
rooted in social similarity, wherein similarity may depend on characteristics such
as family background, social status, and ethnicity. Trust is more difficult in situa-
tions of diversity because people are uncertain about the cultural norms of others
(Kipnis, 1996). People’s knowledge of one another’s culture may be limited and
based on stereotypes or partial and misleading images. This can leave people unsure
about what to expect.

In order to simplity retationships, people tend to divide others into two groups:
those with whom they share group membership and those who are outside that
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group. Once others have been culcgorizgd, pc_uplc n'mkc h.léhcfl.;"??f'”.ll.)“(;:l.\' p‘.m-d
on group membership about these mhcr individuals vulum..pu ug.m:x._. Lllfl\ 1
and trustworthiness. People are more likely to regard nul‘gmu}? |.n“u:||u 14\ lll.m. m
group members with suspicion, and lhcy' ﬁlgrcn.lypc l.hcm 'Ill(;l'L .I'L.I( ] yfun« ||kg.|
tively. Biased attributions about the capabilitics, mlcnlmnsj and .‘u'u‘nnx 0 ’«l)ll.l -group
members can fuel teelings of distrust. People l'cnd o attribute llk |‘nnu’: “||“-“|“\-I“|
the behavior of out-group members (0 undu"lymg_ ulm‘udcs «:r .V‘Il.mr‘. whi :| “,I,m.
group members they are more likely l().C()llsldcr Sllllflll()l)ll? "lt.lt"s l. l.nll |.n‘|3_> Tl 1..\\.
influenced behavior (Allison & Messick, I%S).'I‘urlhclmou. I‘)'k‘()P‘L tm||n;n.\
likely to seek information that conforms to their attitudes f'hfmlll!m;( (|).W‘" .‘nu ;)ll nlu
groups and to discount information that disconfirms lhcilrd'll.llu( Ql(l' :l) I.lhlllh ! .“
1997). Larson (1997) described a school udlnn!usumlpn S 'I.II‘IW.I ‘lnl_lln\ (.,. m\,
minorities that resulted in legitimate protest being ‘dcluvu‘x‘l‘ at disruption mieriting
expulsion of students rather than a lcgmmlul‘;)c'\f-“ur\'lib;]hv‘h):;::’i: o tegard ot gronp
Group biases can be destructive not only by cau ‘bl ; o B o e
members with suspicion; they can also lead l()().mut..h trust o Ill; ;.u | menber
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tend to give other in-group members the bcnch( of _lhc'dou t w ,m- nf l‘ -
nformation that might otherwise be viewed as indicating a luck of trustworthiness
e vorcont ¥ ive can lead individuals o “defer wo readily 0
An overconfidence in the collective can lead individuals cler oo readly
other members, and [they | may inhibit expressions f" dqubl or engage ml ||" p:l 3
it severe self-censorship rather than press their claims as vigorously as ‘m
pr!d;::l”y z((t::mer et al., 1996, p. 381). The resulting culture has been exposed as o
;I.]lljo: in( some disastrously poor decisions (Juni§,.l982_). In ‘l‘hc l,urt(jm “;)?7)-::::::.\
of schools cited earlier, loyalty within l.he administrative team Pro }I.Q.L(.(;nsﬁlcr\.d
think™ orientation in which only a limited range of ullcrnul?vgs lw‘u‘; L“m‘“my .
which led to a disastrous conflict with the civil rights Icafd.crs"nl : ‘]L u:nl o
Trust judgments based on similarity or group n1e1nbgrshnp:;nh '];wiLn :ny“rgm”“
sequences for organizational functioning. One study §h'ov)«yu :1 av;/ ‘w.h)wcr e
tional context, superiors expressed less trust of sub()rdmal’cs w o \ Lugnny o
status or predominantly from a minority group, and lhey w.c;c :)‘n.s.c.?mu ! (R(.M” <
ing to use participative approaches to decision making wvu.l l‘ LN.."):,' ) Jilxlricl o
Jerdee, 1977). Another study showed that whc"n lcuchcr:s‘lfl'.m ,l" ‘.n ) m.uch e
trust judgments about students and parents, soclocconomic sll;:)l;ls v;/xu:k e e
dividing line of difference than race (.Tschunnen-Morz!n'. I' ).. r'lwc\ ;md -
face increasing diversity in terms of languages, ethmg gloqpt,. d 'u{ ‘;l e
economic status. This diversity brings a nchnc:ss, but it also bnnp,ds‘v;/l N
in the development of trust. People Yvho perceive lhcmsclvcsiais . |” ;:t w".w“w
support, and structures to come (0 View thcmselvcs as part utlt 1‘& \ll T ol vl
Culculative trust. Calculative trust rclcr.s: to accepting .a'u'r. al L vy
nerability based on calculations of the relative costs of nm.ml"n.n)n:"z.l ch(ncu o
a relationship (Williamson, 1975, 1993). Trust is based on a r:l.ll(.ll i‘\ e
calculates that, even on the basis of strictly utilitarian Il.](‘)llV.Lh., In. o i
party’s benefit to behave in a trustworthy !TlutlI.ICI: l.)clc"fnu.sc l)ll:):):)l:m):;m s
place for breach of trust exceed any potential bun,m_.x I‘(:I:l; I I’|‘| NN
(Gulati, 1995; D. L. Shapiro, Sheppard, & Cheraskin, 1 ))_)l --":lm L o
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(1998) have pointed out that if trust is defined as a positive expectation about
another’s motives, reliance on strict controls and deterrents may not be trust at all
but may instead be a low level of distrust. Calculative trust may remain the default
value in an ongoing relationship if continued contact and communication do not
result in increased trust. For example, teachers who are active union leaders may
question the benevolence of the principal but nonetheless expect that he or she will
not act opportunistically because of the threat of union grievance procedures.

Institution-based trust. A situation in which one extends trust based on the belief
that the necessary impersonal structures are in place to enable one to act in anti-
cipation of a successful outcome is referred to as institution-based trust (McKnight
etal., 1998; S. P. Shapiro, 1987; Zucker, 1986). Institution-based trust is supported
by formal social structures that confer trust, such as having a license or certification
to practice a profession, or mechanisms such as guarantees, insurance, or contracts
(Creed & Miles, 1996). Informal social structures also contribute to trust. The
trustor feels assured that, because of socially learned behavior patterns, the trusted
person will act according to the norms surrounding promise in the social setting or
risk sanctions through social disapproval (Baier, 1986). The individual’s belief that
the situation is *normal” provides additional comfort, enabling the person to read-
ily accept interdependence with another person or party (McKnight et al., 1998).
In schools, formal requirements such as certification and contracts support trust, as
do informal norms of responsibility. Institutional factors can act as broad supports
that sustain a cycle of risk taking and fulfillment that enables the development of
knowledge-based trust (Gulati, 1995; Sitkin, 1995).

Knowledge-based trust. Knowledge-based trust emerges on the basis of the
quality of the social exchanges in recurring interactions between trustor and trustee
over time (Zucker, 1986). It takes root as actors get o know one another and feel
able to predict how the other is likely to behave in a given situation. Reliability and
dependability in previous interactions with the trustor give rise to positive expec-
tations about the trustee’s intentions. Knowledge-based trust grows through regu-
lar communication and the expectation that good will be returned in kind (Creed
& Miles, 1996). A kind of courtship takes place in which each party is careful not
to violate the other’s developing trust (D. L. Shapiro et al., 1992).

For example, when a new principal takes over a school, both the principal and
teachers are careful and deliberate in their actions until trust takes root. The more
points of contact parties such as principals and teachers have, the better the chances
they will come to understand and be able to predict each other’s behavior (Lewicki
& Bunker, 1996; Rempel et al., 1985). A self-reinforcing pattern of trust emerges
as repeated cycles of exchange, risk taking, and successful fulfiliment of expecta-
tions strengthen the willingness of trusting parties to rely upon each other. Even
unmet expectations can be survived when people’s trust is based on knowledge of
one another, particularly if the parties make an effort to restore a sense of good faith
and fair dealing to their interactions (Rousseau et al., 1998). Knowledge that accu-
mulates over repeated interactions in which expectations are fulfilled leads to a rep-
utation for trustworthiness, which can then facilitate and reinforce trust with others
in a wider social context.

Uneven trust. As interdependent partners in an ongoing relationship gather expe-
rience with one another, they come to have a growing pool of trust-relevant evi-
dence on which to draw. However, the trust picture that emerges may not be a
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simple one. Dillerent levels of trust may Cmerge across difterent facets ol tust
Relationships are multifaceted; therefore, parties nuy hold simultancously ditter
ent views of each other that may be accurate but, nonctheless, inconsistent between
them. A person may come to trust another person in some arcas ol imterdependence
but not in others. “Within the same relationship, we have differentencountens it
ferent contexts with different intentions that ead 10 different outeomes, These
encounters accumulate and interact to create a rich texture of experience” (Lewicky,
McAllister, & Bies, 1998, p. 442). This rich texture is described as the “bandwidih”
of the relationship, meaning the scope of the domains of interpersonal relatmg and
competency that are relevant 10 a single relationship. A teacher who is promioted o
principal often maintains the trust of colleagues on a personal fevel butengenders
suspicion in his or her professional role. As relationships mature, rustevolves hom
impressionistic and highly undifferentiated to more finely grained and differenu
ated among specific facets (Gabarro, 197%). Relationships mature with interacion
frequency, duration, and the diversity of challenges that relationship partners
encounter and face together in the process of gathering greater specification and
detail in trust-relevant information (Lewicki ¢t al., 1998).

A high level of confidence in all facets may not be necessary for trust lorm,
but, rather, only confidence in those arcas in which there is critical interdepen
dence. There are crucial thresholds across which trust turns to distrust (Shaw,
1997); however, different facets of trust may have different thresholds depending
on the level of reliance in that area and the consequences of one’s expectations not
being met. Lindskold (1978) suggested that if a person’s actions and intentions are
perceived as benevolent, he or she can be trusted even il his or her credibility 1
less than perfect. In a study of CEOs and key subordinates, people tended to have
a sense of the areas in which individuals could be relicd upon and the areas in
which they could not. In that setting, the bottom line was compelence. l_l' anew
superintendent does not develop contidence in a principal’s competence within the
first few months, it is unlikely that a productive working relationship will emerge
In fact, in the case of such situations in industry settings, it is likely that the sub-
ordinate will be replaced (Gabarro, 1978).

Unconditional trust. Unconditional or identitication-based trust eimerges when
parties move beyond a state of simple willingness 1o transact exchanges with one
another provided each behaves appropriately to a state of trust where cach comes
1o identify with the other. There is complete empathy with the other party s destres
and intentions, and there is mutual understanding such that the partics can elte
tively act in cach other’s stead (G. R. Jones & George, 1998, Lewicki & Bunhet.
1996; D. L. Shapiro et al., 1992). Jones and George speculate that, as a resultol
this mutual identification, organizational citizenship behavior improves i ¢ch
mate of unconditional trust because individuals define their roles more broadh
than expected job behaviors and duties. 1o an environment of uncgmlmmm st
people are more likely to he open with information because they fechmore conh
dent that others will aot exploit the information for their own beneht. c\pt't'l‘d“\
when that knowledge (particularly if it is hard 10 come by} is a source of powd!
People will nothesitate 1o seek help because they do not fear that others will think
they are inadequate. They will not feel threatened by being seenas dependentupen
another person, nor will they be as concerned about incurring indebediess ©
another person.
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Optimal trust. What is the proper level of trust? Is more trust always better? Not
necessarily. There are dangers in both trusting too much and trusting oo little. Trust-
ing too much provides too few incentives to deter opportunism and invests (00 many
resources in creating or sustaining trust given the level of interdependence. If trust
can be easily created, with little cost and without sustaining unacceptable risks, then
overinvestment is not a concern (Wicks, Berman, & Jones, 1999). Trusting too lit-
tle is undesirable because organizations miss out on the potential to use trust to
lower costs as well as (o enable certain organizational processes that would confer
a competitive advantage (Barney & Hansen, 1994). Too little trust can also be dan-
gerous because one’s trust attitudes can be a self-fulfilling prophecy (Baier, 1994).

Discerning the proper level of trust requires wisdom. Organizational members
need to know not only when to trust others, and in what respects, but also when to
monitor others closely (Lewicki et al., 1998). Optimal trust is defined as Aristotle’s
“golden mean” between excess and deficiency. “It implies that trust levels should
be appropriate to the context and may fall anywhere on the spectrum, from mini-
mal trust to high trust, depending on the person and situation” (Wicks et al., 1999,
p. 102). Trust needs to be tempered by a willingness to punish exploitive behavior.
“A bias toward trust shaped by prudence” offers an appropriate balance for organi-
zational relationships.

The complexity of trust has perplexed scholars and researchers for decades.
Greater understanding has led to a multifaceted picture of trust. Different bases of
trust, different sources of trust-relevant information, and uneven degrees of trust
make it an even more challenging construct to grasp. Trust has also been a diffi-
cult construct to measure. The next section explores the evolution of both experi-
mental and survey measures of trust.

Measures of Trust

It is not surprising, with the complexity of the construct of trust, that researchers
have struggled with how to capture it for study. As in the various definitions, each
measure emphasizes different elements or dimensions of trust. Early measures of
trust were experimental and conceived of trust as observable behaviors. These mea-
sures looked at trust reactions in interactions with strangers. As conceptions of trust
became more refined, measures shifted in focus to the relationships between spe-
cific persons. Paper-and-pencil questionnaires emerged, usually asking for respon-
dents’ level of agreement with a series of statements. The referents of these scales
have varied from judgments about “people in general” or various social actors
(Heretick, 1981; Rotter, 1967) to specific intimate partners (Johnson-George &
Swap, 1982; Larzelere & Huston, 1980; Rempel et al., 1985). Recent research on
trust has focused on trust within organizations, spawning a number of organizational
trust measures (Butler, 1991; Cook & Wall, 1980; Cummings & Bromily, 1996,
Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999; Shaw, 1997).

Experimental Measures of Trust

Deutsch (1958) measured trust as a rational choice to make a cooperative move in
a two-person mixed-motive game. A mixed-motive game is one in which there is
a possibility of mutually beneficial cooperation but also the temptation to compete
to exploit another person’s cooperation. It both parties select an uncooperative
move, the result is mutual loss (Lindskold, 1978). Self-interest (maximization of
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gains) calls for eventual cooperation because the temptation 1o gxplgll the oppo
nent inevitably results in the opponent imposing costs through defensive compen
tion. These kinds of games are commonly referred to as prisoner’s dilemma (PD)
games because of a game of the same name originally published by Luce and
Raiffa (1957). The PD game posits a player as a prisoner in custody who has been
accused of a crime and who has been separated trom his or her partner. The dis.
trict attorney is certain that the two partners are guilty of the crime but does not
have enough evidence to convict them at trial. The prisoner faces a dilenmma: 1o
confess in exchange for leniency but a longer sentence for his or her pather or 1o
risk a longer sentence by not confessing and being betrayed by his or her partien
If neither confesses, they will be booked on some minor fubricated charge:if they
both confess, they will be given less than the maximum sentence.

The version of the mixed-motive game used by Deutsch (1958, 1960) involved
financial payoffs or losses. If both partners cooperated, they cach rcccivgd $9: how
ever, if they each made an uncooperative choice, they both lost $9. It one player
cooperated and his or her partner did not, the uncooperative partner gained $ 1),
and the cooperative player lost $10. Thus, players were said 1o trust the other playes
if they made a cooperative choice because they had made themselves vulnerable
to possible but not expected exploitation of the other player. Pluygrs were sand
to be untrustworthy if they took advantage of a partner’s cooperative c‘hou:c W
increase their own gains at the expense of the partner. Games were played for cither
1 or 10 trials, and participants recorded not only their own choice but also what
they expected the other player to choose. This simple game allowed for a number
of experimental manipulations. Deutsch’s work set off an avulun.chc of expen
ments involving mixed-motive games. 1t has been estimated lhut. betore they began
to wane in popularity in the early 1980s, these games were used in more than 2,000
studies (Dawes, van de Kragt, & Orbell, 1990). Many of these studies were u§cd
to test alternative courses of action for breaking the cycle of suspicion and tension
that had led to the arms race between the United States and the Soviet Union. -

Despite the fruitfulness of the studies using mixed-motive games in supporting
the tenets of suspicion reduction strategies, several researchers have qucsu‘m_lcd llu"
validity of inferring trust and suspicion on the basis of observing participants
choice to cooperate or compete in a mixed-motive game. T_hcsc‘mscurchcrs have
complained that the participants in PD games react to the situation as a C()|1||n"ll
tive game rather than an opportunity to be trusting or lruslwnrlhy. (Dawes et a.l .
1990; Fisher & Brown, 1988; Rotter, 1967). A person’s competitive o coopera
tive behavior in a game situation may be of little predictive value concerning that
person’s trustworthiness in interpersonal relationships. A person may be |||lc||>c|§
competitive and use all of the exploitative means within the rules of Lair pl‘.f)‘ <”| ‘:
sport or game and still be highly trustworthy when it comes (o Familial of \w.l
relationships. Or a person may be cleverly cooperative in a game and nonetheless
be dishonest or exploitative of coworkers or friends. _ .

In the PD games, the opponent is a stranger who is often an accomplice ‘.ﬂ :lh
experimenter (Of even an imaginary person played by a |nu¢hm¢) apul whu;\\ |‘! ‘:\
is frequently prescribed by a preordained strategy. The intentions of the other party
must be inferred from that party’s behavior or from highly constrained M"ml,”m "
tion. Although these conditions are belicved to be I'uilhl'uIAnn some level o jlll.l- "
arising in foreign policy, they are not true 10 the conditions of most mierpersett

ions
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relationships. Most relationships in which trust is of interest are ongoing relation-
ships, and most take place in a social context in which the consequences of untrust-
worthy behavior extend beyond the effects in the immediate situation.

In addition to the framing of trust as making a cooperative move in a mixed-
motive game, trust has been inferred from other behaviors as well. Trust has been
assessed as the number of seconds a person will wait before falling backward into
the arms of a partner (Cash et al., 1975). Trust has also been measured as one’s
willingness to disclose personal information to either a stranger (Cash et al., 1975)
or a group of strangers participating in trust-building exercises (Scott, 1980).

Surveys of Trust

Rotter (1967) introduced the use of a paper-and-pencil questionnaire to study trust
as a personality trait. Rotter’s interest was sparked by the cynicism and distrust of
a generation of young people in the late 1960s who were alienated from the insti-
tutions of society. He conceived of trust as a generalized expectancy that others in
various segments of society could be relied upon. Rotter’s questionnaire asked par-
ticipants to make judgments about the trustworthiness of a variety of social actors,
including politicians, the media, parents, and people in general.

Although Rotter’s work was a beginning, the notion of trust as a personality
trait was not as predictive as anticipated. Thus, the focus of the study of trust
shifted to assessing individual perceptions of the characteristics and qualities of
specific others (Clark & Payne, 1997). At first, the concern was for trust in inti-
mate relationships resulting from soaring divorce rates and the toll that social
changes were extracting on such relationships. Researchers asked participants to
make judgments about the trustworthiness of a specific intimate partner (Johnson-
George & Swap, 1982; Larzelere & Huston, 1980; Rempel et al., 1985).

In the past two decades, interest in trust has expanded to the study of trust as a col-
lective property of organizations. Value accrues to organizations with high levels of
trust through facilitation of productive interpersonal relations (Arrow, 1974; Bamey
& Hansen, 1994; Coleman, 1990, Powell, 1990, 1996; Williamson, 1993). The hier-
archical nature of relationships in a work setting complicates the study of trust
because it affects the expectations of what people feel they owe to one another. Trust,
between and within organizational levels, has been examined as perceptions of the
characteristics of significant others within the work context. Some researchers have
measured workers’ trust in their employer (Athos & Gabarro, 1978), while others
have examined trust in peers in the workplace and trust in management (Cook &
Wall, 1980; Hoy & Kupersmith, 1985). Cummings and Bromily (1996) measured
trust between departments or units in an organization. In a school setting, Hoy and
Tschannen-Moran (1999) assessed faculty trust in the principal and in colleagues, as
well as trust in students and parents.

Table 2 summarizes and divides measures of trust into four categories. The
measures are grouped according to the referent of trust: generalized trust, trust in
intimate relations, or organizational trust. We list the dominant measures of trust
in each category, the facets of trust tapped, and the nature and number of items for
each measure.

Coping with the complexity of trust has been a challenge for all of those study-
ing the construct. One must deal not only with a multiplicity of dimensions but

(text continues on page 570)
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1 feel thut my partner can be counted on to help me ”

My pantner is perfectly honest and truthtul with me ~

This country has a dark future unless we can attract
There are times when my partner cannot be trusted

The judiciary is a place where we can all

The number of seconds a pers

Making a cooperative move i

Facets

cians: Interpersonal
exploitation: Societal

hypocrisy: Reliable
(Chun & Campbell.

1974)

role performance.

Benevolence. Openness
Benevolence

Cooperation
Skepticism about politi-
Trust. Suspicion

Items
% %
*%
40

6
8

“Larzelere & Huston.

(Heretick. 1981).
SR NEN

Relationships
The Dyvadic Trust Scule

{Router. 1967).

(1975).

Behavioral Measures
Interpersonal Trust Scale
Trust-Suspicion Scale

Deutsch (1958).
Cash. Stack. & Luna

Measures of trust
Generalized Trust
Trust in Intimate

TABLE2
Instrument




RY¢

T

TABLE 2

Measures of trust (continued)

Instrument Items Facets Example items
Specific Interpersonal 43 Emotional trust, 1 could confide in and know that he/she would want to listen.
Trust Scale (Johnson- Reliability, Overall If 1 told what things I worry about, he/she would not think my
George & Swap, 1982). trust (men only) concerns were silly.
If. promised to do me a favor, he/she would follow through.
I could expect to tell me the truth.
Trust in close relationships 26 Predictability; 1 usually know how my partner is going to act. He/she can be counted on. (P)
(Rempel, Holmes. & Dependability; Faith I can count on my partner to be concerned about my welfare. (D)
Zanna. 1985). Though times may change and the future is uncertain, I know my partner
will always be ready and willing to offer me strength and support. (F)
Organizational Trust
Trust in Employer (Athos 7 Integrity, Consistency, 1 believe my employer has high integrity.
& Gabarro, 1978). Benevolence, My employer is not always honest and truthful.*
Fairness, Openness In general, I believe my employer’s motives and intentions are good.
1 don’t think my employer treats me fairly.*
My employer is open and up-front with me.
Interpersonal Trust At 12 Reliability I can trust the people I work with to lend me a hand if 1 need it.
Work (Cook & Wall. Capability with Most of my workmates can be relied upon to do as they say they will do.
1980). reference to I can rely on other workers not to make my job more difficult by careless
(a) peers or work.*
(b) management Our management would be quite prepared to gain advantage by deceiving
the workers.*
Management can be trusted to make sensible decisions for the firm’s future.
Trust Measures (Scott, 17 Immediate supervisor, I feel free to discuss work problems with my immediate supervisor without
1981). Work unit, Top man- fear of having it used against me later.
agement, Consultant 1 can rely on members of my workgroup to help me if I have difficuity get-
ting the job done. When management must make decisions which seem
to be against the best interests of the employee, I believe management’s
decisions are justified by other considerations.
Conditions of Trust 44 Availability. compe- is usually around when I need him/her.
Inventory (Butler. 1992) tence. consistency. does things in a capable manner.
discreetness. faimess. 1 seldom know what will do next.
integrity. loyalty. shares his/her thoughts with me.
openness. trust. If promises something to me. he/she will stick to it.
promise fulfillment. really listens to me.
receptivity keeps secrets that I tell him/her.
always tells me the truth.
treats me fairly.
Organizational Trust 120r62 Keeps commitments: In our opinion, is reliable.
Inventory (Cummings & Negotiates honestly: We think people in succeed by stepping on other people.
Bromily. 1996). Avoids taking exces- We feel that tried to get the upper hand.
sive advantage We feel that negotiates with us honestly.
We feel that will keep its word.
We feel that tries 1o get out of its commitments.
We feel that takes advantage of people who are vulnerable.
Trust Survey (Shaw. 32 Trust. Results. Integrity.  There are many controlsand 1 2 3 4 5 People are given the
1997). Concemn restrictions on what people freedom they need to do
can do. their jobs.
Promises and commitments 1 23345 People follow through with
are broken all the time. their promises and
commitments.
Trust in Schools (Hoy & 35 Willingness to be vulner-  Teachers in this school can rely on the principal.
Twchannen-Moran. able. benevolence. The principal of this school keeps his or her word.
1999 rehability. compe-

tence. honesty. and
openness

Even in a difficult situation. teachers in this school can depend upon each
other.

Teachers in this school have faith in the integnty of their colleagues

The students in this school have 1o be closeh supervised ~

Teachers can count on parents i this school

Roverse-scored.

Eapormena! measare
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also with the dynamic character of trust. The next section explores the changes
trust can undergo over the course of a relitionship, as well as the breaking and
mending of trust.

Dynamics of Trust: Initiating, Sustaining, and Repairing Trust

Trust has been difficult to study, not only because it is a multidimensional construct
but because it is a dynamic one as well. The nature of vuinerability can change over
the course of a relationship as the level of interdependence increases or decreases.
Trust depends on what one expects of another on the basis of norms of behavior or
role expectations. In addition, most relationships of trust do not take place in a vac-
uum; they are embedded in social contexts that impose constraints, values, and
sanctions that affect the trust relationship. Finally, relationships of trust ebb and
flow as the parties choose how to respond to instances of broken trust, engaging in
either the effort required to repair the relationship or various forms of revenge. An
understanding of the dynamic quality of trust is essential to an overall understand-
ing of the construct.

Trust is a dynamic phenomenon that takes on a different character at different
stages of a relationship. As a relationship develops, trust “thickens” (Gambetta,
1988). The bases of trust may change over time as the parties get to know one
another. At the beginning of a relationship, trust will rely on deterrents or institu-
tional structures. As the parties gain experience with one another, trust based on
knowledge of one another over the history of the relationship can develop. Finally,
the partners may come to have a greater understanding and empathy for one
another’s purposes, and unconditional trust may come to characterize the relation-
ship (Lewicki & Bunker, 1996). During some periods a relationship may be ripe
for rapid change. A fragile trust level is one that is likely to undergo large changes
during a given time frame. It is unstable and may change quickly in either direc-
tion. In contrast, there are likely to be stable periods in an ongoing relationship in
which a robust trust level is evident (McKnight et al., 1998).

In a study of newly appointed company presidents and their key subordinates,
Gabarro (1978) found that the nature of trust became more differentiated over time.
In examining the stages of the development of working relationships, Gabarro found
that an initial period of impression making was followed by a period of more intense
exploration. The exploration stage evolved into a third stage *‘characterized by tacit
testing of the limits of trust and influence, and attempts to arrive at a mutual set of
expectations” (p. 301). Most relationships that lasted for more than 18 months
became stable and underwent relatively little change thereafter. We expect that
when new principals are appointed, their expectations of teachers and students will
follow a similar path: initial impressions, exploration, limit testing, und stability.

Although theorists have proposed that trust grows gradually over time, several
researchers have been surprised to find higher levels of initial trust than expected
(Berg, Dickhaut, & McCabe, 1995; Kramer, 1994). In explaining this paradoxical
finding, it has been suggested that when people interact with a stranger, they do not
simply assume that this individual is trustworthy but instead suspend belief that he
or she is unworthy of trust (G. R. Jones & George, 1998). People overlook the pos-
sibility that the other person may not share their values.

According to Luhmann (1979), trusting another and assuming shared values are
often preterred to initial distrust because trustis the easier option. Initial trust is not
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based so much on evidence as on the lack of contrary evidence (Gambetta, [98))
As parties interact, experience supplies facts that either reinforce the initial trusung
assumptions or quickly displace illusions of trustworthiness. Once people have evi
dence that leads them to perceive a value incongruence, distrust is likely to cimerge
(Sitkin & Roth, 1993). A person with a high disposition to trust is more hkely w see
good points and to overlook flaws in another person or situation that could threaten
the development of trust (McKnight et al., 1998). In schools, we expect that high
initial trust is a function of not only the efficiency of assumed trustworthiness bur
also the institutional bases of trust; that is, the school has mechanisms, such as
norms, rules, and regulations, that support trust.

Initiating Trust

If we are to understand trust, it would be useful to explore the actions that are
required to establish trust. A primary impetus of work with the mixed-motive ganes
was the identification of factors that would lead to the establishment of trust. Swinth
(1967) demonstrated that trust is established through a commitment period in which
each partner has the opportunity to signal to the other a willingness to accept per-
sonal risk and not to exploit the vulnerability of the other for personal gain.

Administrators’ behavior. If organizations hope to garner the benefits of a trust-
ing work environment, it is management’s responsibility to initiate trusting rela-
tionships through trustworthy behavior on the part of managers (Whitener, Brodt,
Korsgaard, & Werner, 1998). Whitener et al. suggested five behaviors managers
can engage in to cultivate trust: (a) consistency, (b) integrity, (¢) concern, (d) com-
munication, and (e) sharing control. These behaviors mirror the fucets of trust dis-
cussed earlier.

Employees will have greater confidence when they feel they can predict the
behavior of their superior and when they perceive their superior 10 have integrily.
In a study of leadership in schools, Evans (1996) found that trust derived from con-
sistency in personal beliefs, organizational goals, and work performance. Similarly,
Bryk and his colleagues (1988, 1993, 1996) found that consistency, compelence.
and even-handedness in principals” behavior promoted strong and healthy school
communities. Attributions of integrity result from telling the truth and keeping
promises (Dasgupta, 1988). Integrity will also involve authenticity, thal is, accepl-
ing responsibility for one’s actions and avoiding distorting the truth in order 0 shift
blame to another. Authenticity has been linked to trust in principals in schools (Hoy
& Kupersmith, 1985; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 1998). .

Superiors can promote trust by demonstrating benevolence: showing considera
tion and sensitivity for employees’ needs and interests, acting ina way that protects
employees’ rights, and refraining from exploiting others for the benefit of personal
interests. Trust is also enhanced by a willingness to apologize for unpleasant con
sequences (Greenberg, 1993; Konovsky & Pugh, 1994). Tschannen-Moran{ 1998)
found that the story of a principal’s willingness to apologize for an unfar reniarh 0
a teacher was well known among the school’s faculty and helped to cultivate it
in the principal, even among those who had not received such an apology.

Patterns of communication have an impact on employees™ trust. Employees s
managers as trustworthy when their communication is accurate and forthcomimg
Adequate explanations and timely feedback on decisions lead 1o highet levels t"l
trust {Sapeienze & Korsgaard, 1996). In addition, open communication. which
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managers exchange thoughts and ideas freely with employees, enhances percep-
tions of trust (Butler, 1991; Gabarro, 1978). A principal can foster trust by actively
encouraging her or his teachers 10 voice their frustrations candidly, including criti-
cisms of the principal’s own decisions. Principals who are open and honest promote
supportive and trusting climates for teachers (Bryk etal., 1993; Rosenholz, 1989).

Finally, research has shown that subordinates perceive greater trustworthiness
on the part of superiors who share control, including participation in decision mak-
ing and delegating control. Employees’ trust is higher when they are satistied with
their level of participation in decisions (Driscoll, 1978). Similarly, teachers’ trust
is positively related 10 empowerment and shared decision making (Short, Greer, &
Melvin, 1994; Tschannen-Moran, in press). Authentic empowerment provides
greater protection of the employee’s interests and reduces the risk of opportunism
on the part of superiors. In addition, such collaboration allows teachers greater
responsiveness to student needs (Mark & Louis, 1997). Schools in which the prin-
cipal engages in authentic, shared decision making have been shown to produce
high levels of faculty trust in students (Short et al., 1994; Tschannen-Moran, in
press). The symbolic value of sharing and delegation of control should not be over-
looked. When managers share control, they demonstrate significant trust in and
respect for their employees (Rosen & Jerdee, 1977).

Teacher behavior. Administrator behavior is important in setting the general
tone of school trust, but teacher behavior will have a more direct impact on student
learning. Studies of teachers in schools have suggested that some facets of trust are
more salient in teachers’ trust judgments of colleagues than others. A sense of
benevolence or caring has been shown to lay a foundation of trust among teachers.
In high trust settings, teachers have expressed support or benevolence in a variety
of ways: by covering classes for one another, by socializing outside of school, by
taking meals to families experiencing illness, and even by contributing sick days
to allow a seriously ill colleague more time to recover (Kratzer, 1997; Tschannen-
Moran, 1998).

Openness has also been shown to be an important facet of trust among teachers.
Studies have revealed that, in high trust schools, teachers are pleased to share pro-
fessional secrets, successful teaching strategies, materials, and equipment in the
interest of helping students learn (Kratzer, 1997; Short & Greer, 1997; Tschannen-
Moran, 1998). It has also been shown that honesty is presumed among colleagues;
when it is violated, trust is difficult to regain (Tschannen-Moran, 1998). Authentic-
ity of teacher behavior has been linked to teacher trust in colleagues (Tschannen-
Moran & Hoy, 1998). Teachers who distorted the truth in order to make another
colleague look bad or who spread negative gossip were cut off from the circle of
trusting relationships within a school (Louis, Kruse, & Associates, 1995; Tschannen-
Moran, 1998). Tschannen-Moran (1998) found that teaching competence was not
necessarily a strong component of trust judgments when teachers did not perceive a
great deal of interdependence in this area. With both greater emphasis on school col-
laboration (Pounder, 1998) and greater school-wide accountability, the competence
of one's colleagues is likely to become more salient in trust judgments.

Sustaining Trust in Organizations

Evidence suggests that a high level of wust pays dividends for organizations. And
yet, organizational dynamics can complicate trust judgments. The power differen-
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tia} imposed by hierarchical relationships in organizations adds complenity
developing and sustaining trust relationships. However, there are severad orgam
zational attributes that cultivate trust. These attributes are explored subsequentty
as are strategies that group members sometimes use 1o taciitate trust i the col
lective. In addition, the importance of reputation is discussed.

Trust in hierarchical relationships. Baier (1986) complained that much ol the
philosophical work on trust and morality has been based on contractual relation
ships between people of roughly equal power. And yet the reality of lite in organ
zations is that individuals are invested with varying degrees of power and authority
Baier found a moral code of trust based on assumptions of equal power inadeguate
for many social contexts. People at different organizational levels may look wone
another with different expectations on which 1o build trust. Gabarro (197%) found
that company presidents and their subordinates used different criteria in niaking then
trust judgments of each other. Both found integrity 1o be important; beyond that, the
presidents were more concerned with the competence and reliability of subordinates
while subordinates placed more importance on benevolence and openness. Likewise.
in schools, principals based their trust on teacher competence and commitment,
whereas teachers’ view of principals was anchored in Kindness, friendfiness, and
integrity (Blake & MacNeil, 1998; Spuck & MacNeil, 1999).

Not only are there potentially different bases for trustacross organizational ley
els, but organizational actors at different levels may attach difterential importance
to information gained through interactions. Kramer (1996) found that subordinates
were hypervigilant in their trust assessments of superiors and that even relatively
minor gestures, either positive or negative, 0ok on considerable diagnostic import
Subordinates were able to recall more trust-related incidents than superiors. and
trust violations were likely to “loom larger” than confirmations of trustworthiness
Similarly, Tschannen-Moran (1998), in her study ol urban schools, .l'nuurul that
teachers emphasized different facets of trust in their trust judgments of their prin
cipals, colleagues, and students. For example, teachers looked for benevolence and
openness on the part of their principals, whereas they were more concerned with
competence and reliability on the part of their students.

Trust also seems to play a role in employee reactions to supervision. Ina study
of the perceptions of fairness of performance evaluations by supgryisnrs, fevel ol
trust in the supervisor was more important in regard to perceived faimess than any
other characteristics of the performance evaluation process (Fulk, Brict, & Bar.
1985). Close supervision may serve to drive down the level of trustacross organt
zational levels. In an experimental study of the effects on trust of surveitlance by
supervisors, Strickland (1958) found that when supervisors were qm,slrmncd w
monitor one of two “subordinates” more closely on a first set of trials, l_hcy also
chose to more closely monitor that same subordinate on the second setol tnalsan
which there was a choice of whom to monitor. Although the performance of buth
had been equal and had met or exceeded standards on all but one trial. supers N.»l\
expressed greater trust of the less monitored subordinate. Itis not surprising. l.lh|“
that principals who demonstrate collegial leadership enjoy high levels of faculh
trust (Hoy, Sabo, & Barnes, 1996). . e

Organizational attributes. Organizations designed in ways lh;u cultivate I‘l.l;\
can reap the benefits of greater adaptability and reduced costs. Unfogtumaiely. ‘I h.
very conditions that necessitate or are conducive Tor the emergence of st
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allow for the abuse of trust” (Elangovan & Shapiro, 1998, p. 547). Organizational
systems can help overcome potential barriers to trust through attention to structure,
policies, and culture (Whitener et al., 1998). Structural supports may include cre-
ating greater perceived and actual interdependence across organizational levels.
Structures to facilitate greater shared decision making must distribute not only
authority but accountability for shared decisions. For example, Louis et al. (1996)
found that delegating authority to teachers and jointly deliberating in decision mak-
ing were effective means of promoting trust in schools.

Both policy and norms are important in development of organizational trust.
Policies must be in place that demonstrate an expectation of trustworthy behavior
on the part of organizational participants, but means must also be available to
respond to breaches of trust (Coleman, 1990). Cultural norms can facilitate trust
by encouraging parties to interact frequently face to face, in positive ways, demon-
strating benevolence, support, and concern. When parties interact in a cordial way,
they establish a feeling and appearance that everything is normal and in proper
order (Lewis & Weigert, 1985). For example, visible and accessible principals can
more readily demonstrate support and concern. Open and healthy school climates
have been found to be positively related to faculty trust (Hoy & Sabo, 1998; Hoy,
Tarter, & Kottkamp, 1991).

Trust is likely to be sustained as people interact in cooperative ways and the trust-
ing cycle becomes self-sustaining. Creating an organizational culture of cooperation
rather than competition is likely to have a significant impact on the trusting and trust-
worthy behavior of participants. One of the experimental manipulations Deutsch
(1958, 1960) made was to induce participants toward one of three motivational ori-
entations through differing sets of instructions. Participants were led to believe that
the other person shared the same orientation and that the objective or level of con-
cern was mutual. Participants in the cooperative orientation were led to feel con-
cerned not only for their own welfare but for the welfare of the other person. In the
individualistic condition, participants were led to be concerned only for their own
welfare without regard for the other person. And in the competitive orientation, par-
ticipants were led to feel that they wanted to do not only the best for themselves but
also better than the other player.

Deutsch found that participants in the cooperative condition were very likely to
make a cooperative choice that resulted in mutual gain, while participants in the
competitive condition rarely made the cooperative choice. In the individualistic con-
dition, when choices were made in sequence or without communication, partici-
pants tended to act competitively; however, when there was communication and the
ability to reverse one’s choices, individualistic participants tended to act coopera-
tively. A cooperative orientation tended to produce both trusting and trustworthy
behavior, even when situational factors such as inability to communicate and lack
of knowledge of the other’s choices made cooperation more difficult.

Although teaching has historically been a rather individualistic enterprise,
greater cooperation and trust emerge when situational conditions emphasize com-
munication and collaboration. In fact, the cooperative orientation found in collab-
orative school cultures tends to be associated with greater trust (Louis et al., 1995;
Tschannen-Moran, in press). In the context of schools, cooperative strategies are
built with strong professional communities in which there is an equitable distri-
bution of power and joint deliberation and decision making. Such professional
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communities broaden and enhance trust that teachers and principals willactm the
best interests of each other (Elmore et al., 1996; Goldring & Rallis. 1993: T ouiy
et al., 1996).

Building collective trusi. Kramer etal. (1996) recognized that rust operites ol
only between individuals but also within and between groups. They were mterested
in how trust was cultivated in a collective and identitied three processes of st
that serve to maintain solidarity and trustin a group: clicitative trust, compensatony
trust, and moralistic trust. In elicitative trust, one takes the initative 1o make one
self vulnerable with the hope that it will build more trust in the collective. The
belief or expectation is that, by engaging in acts of trust oneselt, one may be able
to induce others to do the same (Kramer et al., 1996). Horsburgh (1960) detined
such vulnerability as a reliance aimed at increasing the trustworthiness of the per
son in whom it is placed. He explained: “Such trust is based ona beliel v the pos
sibility of stirring someone’s conscious (o an extent sufticient to atfect his or b
conduct” (p. 352). When engaging in compensatory trust, individuals ure willing
to act to offset the behavior of other individuals they think might threaten the sta
bility or survival of the collective trust. Moralistic trust emphasizes the beliels held
by members of a collective about what responsible membership in a social group
entails. Although there is virtually no rescarch on clicitative trust on the part ol
principals and teachers, it seems reasonable 1o hypothesize that elicitative trust
could have a powerful effect in instituting trusting norms within a school.

Reputation. A reputation of trustworthiness is a valuable asset w individuals
and businesses alike. Relationships within organizations tend 1o be ongoing, in that
people expect to continue to relate to the same network of people over time, When
this is the case, there is incentive 1o behave in ways that are trustworthy, w develop
a reputation for trustworthiness, and to reap the benefits of trusting relationships
When many people perceive that an individual has a good reputation, it is morv
difficult for a negative event to significantly reduce a high level of trust in that indh
vidual (McKnight et al., 1998). The trust between two individuals is significantly
influenced by the social context in which that relationship is embedded. A network
of mutual friends and acquaintances can enhance the likelihood that a trusting rela
tionship will develop, and strengthen trust as it develops, but such a context cin
also amplify the effects of a breach of trust. In a study of urban schools, Tschanne
Moran (1998) found evidence of the role of reputational networks in furthering
a cycle of trust or distrust through the stories that were told and retold about orga
nizational players and events. The judgment, observations, and gossip of others
can tend 1o “lock in” relationships at positive and negative extremes (Burt &
Knez, 1996).

Individuals tend to be more alert to negative information and preler negialive gos
sip to positive. This can be un impediment o the developnient of trust. New teeh
nologies, such as e-mail, voice mail, and the Internet, allow gossip to spread more
quickly and can amplify the impact of broken trust. The propensity of the ness
media to capitalize on this desire for negative information has made the cultivition
of trust more difticult for schools and their publics.

Betrayal
Trust involves placing in the care or controf of another, with some kevel ol conft

dence or assurance, something one cares about (Baier, 1980). Al least i pait. t
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outcome one desires is determined by someone else. But what if one’s expectations
are not met? What if the one who is trusted acts opportunistically, taking advantage
of the confidence that was placed in him or her? Situations inevitably arise when
the thing cared for is harmed (even if by accident) or vulnerability is exploited for
the gain of the trusted at the expense of the one who has extended trust. Parents
entrust their children to schools with the expectation that they will be sate and that
their educational needs will be met. When a child is harmed in school, parents feel
betrayed. The nature of a trusting relationship can be altered instantaneously with a
simple comment, a betrayed confidence, or a decision that violates the sense of care
one has expected of another. When a violation occurs, trust is often shattered, leav-
ing distrust in its place (Burt & Knez, 1996). Such a violation can leave the victim
feeling stunned and contused and with a sense of unreality. Upon reflection, those
feelings turn to anger or even rage (Bies & Tripp, 1996; Govier, 1992).

Betrayal has the potential to harm the well-being of the trustor, even if other fac-
tors mitigate the actual harm experienced. Betrayal involves a behavior (an actual
violation) rather than simply the thought of betraying. And even if the violation of
expectations is not detected by the trustor, it still constitutes a betrayal. Betrayal is
voluntary, in that trustees either lack the motivation to conform to the expectations
of the trustor or become motivated to violate these expectations. Elangovan and
Shapiro (1998) proposed that a person will be motivated to betray another based
on a negative assessment of the current situation such that the person believes there
is more to be gained than lost by betraying the other person’s expectations. Low
satisfaction with the current situation will increase the likelihood of betrayal by
lowering the benevolence and integrity of the trusted person. A drop in benevo-
lence implies that the trustee cares less for the good of the trustor and may be will-
ing to engage in behaviors that might harm him or her. Similarly, a drop in integrity
implies that the trustee is less committed to principles acceptable to the trustor and
may search for justification to switch to an alternate set of principles, even if it
means harming the trustor’s best interests.

Trust violations within organizations stem from two broad categories: a dam-
aged sense of civic order or a damaged identity (Bies & Tripp, 1996). Trust viola-
tions that result in a damaged sense of civic order involve a breech of rules or
norms governing behavior and what people owe to one another in a relationship.
These include honor violations such as broken promises, lying, shirking of job
responsibilities, stealing ideas or credit from others, disclosure of private confi-
dences and secrets, and changing the rules “after the fact.” A damaged sense of
civic order could also result from abusive authority, coercive or threatening behav-
jor, sexual harassment, improper dismissal, and favoritism (Harris, 1994). Princi-
pals need to be judicial in their use of power lest they violate the sense of civic
order that undergirds school life. Trust violations that result in damaged identity
include public criticism, incorrect or unfair accusations, blaming of employees for
personal mistakes, and insults. Students as well as teachers will feel betrayed when
they are victims of unfair or public criticism.

Incidents of betrayal can have effects on organizational functioning. Robinson
(1996) found that when broken promises led to lost trust, distrust was significantly
related 1o deterioration in employees’ performance and to intentions to leave the
employer. And the effects of betrayal are lasting. In a study focusing on betrayal in
the workplace, 50% of the incidents recounted by participants had occurred more
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than 20 years earlier, and 25% had occurred more than 30 years carhier tW - one,
& Burdette, 1994).

The organizational context of relationships can influcnce the Bkehhood of bey
als occurring. Organizational norms that emphasize cthical hehavion ind o wor
environment of openness, trust, and respect discourage violaions oftiust wheiesr.
organizations characterized by goal incongruence, internal politics and conllict, und
shifting coalitions lend themselves to a greater number of beuayals. The organz
tional culture and norms, however, imay not always be congruent with the st
personal expectations of the trustee or the trustee’s own values. Although betra i
involves a violation of personal trust, it is not necessarily unethical or antisocl
(Elangovan & Shapiro, 1998). Teachers may tind themselves in sitwations i whic
they have to choose between betraying colleague and violating orgunization.
norms. For example, a teacher may be faced with deciding how torespondatier wir
nessing a colleague’s indiscretion with a student or becoming aware ol i colleagie
misuse of school funds.

Revenge

Trust has to do with expectations of other people in situations of vulierabiliy
When those expectations are not met, some kind of response i likely. Whether that
response leads to restoration of trust or to a further escalation of conflict depends
on the choices made by the actors in the situation. When a violation of trust lus
occurred, the way the victim understands the cause of the violation will atfectthe
likely response, and specifically whether there is a desire tor revenge. Tnastudy i
which people recounted on-the-job experiences of violation, Bies and Tripp (1996
found that revenge was not sought when victims concluded that an action wis out
side the control of the perpetrator; however, when victims held the perpetrato
responsible for the violation, there was always motivation for revenge. Blame was
assigned and revenge sought when the victim perecived the behavior B
grown out of selfishness or malevolence on the part of the perpetrator. Victims b
assigned responsibility to the system or organization as a whole for hiring or Ll
ing to constrain the perpetrator. The victim’s act of revenge may provohe dsens
of betrayal on the part of the perpetrator, fueling a spiral of distrust.

Revenge is not solely an emotional reaction to violation; CORNILIVE PrOCesses phins
a prominent and mediating role in the secking of revenge as well (Bies & Trpp
1996). Bies and Tripp found that, at the time a violation occurred. people wen
stunned and confused as well as angry. Contrary 10 stereotypic notions ol fevengs
victims’ choice of revenge strategy was “cool and calculated . .. il ;|p|w;_u'cd‘ me
quite rational in both deliberation and delivery” (Bies & Tripp. 1996, p. 2539). Then
was evidence, however, of “different arithmetics™ between victim and perpetiidot
each assessing the cost of the perceived dumage ditferently. These difterent cakon
lations, and the responses they evoked, played a role in the escaluiion process ol
the contlict. Upon reflection, people were likely to “discover” more malevolkene
on the part of the perpetrators, thus enhancing blame, paranoid cogntions.
conspiracy theories that led victims 1o seek social support and reintorcement o
their perceptions.

Bies und Tripp (1996) tound that victims considered i variety ol respoie b
violations. Some simply withdrew from any social contact with the person whe i
betrayed them. Others enjoyed indulging i revenge Latisies of Jdid nothing Sut
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others either sparked or continued a self-perpetuating cycle of feuding. Some vic-
tims arranged for a private confrontation or sought the restoration of their reputa-
tion. Finally, some offered forgiveness. Bies and Tripp noted that there is power in
forgiveness because the victim, not the perpetrator, restores trust. They also con-
cluded that some harms appear to be irreversible and that trust is no longer possible
in these circumstances. Revenge in schools takes many forms. Teachers can sabo-
tage the principal, file union grievances, refuse extra duties, withhold effort, and
work 10 the rule. The principal faces problems when he or she enters into a power
struggle with the faculty and an escalating cycle of revenge ensues.

Rather than seeing revenge in an altogether negative light, Bies and Tripp (1996)
asserted that revenge can play a potentially positive role in organizational life. Not
only can revenge act as a constraint against the abuse of power and injustice, it
can also promote cooperation and be a potent motivator for constructive change.
Schools attempt to control the revenge motive by creating formal mechanisms such
as union grievance procedures to address abuse of power and injustice. Revenge has
a way of equalizing some of the power differential in organizations. It gives victims
4 choice of how to respond to a breach in trust and allows them some control over
if and when they will again offer their trust.

Trust Repair

How can trust, once broken, be repaired? Will it forever be weaker than it was before
it was broken, or can it retumn stronger than it was to begin with? To be sure, trust
repair can be a difficult and time-consuming process. Each party must perceive that
the short-term and/or long-term benefits to be derived from the relationship are val-
ued highly enough to be worth the investment of time and energy required by the
repair process. Each party must decide that the benefits of restoring the relationship
are preferred to finding ways of having the needs that were fulfilled by the relation-
ship met in another manner (Lewicki & Bunker, 1996). Osgood offered a strategy
for reestablishing trust even in a situation previously fostering suspicion.

The Osgood proposal. Osgood (1959) observed that trust is fundamental to
cooperation but that trust can be difficult to establish once a cycle of suspicion,
competition, and retaliation has begun. When one suspects another of harboring
exploitative intentions, one must take defensive action to protect one’s interests.
However, these actions reinforce the suspicions of the other party that the first is
being exploitative. Thus, an escalating cycle of distrust and competition ensues. If
the two parties are able to establish trust, they can engage in a cooperative search
for a mutually beneficial solution, and the cycle can be reversed. Then both parties
can gain rather than lose. However, without trust, it is unlikely that a bilateral
agreement will be negotiated to reverse this escalating cycle.

Osgood proposed that, even in the midst of such tension and conflict, trust can be
fostered through the conciliatory initiatives of one party acting unilaterally, signal-
ing the desire to establish trust without sacrificing genuine security interests. This
proposal is quite simple. To overcome distrust, one party announces a clear, concil-
iatory initiative and carries it out reliably. This is followed by an explicit invitation
(but not a demand) to reciprocate. If, after several conciliatory attempts, the other
party remains hostile, the first party matches the other’s actions one for one, being
careful not 1o overreact. The Osgood proposal seems especially useful in schools
where there has been a major lubor-management dispute and mutual distrust is high.
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Communication. One of the key components of the Osgood proposat was the use
of announcements in building a mutually cooperative strategy. Several past studhes
tested the impact of communication on the establishment of a cooperative, mutu-
ally beneficial strategy (trust). A combination of a conciliatory strategy with honest
prior announcements was most eftective in inducing reciprocal trust (Pilisuk &
Skolnick, 1968). Trust was much harder to establish in the absence of communica-
tion, but communication was not always used honestly in a competitive situation
(Deutsch, 1958). Participants with a competitive orientation frequently used comi-
munication deceptively to exploit the opponent. Participants who received dishonest
communications were likely to become evasive in their own communications. How-
ever, when honest prior announcements of cooperative intentions were made, they
induced in the partner greater reciprocation of cooperative intentions, greater reci-
procation of honesty, and greater actual cooperation than dishonest announcements
of cooperative intentions (Schlenker et al., 1973). Without honest communication,
Deutsch found that once two players had made choices that were out of step—— that
is, one choosing cooperatively and the other not doing so—it was extremely dilti-
cult for them to get together again.

Credible threats. Deutsch proposed that two conditions must be met if cooper-
ation is to be maintained in a stable ongoing system. Fach person must have a way
of reacting to violations—a credible threat—that is known to the other and can serve
to inhibit violations. And the system must have a method of absolution 10 restore
cooperative relations once lost. Deutsch reasoned that violations are likel y to oceur
in any ongoing system, if only by chance, but the system of interchange will break
down if violations are frequent and go unchecked. In mixed-motive games, an un-
conditional strategy of cooperation tends to be exploited, especially when there is
no way for the cooperative player to retaliate for violations (Lindskold & Bennett,
1973; Soloman, 1960). However, when the highly cooperative player demonstrates
a willingness on even a single occasion to retaliate for broken trust, the other player
tends to respond cooperatively to preserve the possibility of mutual gain. Therefore,
maintenance of a relatively unused threat capability has the effect of enhancing both
the participant’s credibility (in terms of attributions of trustworthy intentions) and
cooperative behavior (Coleman, 1990; Lindskold & Bennett, 1973). Principals have
the capacity to punish inappropriate behavior, but they must use power judiciously
if they are to foster and maintain trust within the school community; coercive prin-
cipal behavior is likely to alienate teachers (Hoy, Blazovsky, & Newland, 1983).

Constructive attitudes and actions. Fisher and Brown (1988) suggested that,
even in situations of mutual suspicion, each side has the opportunity to improve
the level of trust in the relationship. They noted that there are many contexts in
which we have (o interact with individuals and groups of whose conduct we dis-
approve. Although relationships necessarily involve two parties, it takes only one
of these parties (o change the quality of the relationship. To this end, Fisher and
Brown recommended what they called “unconditionally constructive attitudes and
actions.” These include trying to understand the other side’s interests, altiludes.
and beliefs; tuking an attitude of acceptance toward the other side: working lot
good communication; being meticulously reliable; and using persuasion rathes
than coercion. Fisher and Brown recommended against expecting reciprocity an
relutionships, because such expectations risk disillusionment or even escalation of
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conflict. They pointed out that the tit-for-tat strategy that has proved effective in
PD games does not work in most real-life situations because most relationships are
not well modeled by the constraints of these games. School principals are in a posi-
tion to initiate such a unilateral strategy provided they have the security and con-
fidence to do so; there is little evidence, however, that they pursue such a strategy.

Fisher and Brown (1988) recommended that, in trying to understand other par-
ties and their motivations, one assume that others do not see themselves as bad peo-
ple pursuing immoral ends through illegitimate means (p. 78) but that they have
what they consider good reasons for doing as they do. Blind trust, or exiending trust
beyond what is reasonable given the information available about others’ actions
and motivations, is dangerous, but each side has the opportunity to be completely
trustworthy. Whether distrust has grown from hurt pride over a damaged sense of
identity, disillusionment growing out of a damaged civic order, or perceived value
incongruence, attention will need to be paid to these issues in the restoration of
trust (Sitkin & Stickel, 1996).

Reparation. The violator and the victim have different roles and responsibilities
in the reestablishment of trust. Lewicki and Bunker (1996) argued that the violator
must start by recognizing and acknowledging that a violation has occurred. Listen-
ing carefully to the victim, the violator then must determine the nature of the viola-
tion and admit to having caused the event. He or she must also admit that the act
was destructive. Finally, the perpetrator must accept responsibility for the effects of
his or her actions. These acknowledgments made, the victim then determines what
is required to restore trust. According to Lewicki and Bunker, there are four alter-
native courses of trust repair.

1. The victim refuses to accept any actions, terms, or conditions for reestab-
lishing the relationship.

2. The victim acknowledges forgiveness but specifies “unreasonable” acts of
reparation.

3. The victim acknowledges forgiveness and specifies “reasonable” acts of
reparation.

4. The victim simply acknowledges forgiveness and indicates that no further
acts of reparation are necessary.

The acts of reparation are usually designed to demonstrate that the violator is
sincere and committed in the desire to rebuild the relationship and willing to incur
a certain amount of personal loss to do so. The victim then has the opportunity to
judge the sincerity and commitment of the violator in carrying out these actions.
Reparations also create an opportunity for the violator to work out any guilt that
he or she may have over the harm that was done, whether it was intentional or
unintentional.

Understanding the dynamic nature of trust is as important as understanding its
facets. Awareness of the issues involved in the development, dissolution, and repair
of trust will help theorists and practitioners alike. Particularly in a school context, it
is important to understand the role played by organizational structure, policies, and
culture in the development and sustenance of trust. With a greater understanding of
the importance of trust and the costs of distrust, principals and teachers should be
more willing to invest in the effort required 1o maintain trust and to repair trust that
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has been damaged. We now turn (o the relationship of trast 1o important processes
and outcomes in schools.

Trust and Social Processes in Schools

Although research on trust in schools is relatively recent, interest in the dynamics
of trust in organizations has been present tor a longer time. Rescarch on trust i
organizations can be brought 1o bear on the relationships of trust in schools. Rela
tionships of trust to processes such as communication, collaboration, climute, orga
nizational citizenship, and proliferation of rules are addressed in this section. When
relationships are embedded in an organizational context, the dimensions and
dynamics of trust have a very real impact on the effectiveness and collective sense
of efficacy of the organization.

Trust and Communication

Trust is necessary for open communication in an organization. People with a high
degree of trust are more likely to disclose more accurate, relevant, and complete dita
about problems. They will also be more willing to share their thoughs, feclings, and
ideas (Wrightsman, 1974; Zand, 1971). Distrust, on the other hand, is likely to have
a deleterious effect on communication. When one is interacting with a distrusted
person, especially if that person holds more power within an organizational hicrar-
chy, the goal of communication becomes the protection of one’s interest and the
reduction of one’s anxiety rather than the accurate transmission of ideas (Bartole,
1989; Mellinger, 1956). A person may feel compelled to be evasive orto distortatu-
tudes or information in communicating with a distrusted person.

Patterns of commaunication across levels of hierarchy within an organization are
affected by differential levels of trust. Roberts and O’Reilly (1974) found that
when there is a high level of trust between superiors and subordinates, subordinates
express high levels of confidence in the accuracy of information coming from the
superior, a desire for interaction with the superior, and satistaction with commu-
nication with the superior. When there is a low level of trust, subordinates disclose
a great tendency to withhold information and acknowledge signiticant forces to
distort upward communication. Empirical evidence supports the claim that trust is
affected by the amount and quality of communication present in a relationship.
Using a mixed-motive game, Loomis (1959) found that the level of pereeived trust
increased as communication increased. Trustworthy or cooperative behavior
increased as well. When Schlenker et al. (1973) varied the accuracy of information
in a mixed-motive game, participants tended to make choices cither to cooperate
or to compete based on their perception of the trust relationship. When participants
received promises that were only 50% accurate, they cooperated less and were
more likely to be evasive or dishonest in their own communications.

When a high degree of trust allows for the open exchange ot information, prob
lems can be disclosed, diagnosed, and corrected before they are compounded. Prin
cipals can help foster the flow of information to them by being open with then
communications (Bartolme, 1989). Principals who want to encourage candor
amonyg their stafts must cultivate an atmosphere of trust. In a study ol urban cle
mentary schools, Tschannen-Moran (1998) found that conimunication between
principals and teachers was hindered ina climate of distrust; teachers were goarded
in whom they talked to and what they said. Although teachers acknowledeed such
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significant problems as children being left unsupervised on the playground and
teachers arriving after the start of the school day, they were unwilling to reveal such
problems for fear of retaliation. Communication was often blocked or distorted to
avoid confrontation.

Trust and Collaboration

Shared decision making, as it has typically been exercised in schools, has been crit-
icized as affording teachers little real influence over organizational decisions that
matter to them (Bacharach, Bauer, & Shedd, 1988; Bartunek & Keys, 1979; Duke,
Showers, & Imber, 1980). Teachers are asked to be involved in decision making
simply to increase their satisfaction, loyalty, and acceptance of decisions. This
might be called contrived collaboration.

Recent calls for collaboration seem to be pressing for a more genuine sharing
of decision-making authority wherein principals and teachers make decisions
jointly (Pounder, 1998; Short & Greer, 1997). This model highlights teachers’
competence in bringing valuable knowledge and insights to contribute to decisions.
Higher quality decisions are the goal of this more genuine form of collaboration in
which teachers have actual influence over the outcomes of decisions that affect
them. The Hoy and Tarter (1995) model of shared decision making suggests that
principals must trust their faculty before they will be willing to engage in a col-
laborative process in which they share authority. There are also calls for greater
collaboration among teachers in fostering a spirit of professional community in
schools (Louis et al., 1995; Marks & Louis, 1997). However, such collaboration is
unlikely to develop in the absence of trust among teachers (Leonard, 1999; Short
& Greer, 1997). Trust plays an important role in overcoming barriers to collabo-
ration, including conflict avoidance, destructive competitiveness, and low levels
of teacher efficacy (Leonard, 1999). When teachers have greater trust in the prin-
cipal, this trust may actually expand their zone of acceptance. When teachers feel
confident that their interests will be well looked after, they may be more willing to
extend decision-making authority to the principal and abide by the decisions that
are made (Tyler & Degoey, 1996).

When principals extend trust to teachers through shared control, they provoke
greater trust in response. In a study of urban elementary schools, level of collabo-
ration on school-level decisions was significantly related to level of trust in the prin-
cipal. An environment of trust also led to greater inclusion of parents in the
decision-making process. In schools where there was a high level of faculty trust in
parents and students, there tended to be a higher level of shared decision making
with both the parents and the faculty (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999; Tschannen-
Moran, in press).

Trust and School Climate

The climate of the school can be one that cultivates trust or one that makes trust
difficult to foster. As the climate of the school becomes more open, trust is re-
inforced (Hoy, Barnes, & Sabo, 1996; Tarter, Bliss, & Hoy, 1989). Empirical evi-
dence links openness of climate and faculty trust (Hoffman, Sabo, Bliss, & Hoy,
1994; Tarter et al., 1989, 1995). In addition, healthy interpersonal relationships have
been related to levels of faculty trust in the principal and in colleagues (Hoy et al.,
1996). Studies of school climate and trust have demonstrated that the behavior of

582

}

A Multidisciplinary Analysis of the Nuture, Meanng, and Measircmcnt of 1y
the principal and the behavior of teachers have difterentiab etlects on the qualiny
of trusting relationships in schools. Supportive leadership on the part ol the pig
cipal has been shown to influence teachers degree of trustof the principal and col
legial and engaged teacher behavior helps to create trust in colleagues thoy . Taie
& Witkoskie, 1992; Tarter et al., 1989, 1995 Tschannen-Moran & Hoy . 19ux,
These studies indicate the significant refationship between rustand i positis,
school climate.

Trust and Organizational Citizenship

Organizational citizenship describes instances in which @ worker spontancousts
goes beyond formally prescribed job requirements and engages i nonmamdaton
behaviors without expectation of receiving explicit recognition or compensation
Organ (1988, 1997) emphasized the importance of organizational vitzenship
promoting organizational effectiveness. “Organizational citizenship beluviors ae
vital for productivity because organizations cannot forecast through stated job
descriptions the entire spectrum of subordinate behaviors needed Tor achicving
goals” (Organ, 1988, p. 4). These kinds of behaviors are particularly hnportant m
schools, where formal job descriptions can, at best, delineate broad patameters of
the expectations of teachers’ responsibilities. Organizational citizenship behavions
include altruism, courtesy, conscientiousness, sportsmanship, and civie virtue

When these behaviors are absent, organizational lite is likely to be strained and
fraught with tension. If schools attempt to require citizenship activities, however,
they may engender resistance and resentment.

Transformational leadership behaviors describe a leader who has articulated a
clear vision, is able to foster an acceptance of group goals, and holds high perfor
mance expectations while providing an appropriate model tor [oHowers o enu
late, individualized support, and intellectual stimulation. One study showed that
transformational leadership behaviors led to greater citizenship hehavior of sub
ordinates if and only if the employees trusted the leader. When employees did not
trust the leader, these leadership behaviors did not result in greater citizensing
(Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, & Fetter, 1990). The implications for schooks
are significant. If principals or superintendents are to be effective in producmy a
kind of organizational culture in which employces are inspired to go beyond the
explicit requirements of their job, they must carn the trust of orgamizatonal pa
ticipants (Deluga, 1994; Walker, 1999).

Trust and the Proliferation of Rules

Organizations must continually balance extension of trust to employees at vatiow
levels of the organization with creation of sateguards against lhg |)Q~~lhl|ll,\ ol
opportunistic behavior. Organizations adopt rules and formal organizational mee Ih
anisms to act as substitutes for interpersonal trust and 1o restore damged uu\f
(S. P. Shapiro, 1987; Zucker, 1986). However, formal conlm!s instiuted 1o ”K-mml
performance reliability can underming trust and interfere wnh‘(hc achiey cnu‘nl 0
the very goals they were pul in place to serve. Extreme claborations Ql hurc;ulu.llh‘
rules are likely to be counterproductive because they communicate distrust 1o |||«.m
10 whom they are directed. They are based on the premise that workers desie o
evade responsibilities and withhold proper and full performance ol abhy
(Fox, 1974).
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In a study of a professional organization in which a system of bureaucratic rules
was introduced, conflict and hurt feelings resulted from the use of standardized
procedures that threatened workers’ sense of professionalism. When employees
perceived a mismatch between the tasks they performed and the management con-
trol systems they had to accommodate, distrust was the result (Sitkin & Stickel,
1996). Rules and regulations are likely to be effective only when the requirements
of a task are understood well enough to be specified clearly and concisely; they
may engender distrust and resentment in situations in which workers need a cer-
tain amount of discretion to function effectively (Fox, 1974).

The work of schools is complex and changes with the needs of each student. Dis-
cretion is required, and resentment and distrust are likely to result when teachers
perceive a proliferation of rules as interfering with their ability to do their jobs well.
Such a stance affects organizational participants’ affiliation with the organization.
Teachers as well as students may respond to a proliferation of rules with feelings of
alienation, disloyalty, and lack of commitment, which, ironically, can result in dis-
honesty and cheating becoming more prevalent (Govier, 1992; Hoy et al., 1983;
Walker, 1999).

Collective Efficacy, Achievement, and School Effectiveness

Not only has trust been linked to effectiveness and quality theoretically; in the past
decade, empirical evidence has demonstrated the significant role of trust in school
effectiveness and student achievement. Teachers’ trust in their colleagues as well
as their principal has been linked to general school effectiveness, including quality
of teaching and flexibility and adaptability of the school (Hoy et al., 1992; Tarter
et al., 1995). Faculty trust has also been found to have a direct impact on student
achievement (Goddard, Tschannen-Moran, & Hoy, in press). The greater the fac-
ulty trust in students and parents, the higher the level of school achievement in read-
ing and mathematics. Even after control for socioeconomic status, faculty trust has
been shown to be significantly related to reading and mathematics achievement.

Faculty trust also has an indirect influence on student achievement. Level of
trust is related to the collective efficacy of the faculty, that is, the extent to which
teachers perceive that they can make a positive contribution to student learning
(Tschannen-Moran & Goddard, 2000). Teachers’ collective sense of efficacy has
been powerfully linked to student achievement (Bandura, 1993, 1997; Goddard,
Hoy, & Woolfolk Hoy, in press), even after control for the socioeconomic status
of students. Student demographics also have an interesting relationship to teacher
trust. In a study of urban schools, low socioeconomic status was a greater barrier
to development of teacher trust than membership in a minority racial group
(Tschannen-Moran, 1998).

In sum, there is compelling evidence that trust is important in regard to the
processes required for the smooth functioning of schools. Trust is related to a pos-
itive schoo! climate, to productive communication, to participative decision pro-
cesses, and to organizational participants’ willingness to go beyond the minimum
requirements of their job descriptions. When trust is absent, organizations may see
a profusion of rules as a substitute means to keep participants in line, which can be
counterproductive to the purposes of school. Trust makes a difference in student
achievement, teachers’ collective sense of etficacy, and overall school effective-
ness. It schools are to function well, they need trust.
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Conclusion and Future Research Directions

Trust is a critical factor as we consider school improvement and effectiveness
all levels of the organization, trust facilitates productivity, and its absence imipeds
progress. Without trust, a student’s energy is diverted toward self-protection
away from learning. A proliferation of rules stemming from lack of trust G
resentment and alienation among teachers and students alike. Without trusi, cou,
munication becomes constrained and distorted, making problems more difticuli
resolve. Even when leaders work to build a common vision and foster aceeptun
of group goals, absent trust, these leaders do not inspire workers 1o go beyond
minimum requirements of their jobs. When distrust pervades a school culture, i
unlikely that the school will be effective.

Trust is required for many of the reforms taking shape in American school
New forms of governance such as site-based management, colluborative decisi,
making, and teacher empowerment depend upon trust. Parents are pressing |
involvement in school governance; this too requires trust. Even within the clas
room, relationships are shifting to forms that require greater trust. Cooperain
learning and project-based learning create higher levels of interdependence, whicl,
demand higher levels of trust. As teachers are asked to change their fundameniai
beliefs and instructional techniques, they need to build new protessional comniu
nities anchored in trust and teamwork. In short, if schools are to realize the kind:
of positive transformations envisioned by leaders of reform efforts, attention mus
be paid to issues of trust.

At the same time that schools face a greater need for trust, they encounter mam
obstacles. The difficulties of achieving new and higher societal expectations tor
equity and equality in schools have led to distrust of schools and school pcrsngmc!
Higher standards and more accountability have fostered conditions of suspicin.
and blame. Moreover, schools have to cope with greater diversity and transicic.
A multicultural society with diverse values and shifting populations makes the gen
eration of trust a major challenge. Adding to this formidable task is the tendenc:
for distrust, once established, to be self-perpetuating. Not only is there a propen
sity for news of broken trust to spread faster than news of intact or restored trust
but the media feed off and aggravate the spiral of distrust. Finding ways  ovet
come these many obstacles to trust will be important it we hope for schoals o react
the aspirations we hold for them. .

Evidence of the importance of trust in regard to organizational productivity ate
such important outcomes as student achievement requires greater kuuwl’c‘dgc e
understanding. Research on trust is just beginning in the school context. Fhere e
a host of unaddressed issues and unanswered questions. Understanding the lacer
and dynamics of trust in the linkages between organizational levels in schools v
important: between boards and superintendents, between superintendents and |»|‘m
cipals, between principals and teachers, between teachers and students. and hetwed
parents and schools. Understanding trust within organizational Igvcls s athso ppion
tant (e.g., between teachers and between students). Both quantitative and qlmhl.l.
tive studies are needed. Quantitative studies are needed to explore the varos Laet
of trust and their relationship to other constructs across a large numbel ol schonl
Qualitative studies are helpful in exploring the dynamic nature ol st within |I'-n
ticular school buildings. We turn to a few illustrative examples ofarcas 1 need o
further study.
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One area in need of greater understanding is the relationship between trust and
leadership. For example, how is trust linked to leader effectiveness? How is trust
fostered when a new principal or superintendent enters a school setting? What
strategies do expert principals use in establishing trust with a new faculty? What
impact does the existing level of trust in a building have on the decisions and strate-
gies of a new principal coming into that building?

Development of faculty trust is another area in need of inquiry. What is the
impact of a school’s culture of trust on new faculty members in such realms as
teacher efficacy, commitment, satisfaction, and motivation? What can principals
do to cultivate faculty trust in colleagues? What kinds of school structures facili-
tate faculty trust? As teachers collaborate more, what communication and conflict
resolution skills are needed to nurture greater teacher trust in one another?

The study of student trust has also been neglected. There is intriguing evidence
that trust matters in facilitating student learning, yet we know little about the struc-
wral, cultural, and individual characteristics of teachers and schools that promote
student trust. For example, do school structures such as academic teams and block
scheduling cultivate greater student trust? What kind of teacher and student values
and norms foster student trust? Are certain teaching styles more or less conducive
to the development of student trust? What community factors are linked to levels
of student trust? These and other questions concerning how trust functions in the
context of schools are important as schools struggle to rise to the challenge of a
changed and changing world. The four decades of research on which this review
is based provide a solid conceptual and empirical foundation for continuing the
quest to understand trust in schools.
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