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CHALLENGING AN ASSUMPTION

To meet the demanding new standards that have been set for schools,
school personnel must go well beyond minimum performance of their
duties. They must be inspired 1o give their very best. Schools look 1 frans-
formational leadership on the part of principals (o set the tone and moti-
vate teachers and other school personnel 1o work beyond formally
prescribed job responsibilities. These extrarole behaviors have been called
onganizational citizenshipy behaviors (OCBs). Because of the important role
that leaders play in the cultivation of organizational citizenship, much
research interest has focused on the skills and behaviors that make for
transformational leadership. This study challe
transformational leadership behaviors lead to greater OCBs,
posits that the cultivation of trust is an important factor in fostering such

citizenship.

TRANSFORMATIONAL LEADERSHIP

In the current era of educational reform, school leaders are increasingly
looked upon 10 bring about the transformation of schools. Without strong
Teadership, it seems unlikely that schools will make the kinds of changcs
that are being demanded of them. But not all leaders are created equal.
Some seem to evoke extraordinary effort from their followers, while others
simply maintain the stats quo. Scholars have been interested i the
former, who they have labeled “transformational leaders.” A rich body of
Titerature is developing on leaders with transformational qualitics and the
differential impact that these leaders can have on the organizations they
lead and its participants. Scholars report that transformational lead.

* Cause followers to “do more than they are expected to do” (Yukl,
1989, p. 272).

* Motivate followers o perform at a level “over and above
compliance with the routine directives of the organization” (Katz &
Kahn, 1978, p. 528).

« Areable to “shape and elevate the motives and goals of followers™
(Benis & Nanus, 1985, p. 217).

* “Transform or change the basic values, beliefs, and attitudes of fol-
Towers so that they are willing (0 perform beyond the minimum lev
els specified by the organization” (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman,
& Fetter, 1990, p. 108)

* “Lift ordinary people 1o extraordinary heights” (Boal & Bryson,
1988, p. 1),

chanical
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Going beyond minimum expected performance has been called *organiza-
tional citizenship.” In order to foster such citizenship, transformational
leaders “stimulate others o view their work from new perspectives, gener-
ate an awarcness of the mission and vision of the organization, develop col-
leagues and followers to higher levels of ability and potential, and motivate
them 10 look beyond their own interests toward those that will benefit the
group” (Hoy & Miskel, 2001, p. 415). Transformational leadership builds
commitment 1o the organization’s objectives and empowers followers to
achicve these objectives (Yukl, 1998). Increased capacities and commit-
nentare assumed to result in greater subordinate effort, productivity, and
satisfaction (Bass, 1985, 1998; Burns, 1978).

To accomplish these productive outcomes, transformational leadership.
has been defined in terms of the four I's individualized influcnce, inspira-
tional moiivation, iniellccual stmulation. and individualized conside
ation (Bass, 1985, 1998). Transformational leaders excreise individualized
nfluence when they serve as role models for followers such that followers
identify with and want to emulate them. These leaders demonstrate high
standards of cthical and moral conduct, using power to move individuals
and groups toward accomplishing their common mission and not for per-
sonal gain. Through inspirational motivation, leaders provide meaning
and challenge o followers so as to promote enthusiasm, optimism, a
shared vision, goal commitment, and team spirit. Transformational leaders
clearly communicate expectations that followers want to meet (Bass &
Avolio, 1994). In cultivating intellectual stimulation, transformational lead-
ers simulate creative and innovative thinking in followers by questioning
assumptions, reframing problems, and approaching old situations in new
ways. Individualized consideration is fostered as leaders. serving as men-
tors, take stock of individualy’ needs for achievement and growth (Avolio,
1994). These leaders recognize and accept individual differences in nceds
and values, and create learning opportunitics in a supportive climate.

Although work on transformational leadership has been largely theoret-
ical, several studics support the claim that transformational leadership is
related to positive organizational outcomes. Employees in a large cngincer-
ing firm reported that they exerted exura effort on behalf of managers who
were transformational leaders (Bass, 1990). Between 75% and 82% of the
‘employees of managers who scored in the top quartile on various aspects of
transformational leadership reported that they frequently exerted extra
effort on their jobs, while for managers in the bottom quartile only
24% of workers indicated they regularly put forth cxira effort. In
schools, transformational leadership behavior was related to a number of
important school conditions including goals and purposes, structure and
organization, planning, organizational culture, and information collection
and decision making, as well as classroom conditions such as instructional
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services, policies, and procedures (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000). When mid-
dle school teachers rated their principals on five leadership behaviors
including “models behavior” “inspircs group purpose.” “provides contin-
gont rewards,” “holds high performance expectations,” and “provides sup-
port” (Leithwood & Steinbach, 1998). these behaviors were only modestly
Telated to teachers’ sense of efficacy, with correlations ranging from .12 to
23 (Hipp & Bredeson, 1995).

“The construct of transformational leadership has generated excitement
25 & modlel for school leadership in this time of reform and change (L
thwood, Janti, & Stcinbach, 1999). However, further cmpirical rescarc
needed about how transformational leadership functions in the context of
<chools, Does the transformational leadership of principals really lead to
greater organizational citizenship among teachers? To begin to answer this
question, we need to know more about organizational citizenship.

(ORGANIZATIONAL CITIZENSHIP

Within effective organizations, employees often go beyond formal job
responsibilties, performing nonmandatory tsks with no expectation of
recognition or compensation. These altruistic acts are neither prescribed
nor required, yet they contribute 1 the smooth functioning of the organi-
Jation. Organ coined the phrase “organizational citizenship behavior”
(OCB) to denote such organizationally beneficial gestures (Bateman &
Organ, 1983). Organ’s interest in organizational citizenship was sparked as
he reflected on his experience as a young factory worker. He was struggling
with the use of a piece of equipment untl an older worker noticed his diffi-
culy and left his own work (o instruct the floundering young man in the
proper use of the tool. 1t was not in the job description of the older worker
to offer such assistance, but his efforts aided both young Organ and the
organization as a whole.

Onganizational ctizenship behasior is defined as “performance that sup-
ports the social and psychological environment in which task performance
fakes place” (Organ, 1997, p. 95). OCBs can be said to “lubricate the social
machinery of the organization” (Bateman & Organ, 1983, p. 588). The will-
ingness of participants 1o go beyond the formal requirements of their posi-
Gions has long been recognized as an essential component of effective
organizations. More than six decades ago, Bamard (1938) staied that the
willingness of individuals to contribute cooperative efforts to the organiza-
tion was are generally considered extra-role behaviors;
those nei
ing and efficiency of the organ
extra-tole behaviors that do not

ircctly conform to the usual notion of job
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performance and how those behaviors improve the effectiveness of organi-
Zations. They argued that any organization in which cooperation is limited
so that individuals only perform preseribed duties is doomed to failure.
More recently, Borman and Motowidlo (1993) proposed that individuals
contribute to organizational effectiveness by doing things that arc not main
task functions but are important because they shape the organizational and
social context that supports task activities. Although OCBs are not
accounted for, or monitored, by the organization’s reward system, they pro-
vide the organization with the adaptation and innovation necessary for
Tong-term survival and growth (Graham, 1986; Katz, 1964).

By delincating and defining these helpful behaviors, we can hope t©
structure an organization 50 as 10 evoke them. Gitizenship behaviors con-
tribute to organizational performance because these behaviors provide an
effective means of managing the interdependencies between members of a
work unit and, as a result, increase the collective outcomes (Organ, 1988,
1990, 1997; Smith, Organ, & Near, 1983). Workers perceived to be the
most effective by managers were those who were not only productive them-
selves but who also made those around them more productive “by helping,
by being good sports, and/or exhibiting civic virtue” (Podsakoff & MacK-
enzie, 1993, p. 359). Both greater efficiency and increased satisfaction were
the result.

Organizational charts, employment agreements, and job descriptions
fail 10 address all the contingencies that arise in schools (Stewart, 1985).
They generally can do no more than specify 1
requirements. Teachers in welbfunctioning schools consistently go well
beyond the minimum expecations of formal job descriptions and con-
tracts. School organizations count on teachers doing so and could not
achicye their goals if teachers limited their contributions to those specificd
in their job descriptions. In fact, “working to rule is a tactic employed by
teaches unions to punish school districts when contracts have expired or
when contract negotiations are at an impasse. This is viewed as an extreme
measure and generally brings a quick response because it demonstrates
how crucial goodwill and working beyond minimum specifications are o
the smooth functioning and efficiency of school organizations.

In attempting to define organizational citizenship behaviors, Organ
(1988) identified five specific categories of discretionary behavior and
explained how each helps to maximize efficiency in the organization.
Altruism (e.g. helping new colleagues, giving of time 1o others) is gencs
ally directed toward other individuals, but contributes to efficiency by
enhancing individuals’ performance. Gonscientiousness (e.g., efficient usc
of time, high attendance rates) contributes to the cfficiency of both an
individual and the group. Sportsmanship (e.g., avoids complaining and
petty gricvances) maximizes the total amount of time spent on constructive
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endeavors in the organization. Courtesy (€.g., advance notices, reminders,
passing along appropriate information) helps prevent problems and maxi-
mizes use of time. Civic virtue (€., serving on commitices, aitending func-
tions not required that help the image of the organization) serves the
interests of the organization. Although Organ (1990) proposed five catego-
ries of OCBs, factor analyses of data in organizations have most often
revealed just two underlying dimensions: citizenship behaviors directed
toward helping individuals and citizenship behaviors performed in service
of the organization.

Because the work in schools is such that it cannot be comprehensively
prescribed in teachers’ job descriptions or contracts, it s important that
scholars and practitioners alike learn more about organizational citizenship
Dehaviors and their antecedents in school settings. Greater understanding
of the role of leaders in cultvating citizenship behaviors will make an
important contribution toward nurturing school effectiveness. In a pair of
studics in secondary schools, DiPaola and Tschannen-Moran (2001) dem-
onstrated a strong link between the collegial leadership style of principals
and organizational citizenship. In other setiings, Organ and Ryan (1995)
also found that leader supportiveness was related to OCBs. Although trans-
Tormational leadership behaviors are presumed to result in greater organi-
sational citizenship, this assumption has not been tested in schools.

TRUST

Trustis increasingly recognized as a critical element of leadership. Trust is
“the mortar that binds leader o follower” and forms the basis for a leader’s
legitimacy (Nanus, 1989, p. 101). Kowses and Posner (1987, 1995)
reported that the leader characteristics most valued by followers were hon-
esty, integrity, and truthfulness—behaviors that contributed (o leaders’
credibility. Faculty trustin the principal is based on what teachers fecl they
ought 10 be able to expect from a person who occupies that role.

“Trust is a complex concept with a variety of facets. In a general sense,
trust is the assurance that another will not exploit one’s vulnerability o
take excessive advantage of one even when the opportunity is available
(Gummmings & Bromily, 1996). A comprehensive definition of trust, drawn
from recurring themes that emerge across various contexts in which it has
been studied (e.g, philosophical, economic, organizational, or individual)
i that “trust is one party’s willingness to be vulnerable to another party
based on the confidence that the latter party is benevolent, reliable, com-
petent, honest, and open” (Tschannen-Moran, 1998, 2001). Greater com-
prehension of trust requires a deep understanding of each facet of trust.
Each of the facets—benevolence, reliability, competence, honesty, and
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openness—are played out in the behavior of principals and in
illingness to trust principals. There is empirical evidence that all of these
facets are important aspects of trust relations in schools. A factoranalytic
study demonstrated that the facets covary and form a coherent construct of
wrust (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999; Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, Chapter
7, this volume). These facets are discussed in more depth below.

Willingness to Risk Vulnerability

A necessary condition of trust is interdependence, a relationship in which
the interests of one party cannot be achieved without reliance upon
another (Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, & Camerer, 1998). Where there is no
interdependence, there is no need for trust. Interdependence brings with
it vulnerability. 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 a source of risk (Rousseau et al., 1998). Trust,
then, is a willingness to be vulnerable under conditions of risk and interde-
pendence.

Benevolence

One of the most pervasive facets of trust is a sense of benevolence, the con-
fidence that one can count on the goodwill of another 1o act in one’s best
interest. In an ongoing relationship, the actions or deeds required of the
other may not be specified but only that there will be a mutnal attitude of
goodwill. In situations in which a person s vulncrable 1o another, he or she
must count on this faith in the altruism of the other to feel at ease.

Principals who earn the trust of their faculties demonstrate goodwill
and genuine concern for teachers’ welkbeing both on and off the job.
Principals promote trust by demonstrating benevolence by showing con-
sideration and sensitvity for teachers’ needs and intercsts, acting in a way
that protects employees” rights, and refraining from exploiting others for
the benefit of personal interests. In a qualitative study of faculty trust, the
facet of trust in the principal most frequently mentioned by teachers con-
cerned issues of benevolence or supportiveness (Tschannen-Moran.
1998). In situations of high trust, teachers do not hesitate 1o seek help
because they do not fear that others will think they are inadequate. They
will not feel threatencd by being seen as dependent upon another person,
nor be as concerned about incurring indebtedness to another person
(Jones & George. 1998).
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Reliability

Tt is not enough (o show support from time o time or to demonstrate
benevolence sporadically. The sense that one can consistently depend on
another is an important element of trust. One must be confident that one
can count on the other o come through, without investing energy worry-
ing about the possibility that he or she will not, for trust to characterize a
relationship. Teachers may acknowledge that their principal is a nice per-
son and means well, and even that he or she is very capable and helpful if
you can get his or her attention; however, if poor selfmanagement behay-
fors are observed, such as difficulty handling the time demands of the job,

overcommitment, or being casily distracted, teachers may doubt whether
the principal will come through for them when needed and trust will not
characterize the relationship.

Teachers will have greater confidence when they feel they can predict
the behavior of their principal. For principals to garner the trust of their
faculty, they need to demonstrate predictability and to bebave consistently
enough to inspire confidence that teachers can count on them in their
time of need. In a study of leadership in schools, Exans (1996) found that
trust derived from consistency in personal belicfs, organizational goals,
and work performance. Similarly, Bryk and his colleagues (Bryk & Driscoll,
1988; Bryk, Lee, & Holland, 1993; Bryk & Schncider, 1996) found that con-
sistency, competence, and even-handedness in principals’ behavior pro-
moted strong and healthy school communitics.

Competence

When a certain level of skill is involved for a person to fulfill the expe
tion of another, as is the case in any of the professions, then a person who
‘means well may nonetheless not be trusted (Baicr, 1986; & Canurell,
1984; Mishra, 1996). If the lack of skill, however, is evide anappren-
tice, such as a student teacher, the lack of competence is expected and not
a breach of trust because the person is expected to make some mistakes
(Solomon & Flores, 2001). In such cases, failure should not be confused
e the person did not purport 1o have the requisite
SKill. The system is presumed to have safeguards in place 1o protect clients
or subordinates from the harm of the mistakes of an apprentice.

In interviews, teachers often mentioned incidents in which the compe-
tence of their principal matiered (Tschannen-Moran, 1998). Principals
who were trusted were regarded with respect and even admiration on the
hasis of their competence. High-trust principals not only set high stan-
dards, they also held teachers accountable in ways that seemed fair and res
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sonable to their staff. One way that principals demonstrated  their
competence was in the villingness to handle difficult situations and to
buffer teachers, such as in dealing with difficult or distressed parents or in
dealing discretely with problems among the faculty and staff

Honesty

Honesty is a pivotal facet of trust (Baier, 1986; Butler & Cantrell, 1984
CGummings & Bromily, 1996; Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999). Without the
confidence that a person’s words can be relied upon and that they accu-
rately predict future actions, trust is unlikely to develop. Auibutions of
tegrity result from telling the truth and keeping promises (Dasgupta,
1988). A correspondence between a person’s statements and deeds, that s,
the perceived degree of congruence between the values expressed in words
and those expressed through action, characterizes integrity (Simons,
1999). Inconsistencics between words and deeds destroy trust (McGregor,
1967). Another dimension of honesty is authenticity, or accepting responsi-
bility for one’s actions and avoiding distorting the truth in order to shift
blame to another. Authenticity has been inked to faculty trustin principals
(Hoy & Kupersmith, 1985; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 1998).

Integrity and authenticity were the hallmarks of the kind of honcsty
achers sought from their principals. Among teachers, the integrity of
their principals was assumed until there was evidence t the contrary. Once
a principal had been caught in even a single lie, however, trust was dam-
aged and difficult to reestablish, as the communication necessary to restore
trust was now suspect. Simon (1999) observed that, “words are one of a
manager’s most potent tools for guiding subor When eredibility
is sacrificed, the manager damages that tool, and is forced into additional
actions o show when he or she ‘really means’ what he or she says” (p. 95).
Trust might survive a broken promise if an explanation was given, however,
a pattern of broken promises provoked a serious threat (0 trust.

Openness

Openness is a process by which leaders make themselves vulnerable to oth-
ers by sharing information, influence, and control (Butler & Cantrell,
1084; Mishra, 1996; Zand, 1997). Such openness signals the extending of
trust, a confidence that neither the information nor the individual will be
exploited. The strategy is one of building trust by taking the initiative ©
make oneself vulnerable with the hope that it will build more trust in the
collective. The belic or expecation is that, by engaging in acts of trust
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oneself, one may be able to induce others 10 do the same (Horsburgh,
1960; Kramer, Brewer, & Hana, 1996). A spiral of trust s thus initiated.

Patterns of communication have an impact on employees’ trust. People
who are guarded or closed about the information they share provoke suspi-
cion because people wonder what is being hidden and why. Employees
view managers as trustworthy when their communication is both accurate
and forthcoming. Open communication, in which managers disclose facts.
aliernatives, judgm wentions, and feelings frecly with employees
enhances perceptions of trust (Butler, 1991; Gabarro, 1978). Adequate
explanations and timely feedback on decisions lead to higher levels of rust
(Sapienza & Korsguarg, 1996). Principals who are open and honest pro-
mote supportive and trusiing climates for teachers (Bryk et al, 199%
Rosenholtz, 1989). Openness is important for the development of subordi-
nates’ trust in their superiors because the withholding of important infor-
mation might be one way that superiors use (0 maintin power or
‘manipulate employees (Gabarro, 1978; Kramer, 1996; Mishra, 1996).

Openness concerning control also connotes a willingness to be vulne
ble through accepting dependence and a reliance on others through dele-
gation. Openness in influence allows others o initiate and accept change
1o goals, concepts, plans, criteria, and resources, Rescarch has shown that
subordinates perceive greater trustworthiness on the part of superiors who
share control. Employecs” trustis higher when they are satisfied with their
level of participation in decisions (Driscoll, 1978). Similarly, teachers” trust
is positively related to empowerment and shared decision making (Short,
Greer, & Melvin, 1994; Tschannen-Moran, 2001). This control provides
greater protection of employees” interests and reduces the risk of oppor-
tunism on the part of superiors. Principals who had cared the trust of the
faculty had done so in part by extending trust and making themselves vul-
nerable through sharing of both information and decision-making power
(Tschannen-Moran, 1998).

Among tcachers and
shown to carry significant
Aboye all, te
from the
problems th:
they also relied heav
are disposed to help
tion, and consistently help
likely 0 earn the trust of thei

ipals, all aspects of tust have been
ce (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999),
ense of benevolence or goodwill
wrthermore, because they felt vulnerable to the
emerged from an incompetent or disengaged principal,
¢ on competence as a basis for trust. Principals who
hers solve problems, encourage open communica-
do their jobs are principals who arc
hers.
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LEADERSHIP, CITIZENSHIP, AND TRUST

Transformational leaders must have the trust of their followers in order to
be effective. Yukl (1989) proposed that “one of the key reasons why follow-
exsare motivated by transformational leaders to perform beyond expecta-
tions is that followers trust and respect them” (p. 272). Boal and Bryson
(1988) also highlight the critical role of trust and loyalty to the leader in
their model of transformational leadership. As leaders keep their word
and promises with followers over time, the followers will come to trust
those leaders, making transformative processes more likely. “It is thi
higher level of trust and identification,” Hoy and Miskel (2001) noted,
“that transformational leaders use as a foundation for achieving exem-
plary performance” (p. 414). The relationship between other forms of
leadership. specifically collegial and supportive leadership, and trust has
been demonstrated through empirical studies. Principals who demon-
strated collegial (Hoy, Sabo, & Barnes, 1996) and supportive leadership
(Hoy, Tarter, & Witkoskie, 1992; Tarter, Bliss, & Hoy, 1989; Tarter, Sabo, &
Hoy, 19
trust. The link between tra
been as extensively studied.

One intriguing study that examined transform:
organizational citizenship proposed that the link would be medi
trust and worker satisfaction. Transformational leadership bel
purported to increase organizational citizenship behaviors. Podsakoff a
colleagues (1990) found, however, that transformational leadership beha
fors had a prima fect on followers’ organization
and that the relationship was mediated by worker trust in the
direct re 1 as the effect of worker satisfaction, was negligi
ble. When workers trusted their superiors, transformation le:
behaviors were likely to be related to greater organizational
When trust was absent, however, those same behaviors were unlikely ©
dle greater citizenship among workers. Thus, these rescarchers concluded
that trust plays an important mediating role in the transformational leader-
ship process.

The purpose of this study was o discover whether a similar link would be
found in educational setiings. On the one hand, research has shown tha
a professional organization with a service mission, organizational cit
ship behaiors may be somewhat different than in other work settings. On
the other hand, it seems plausible that teachers’ trust in their principal
would mediate the relationship of leadership and citizenship behaviors cvi-
dentin schools as in other settings. With the current emphasis being placcd
on the importance of good leadership in schools, it would be useful to know

Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 1998) enjoyed high levels of faculy
has not

nsformational leadership and trus
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ationship between leadership and citizenship is found in schools,
. whether it is mediated by trust ora directlink is found.

METHODOLOGY

This study explored whether the mediating role of trust between transfor-
mational leadership behaviors and organizational citizenship found by
Podsakoff and colleagues (1990) would also be found in schools. Modifica-
tions were made in the measures and methodology that may affect the out-
come. Nonetheless, greater understanding of the relationship between
transformational leadership, organizational citizenship, and trust will be
useful to understanding what makes for productive schools.

sample

In this study, the school was the unit of analysis. The collective level of orga-
nizational citizenship and of trust in the principal was considered 10 be
more meaningful in the context of this study than the levels of trust and
citizenship of particular individuals within the school. The sample for this
study was 55 middle schools in a mid-Atlantic state. Approximately a quar-
ter of the schools were in urban settings, with another 25% in rural con-
texts and the remaining 50% in suburban districts. The mean of students
receiving free and reduced-price lunch in the middle schools sampled was
37 with & range of .01-94. The mean of students recciving free and
reduced-price lunch for the middle schools in the state not participating in
the study was .33 with a range of .01-86. Data were collected from a total
of 3,066 middle school teachers within those schools, with approximately
d responding (o each of three surveys.

oneth

Data Collection

Data were collected at regularly scheduled faculty meetings. Participants
were informed of the purpose of the study and told that their participation
was voluntary. They were also told that their responses were anonymous
and that they could skip any items they chose not to answer. Three differ-
ent surveys were distributed randomly, so that different respondents com-
pleted separate surveys for cach of the constructs under study. This
procedure was used to reduce common method bias.
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Measures

Three measures were used (o gather data for this study. Each was distrib-
uted on a separate survey to approximately one third of the faculty at cach
school. Two of the measures have been used in previous rescarch, w
third is a new measure.

Transformational leadership. Much of the
leadership has made use of Bass' 1985 Mult
naire (MLQ). However, because the principalship differs fre
n a business context, a measure specific to schools was des
quently, a new measure developed by Nicholson (2002) at Ohio State U
versity was selected for this study. The measure has nin items that capture
each of the four aspects of transform: hip: idealized influ-
ence, inspirational motivation, intellectual stmulation, and individualized
consideration. Responses were or ale from 0 10 4, anchored at
0—*Not at all," 1—"Once in a while,” 2—*Sometimes,” 3—"Fairly oft
and 4—Frequently, if not always.” Each item completed a sentence s
beginning “The principal in this school.”

‘Sample items for the principal of this school are:

search in_ transformatio
or Leadership Questio
1 leadershi

o Instills pride in me for being associated vith him/her (idealied influ-
ence)

« Gives me asense of being import

o Seeks differing perspectives when
lation)

 Provides moral support by making me feel appreciated (individual-
zed consideration)

nt (inspirational motivation)
solving problems (intellectual stimu-

Organizational citizenshipy behawiors. Organizational citizenship behaviors
asured with an instrument developed specifically to capture O
in schools (DiPaola & Tschannen-Moran, 2001). The measure was adapted
from a measure used by Smith, Organ, and Near (1983) for OCBs in pri-
vate sector organizations. The measure consists of nine items assessed on
Spoint scale with the following anchors: 1—Never,” 2—"Rarely” $—
“Sometimes,” 4—*Often.” and 5— Continuously:
Sample items are:

« Teachers voluntarily help new teachers.
« ‘Teachers schedule personal appointments
the school day.
* Teachers make
of our school.

times other than during

anovative suggestions 10 improve the overall quality

Because the
tion as a whole, data were aggregated o the school level for

sked teachers about their perceptions of the organiza-
is. Reli-
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abilities for the longer 15-item measure used in two previous studies were
87 and .96 (DiPaola & Tschannen-Moran, 2001).

Trust in the principal. Trust was defined as “one party’s willingness to be
vulnerable o another based on the confidence that the other is benevo-
lent, reliable, competent, honest, and open.” Trust in the principal was
measured with an cightitem measure with a 6-point Likert scale from
Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (6).
ample items include:

= The teachers in this school have faith in the integxity of the principal.
* The principal of this school typically acts with the best interest of the
teachers in mind.
* ‘Teachers in this school can rely on the principal.
The mean score for teachers who responded to this measure was used
for the analysis. Reliability from a previous study was 95 (Hoy & Tschan
foran, 1999).

Data Analysis

Data from cach measure were subjected to factor analysis using Principal
Axis Factor Analysis to ensure that each measure tapped a unitary con-
struct. Reliability of the measures was checked using Cronbach’s Alpha for
Internal Consistency. Finally, Structural Equation Modeling using AMOS
4.0 was sed 10 test the direct and indirect effects of transformational lead-
ership and trust on organizational citizenship.

RESULTS

Factor analysis of the transformational leadership measure demonstrated
good construct validity (Kerlinger, 1986). All nine items loaded onto onc
strong factor with an eigenvalue of 7.23 that explained 80% of the vari-
ance. The factor loadings ranged from .97 t0 .78 (see Table 6.1). The reli-
¢ of the instrument. tested using Cronbach’s alpha of internal
consistency, was 97 (reported on the diagonals in Table 6.4). Although
Avolio (1999) proposed that idealized influence and inspirational motiva-
tion were the most effective and satisfying elements of transformational
leadership, while intellectual stimulation and individualized consideration
have somewhat less effect, in this sample of middle schools, all four cle-
ments of transformational leadership varied together and formed one uni-
tary construct with high internal consistency.
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Table 6.1. Factor Loadings of Teachers® Rating

of Transformational Leadership

The principat i his schont Facor Loadings
‘A i ways that build my self respoct o7
Provides moral support by making appreciatcd o
Gives me s sense of being important o
Insels pride in me for being associated with him/ e at
Practices what he or she preaches 6
Leads by example: 6
Helps staf 10 learn from cach other 6
Secks dilfering perspectives when soling problems s
Treats me as an individual rather than just « member of 3 group s

Eigemalue. 723

Percent of ariance explained 5036

Likewise, factor analysis of the organizational citizenship measure
revealed acceptable validity. Again, all nine items loaded onto one factor,
although the proportion of variance explained and the factor loadings
were not as strong as the transformational leadership items. The eigen-
value for the organizational citizenship items was 5.78 and 48% of the vari-
ance was explained. These results are reported in Table 6.2. The factor
loadings ranged from 85 0 a minimally acceptable level of .43 for one
item. Reliability was not improved with the removal of that item and so it
was retained. The Cronbach’s alpha of reliability. reported in Table 6.4,
was 91

Finally, factor analysis of the faculty trust in the principal items demon-
strated good validity. The eight items loaded onto one strong factor with an
cigenvalue of 6.78 that explained 85% of the variance. The factor loadings
ranged from .98 to .82 (see Table 6.3). Reliability, reported in Table 6.4,
was 98 using Cronbach’s alpha.

In sum, each of these measures demonstrated good reliability and con-
struct validity using both exploratory and confirmatory factor analyscs.
Although the measure of organizational citizenship had the lowest factor
Toadings overall, it was within an acceptable range.

The intercorrelations between these three variables revealed some sur-
prising results. Transformational leadership was not significantly related to
organizational citizenship (see Table 6.4). Trust in the principal, on the
other hand, was significantly and moderately related to the citizenship
behavior of teachers (r = .38, p <.01). The strongest correlation occurred
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Table 6.2. Factor Loadings of Teachers’ Rating
of Organizational Citizenship

Fartr Loadings
Teachers artive 0 work and wnectings on time ]
Teachers ar racly sbses =
Teachers ive advance notice of chinges in schedule or routne 2
Teachen b class promptly and e clas e effectively &
Teachersschede personal appointments a tues other than durig the o
ool diy
Teachers ake the nitative 0 ntroduce < to subsiunes and o
asist them
Teachers oluntarly hilp niew teachers o
Teachers make innovatise ggesions 0 improw: the qualiy of our school %
Teachers volunteer 1 serve on committces a3
Fagenmalue a7
Percent of arance explained 8.1

Table 6.3. Factor Loadings of Teachers’ Rating of Trust in the Principal

Factor Loadings
Teachers n hisschiool s the prinipal T
“The principat i this shool typieally acts with the besterestof the. %

teachers in mind
Teaches i this school can rely on the principal

The eachers in this schoo fase

i the ntegrity of the principal

The principal i thi ool s corpetent in doing s o het joh
The principal of this school does ot show concern for teachers. =

“The prineipal docsn't ell teachers what i going o0

hersin this school are suspicions of most of the principal’s actions

Eigen

ue 67

Percent of variance exphined 8177

s were reversescoded prior o factor anilysis

between perceived transformational leadership bel
in the principal (r =75, p <.01).

These intriguing findings led to further analyscs. Structural equation
‘modeling using AMOS was applied. Several models were tried, including

jors and faculty trust
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Table 6.4. Correlation Matrix of Transformational Leadership,
Citizenship, and Trust

Tranformational  Orgunational Trust i the
Ledensi Gitizensip Principat
Tramsformational leadersbip o7 1 e
Organizational citzenship. o1 354
Trustin the principal %

<05 p <01 Gronbach's alpba for fnternal consistency shown on the disgonals
» b

testing the direct contribution of transformational leadcrship behaviors o
organizational citizenship, as well as utlizing trust as a mediating variable.
None of these models, however, reached adequate fit, as might have been
expected given the low correlations between the constructs. The model that
came closest 10 an adequate it was a simple model including trust and orga-
nizational citizenship. This model had a chi square of 238.6 (134), a Com-
parative Fit Index (GF) of 89, an Adjusted Goodmess of Fit Index (AGFI) of
64, and a Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) of .12.

DISCUSSION

These findings differ from what was expected based on the theory of
transformational leadership as well as from those found by Podsakoff and
his colleagues (1990). Based on the theoretical foundations of transforma-
tional leadership, one would expect transformational leadership beha-
ors to be strongly related to organizational citizenship behaviors among
the followers. However, this was not the case. The relationship between
transformational leadership behaviors of the principal and organizational
citizenship among teachers was nonsignificant. Furthermore, even a
model of transformational leadership that was mediated by trust, as indi-
cated by Podsakoff and colleagues, did not reach acceptable fit in relation
t organizational citizenship. Trust in the p was significantly corre-
lated to organizational citizenship, although the correlation was of moder-
ate strength.

The only refationship that fell within the range that might have been
predicted was the strong relationship between perceptions of the transfor-
mational leadership behaviors of principals and teachers' trust in princi-
pals. Indeed, some scholars discuss trust as a byproduct or even an clement
of transformational leadership, drawing connections (o the idealized influ-
ence aspect of transformational leadership behaviors (Boal & Bryson 1988;
Hoy & Miskel, 2001; Yukl, 1989). Rather than thinking of trust as an cle-
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ment of transformational leadesship, in light of the findi
more instructive 1o think of the competencis of transformational leader-
ement of trustworthy leadership. Recall that competence
is one of the five elements of trust. But competence alone does not appear
1o ereate the conditions that promote organizational citizenship. Indeed,
benevolence, refiability, honesty, and opemness seem to be required as well
before workers are likely 1o go beyond their formally prescribed job
descriptions and give of their best for the organization.

Itis clear that school leaders need 0 be cognizant of the power of trust.
Trust was related to citizenship where transformational leadership was not
Teachers are apparently unlikely or unwilling to extend themselves beyond
formal expectations where trust in the principal is absent. Even so, only
about 15% of the variance in organizational citizenship was explained by
trust. Other factors were apparently at work. These might be factors
beyond the control of the principal, such as negative media coverage of
teachers, resentment over top-down changes brought about as a result of
the standards movement, or low salaries. Teachers in the state under sudy
did not receive costotliving raises during the year the study was conducted
due 1o 2 budget crisis in the state. Other factors within the school. such as
the accepted norms, the culture of various factions, or the power and influ-
ence of informal leaders, might also affect the organizational citizenship of
teachers.

The findings invite further study. Studies using other samples and
perhaps other measures o tap the constructs under study would no
doubt add to the findings of this study. Although cach of the instru-
ments held up under rigorous statistical tests, there were perhaps ele-
ments or dimensions of the constructs that were not adequately
captured by our study. For example, the measure of organizational citi-
zenship we used included citizenship behaviors directed at individuals as
well as the organization. Previous studies outside of K-12 school settings
have frequently found these two dimensions of citizenship to have
loaded on separate factors. In this study, they loaded together. This may
be because schools are professional organizations where service to cli-
ents is the hallmark of professional behavior (DiPaola & Tschannen-
Moran, 2001). On the other hand, if organizational citizenship directed
toward the organization alone were tested, the results might align more
closely with the behavior of the principal.

s it may be

ship as but one ¢

CONCLUSION AND DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

For schools 1o meet the high standards now expected of them, teachers
must be inspired to perform at high levels. When teachers spontaneously
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go beyond formally prescribed job responsibilities and perform nonman
datory tasks, the impact on the school organization is significant. Tension
such as that produced by the vague and gencralized job descriptions of
professionals in school organizations s reduced. OGBS also contribute to
the overall effectiveness of the school and reduce the time the administra-
tor must devote to management activities. We need o know more about
how to evoke organizational citizenship behaviors in schools. The study of
organizational citizenship bebavior has produced many important insights
mizational settings (Organ, 1988: Organ & Ryan, 1995),
however, it has rarely been studicd in school organization:

The results of this study are both perplexing and challenging, Transfor-

‘mational leadership behaviors are presumed 1o inspire followers to greater
citizenship. Yet there was no significant correlation between those behav-
iors and the perceived organizational citizenship of teachers in the middle
schools studied. At the same time, trust emerged as an important factor in
refation to citizenship. This goes beyond the findings of Podsakoff and col-
leagues (1990) that trust mediated the relationship between leadership
and citizenship. Instead, we found that it was primarily trust alone that led
10 greater citizenship among tcachers.
Inlight of these findings, we need a greater focus on the study of rust to
derstand the dynamics that foster trust and how to repair trust that has
cen damaged. Principal preparation programs need to focus on the
clopment of trust as a crucial component of leadership. The behavior
of principals plays 4 critical role in seuing the tone within a school.
Because of the hierarchical nature of the relationships within schools
the responsibility of the person with greater power 1o fake the greate
tiative to build and sustain trusting relationships (Whitener, Brodt, Kors-
id, & Werner, 1998). If schools are to gamer the benefits of greater
citizenship behaviors among the faculty, fostering 4 trusting work cnviron-
ment through trustworthy leadership on the part of principals is a good
place 10 start.
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