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ABSTRACT

Trust has long been a subject of philosophers and politicians, but the system-

eted concept
the many facets of trust and develop a working definition
empirically four referents of trust in schools—faculty trust in students, in
teachers, in the principal. and in parents; and finally, o develop a short,
valid, and reliable measure of faculy trust for use in both elementary and
secondary schools—the Omnibus T-Scalc.
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Mest of us motie s given form of trust most easily afier s sudden demise or secere
injury. W inhabit  climate of trust as e inhabit an atmospher anid notice it
s e matice i, only when i becomes scarce or olluid.

—Baier (1994, p. 98)

Trust is a critical ingredient of all human learning (Rotter, 1967), one that
is especially important in schools where learning is the central mission.
Morcover, trust is crucial in facilitating cooperation (Deutsch, 1958;
Tschannen-Moran, 2001). in developing open school cultures (Hoffman

Sabo, Bliss, & Hoy. 1994), in promoting group cohesiveness (Zand, 1971,
1997). in school leadership (Sergiovanni, 1992), in student achievement
(Goddard, Tschannen-Moran, & Hoy, 2001: Hoy, 2002), and in increasing
the quality of schooling (Hoy & Sabo, 1995),

Although trust has long been the subject of philosophers and politi
cians, the systematic in st by social scientists is of more
recent vintage. In the late 19505, the impetus for the empirical study of
trust came from the escalating suspicion of the Cold War and optimism
that science could provide answers 1o the dangerous and costly arms race
(Deutsch, 1958). In the late 19605, in response 1o a generation of young
people who had become disillusioned with established insitutions and
authority, the study of trust shifted to individual personality traits (Rotter,
1967). In the 19805, with soaring divorce rates and radical changes in the
American family, research on trust next turned to interpersonal relati

ships (Johnson-George & Swap, 1 & Huston, 1980; Rempel,
Holmes, & Zanna, 1985). In the 1990s, with shifis in technology and soc
; trust continues as i Lof siudy in sociology (Coleman, 1990),

d in orga nal science (Gambetia,
should not be surprising
y taken on

nomics (Fukuy:
1988; Kramer & Tyler, 19

added importance.
“Trust is good. Everyone wants o trust and be
many things. Everyone knows intuitively wl
precise definition i no simple matter, Trustis difficult to define because it
is s0 complex; in fact, Hosmer (1995) has observed, “There appears (o be
widespread agreement on the importance of trust in human conduct, but
unfortunately there also appears to be an equally widespread lack of agree-
of the construct” (p. 380).
ust is a multifaceted construct, which may have different bases and
phases depending on the context. 1t is also a dynamic construet that can
change over the course of a relationship. The purpose of this inquiry,
which builds on earlier work (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999; Tchannen-
Moran & Hoy, 1998), is to examine the meaning and measure of faculty
trust in schools. The current analysis has three goals: First, to conceptualize

trusted. But trust me;
o trst, yet articulating

ment on a suitable definiti
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the many facets of faculty trust in schools and then to provide a working
definition of faculty trust; second, to cxplore empirically four referents of
faculty trust—in students, in teachers, in the principal, and in parents; and.
third, to develop refiable and valid measures of faculty trust for use in both
elementary and secondary schools.

TRUST

Areview of the extant literature on trust (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 1998)
led to the identification of a host of different definitions. With one excep-
tion (Frost, Stimpson. & Maughan, 1978), all were multifaccted defins
tions. Most were based on common beliefs that individuals or groups
would act in ways that were in the best interest of the concerned party. The
erature on trust is diverse and yet it has some common thrcads running
through it regardless of whether the focus is on the individual, organiz
tion, or society itself.

Trust relationships are based upon interdependence; that is, the inter-
ests of one party cannot be achieved without seliance upon another (Rous-
sea, Sitkin, Burt, & Camerer, 1998). If there is no interdependence, there

1o need for trust. Interdependence in a relationship typically creates vul-
nerability, and vuinerability is a common feature of most definitions of
trust (Baicr, 1986; Bigley & Pearce, 1998; Coleman, 1990; Mayer, Davis, &
Mishra, 1996). Trust involves taking risk and making
rablc to another with confidence that the other will act in
ways that are not detrimental (o the trusting party.

Facets of Trust

There are at least five facets of trust that can be gleaned from the literature.
on trust (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 1998).
Benevolence, reliability, competence, honesty, and openness are all ele-
ments of trust.

Benevolence.

Perhaps the most comumon facet of trust is a sense of benevolence—con-
fidence that one’s well-being or something one cares about will be pro-
tected and not harmed by the trusted party (Baier, 1986; Butler & Canrell,
1984; Cummings & Bromily, 1996; Deutsch, 1958; Frost et al., 1978; Gam-
betta, 1988; Hosmer, 1995; Hoy & Kupersmith, 1985; Mishra, 1996). Trust
s the assurance that others will not exploit one’s vulnerability or take
advantage even when the opportunity is available (Cummings & Bromily,
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1996). le but

not

nevolence is the “accepted vulnerability to another's po
pected ill will” (Baic, 1986, p. 236).
In situations of interdependence, faith in the altruism of the other is
especially important. Parents who trust educators to care for their children
e confident that teachers will act with the best interests of their child in
mind and that their child will be treated not only with faimess but with
compassion. When trust in the benevolence of the other is missing, there
are costs in productivity because energy s invested in anticipating and in
making aliermative plans, Teachers who don't trust their students spend
much of their Gme planning for expected or imagined student misbehay-
for. Benevolence is an important element of trust relationships because a
mutual attitude of goodwill is so important in interpersonal relationships.

Reliability

Atits most basic level trust has to do with predictability, that s, consis-
tency of behavior and knowing what to expect from others (Budler &
Cantrell, 198%; Hosmer, 1995). In and of itself, however, predictability is
insufficient for trust. We can expect a person to be invariably late, consis-
tently malicious, inauthentic, or dishonest. When our well-being is dimin-
ished or damaged in a predictable way, expectations may be met, but the
sense in which we trust the other person or group is weak.

Reliability combines a sense of predictability with benevolence. In a situ-
ation of interdependence, when something is required from another per-
son or group, the individual can be relied upon to supply it (Butler &
CGantrell; Mishra, 1996; Rotter, 1967). Reliability implics that there is a
sense of confidence that one’s needs will be met in positive ways. Hence,
one need neither invest energy worying about whether the person will
come through nor make alternative mental provisions.

Competence

Good intentions are not always enough. When a person is dependent on
another but some level of skill is involved in fulfilling an expectation, an
individual who means well may nonetheless not be trusted (Baier, 1986;
Butler & Canurell, 1984; Mishra, 1996). Competence is the ability to per-
form as expected and according o standards appropriate to the task at
hand. Many organizational tasks rely on competence. In situations of inter-
dependence, when a team’s project depends on the participation of others,
wrust will depend on an “assured confidence” that deadlines will be met
and that the work will be of sufficient quality to meet project goals. In
schools, principals and teachers depend upon one another to accomplish
the teaching and learning goals of the school. Students are dependent on
the competence of their teachers. A student may believe that her teacher is
benevolent and wants to help her learn, but if the teacher lacks knowledge
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of the subject matter or cannot adequately communicate that knowledge,
then the student’ trust in her teacher may be limited.

Honesty

Honesty is the person’s character, integrity, and authenticity. Rotter
(1967) defined trust as “the expectancy that the word, promise, verbal or
written statement of another individual or group can be relied upon” (p.
651). Statements are truthful when they conform to “what really hap-
pened” from that person’s perspective and when commitments made
about future actions are kept. A correspondence between a person's state-
ments and deeds demonsirates integrity. Moreover, acceptance of responsi-
bility for one’s actions and not distorting the truth in order to shift blame
to another cxemplifies authenticity (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 1998).
Many scholars and researchers see honesty as a pivotal feature of trust
(Baier, 1986; Butler & Cantrell, 1984; Cummings & Bromily, 1996). Indeed,
honesty is assumed when we think of what s entailed in trust.

Openness

Openness is the extent to which relevant information is shared; it is a
process by which individuals make themselves vulnerable to others. The
information sharcd may be strictly about organizational matters or it may
be personal information, but it is a giving of oneself (Butler & Cantrell,
1984; Mishra, 1996). Such openness signals reciprocal trust,  confidence
that ncither the information nor the individual will be exploited. and
recipients can feel the same confidence in return.,

Justas trust breeds trust, 50 100 does distrust breed distrust. People who
are guarded in the information they share provoke suspicion: people won-
der what s being hidden and why. Individuals who are unwilling to cxtend
trust through openness end up isolated (Kramer, Brewer, & Hanna, 1996).
For example, pri engender distrust by
withholding information and spinning the truth in order to make their
ty the accepted sandard (Sweetland & Hoy, 2001); most teach-
exs are not fooled by such behavior and the principal’s future actions
become even more suspect.

Definition

The review of the extant literature on trust identified a myriad of defini-
tions of trust. Most were multifaceted definitions and were based upon
expectations or common beliefs that individuals or groups would act in
ways that were in the best interest of the concerned party. The analysis led
to the following definition of trust: Trust is an indvidual’s or group's willing-
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7ess 10 be vulnerable (o another party based on the confidence that the latter party is
beneuvolent, reliable, competent, hanest, and open.

Faculty trust s a collective property—the extent 1o which the fa
group is willing to risk vulnerability. Notice that this definition
multiple facets:

culty as a
ncludes

* Benevolence—confidence that one’s well-bei
the trusted party.

« Reliability—the cxtent o which one can count on another person or
group.

* Competency—the extent

ill.

* Honesty—the character, integrity, and authent
party.

« Opemnes—the extent to which there is no withholding of informa-
tion from others.

g will be protected by

(0 which the trusted party has knowledge and

y of the trusted

is embedded in relationships, and the referent of trust influences
the meaning. In the current analysis four referents of faculty trust arc of
interest:

Faculty trust in stdents
Faculty trustin colleagues.
Faculty trustin the principal
Faculty trust in parents

DEVELOPING MEASURES OF FACULTY TRUST—
‘THE TRUST SCALE

Using the conceptual formulation of trust developed above, items were
written by a team of researchers. For each trust referent (student, col-
leagues, principal, parent). items were written o include all five facets of
trust. Although there were no extant measures for trust that fitted the pro-
posed conceptual framework, Hoy and Kupersmith (1985) had developed
scales to measure faculty trust in colleagues and in principals. Their work
was a starting point for this research. An analysis of their items, however,
revealed that none of them tapped competency or openness; hence, new
items were added to the existing ones to measure the missing facets of
trust. In addition, sets of items were written for faculty trust in students and
in parents, making sure that each facet of trust was represented for cach
referent group.

“The format of the Trust
suongly agree to strongly

ales was a 6-point Likert response set from
isagree. Teachers were asked to indicate the
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extent to which they agreed with the items.
four levels of trust being measured include

ample items from each of the

« Teachers in this school are suspicious of students.
* The principal is unresponsive (o teachers’ concerns.

“Teachers in this school are reliable.
Teachers can count on parcnts in thi

school to support them.

Items were developed that tapped each proposed facet of trust. The devel-
opment of the instrument went through a number of phases:

1. The rese:

chers created a pool of items.
panel of experts reacted 10 the items.

3. A preliminary version was field tested with teachers.

4. A pilot study was done with a small group of schools (o test the f
structure, reliability, and validity of the instrument.

5. Two largescale studies were conducted to assess psychometric prop-
erties of the measures.

Developing Items.

Using the conceptual framework developed above, the researchers created
a pool of items o measure the facets and referents of faculty trust. Specifi-
cally, willingness to risk vulnerability and five facets of trust were consid-
ered—benevolence, reliability, competency, honesty, and openness—as the
items were written, and four referents of faculty trust—student, teacher,
principal, and parent—guided the creation of the four separate sets of
trust items.

Panel of Experts

To check the content validity of the items, the Trust Scale was submitted to
a pancl of experts, all professors at Ohio State University from the College
of Education and the Fisher Business School. The panel was asked to judge
which facet of trust each item measured. There was strong agreement
among the judges, and in those few cases where the panclists disagreed.
the items were retained and the question of the appropriate category was
left 10 an empirical test using factor analysis. There was consensus that the
items measured all the facets of trust for each referent group.
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Field Test

A field test was conducted to test the clarity of instructions, appropriatc-
ness of the response set, and face validity of the items. Six experienced
teachers were asked to examine, respond to the items, and give some feed-
back. Again there was general agreement that the items were clear, reason-
able, and had face validity. In a few instances, specific comments led to
minor modification of an item.

pilot Study

After the panel review and field test, 48 items remained and were used in a
pilot study 1o explore the factor structure, reliability, and validity of the
measure.

Sample

A sample of 50 teachers from 50 different schools in five states was
selected to test the psychometric properties of the Trust Scales, Half of the
schools selected were schools with reputations of relatively high conflict
and the other half had relatively low conflict among the faculty.

Instruments

In addition to the 48item Trust Scales survey, teachers were asked to
respond a selfestrangement scale (Forsyth & Hoy, 1978), a sense of pow
lessness seale (Zielinski & Hoy, 1983), a teacher sense of efficacy scale
(Bandura, n.d.), and one item measuring the perception of conflict in the
school. These additional measures were used (o check the validity of the
trust measure. 1t was predicted that each aspect of trust would be positively
related o sense of teacher efficacy and negatively related to sclf-estrange-
ment, sense of powerlessness, and degree of conflict.

Data collection

Data were collected from 50 different schools through two procedures.
University professors identified about one third of the
from cither low-trust or high-rust schools, and the other two thirds were
sent the questionnaire by mail. Ninety-one percent of those contacted
agreed to participate and returned usable questionnaires.

Results
The items were submitted toa factor anal

s t0 test whether they loaded

strongly and as expected. Although we anticipated four factors, only three

strong factors emerged. The three-factor solution was supported by a scree
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test and made conceptual sense. Surprisingly, trust in students and trustin
parents items loaded together on a single factor. Teachers did not distin-
guish between trusting students and trusting parents. Thus, the two sets of
items combined into a single factor, which was called “Trust in Clients.”
The clients in this case are students and parents; both are recipients of the
services offered by schools. The other two factors, as predicted, were Trust
in the Principal and Trust in Collcagues. On the whole, factor loadings
were strong and loaded together with other items from the same subtcst.
Results are reported in Table 7.1

Table 7.1. Factor Analysis of Trust Items (i

ot Study, n = 50)

" R

1. The principal is unresponsive (0 teachers’ concerns. s 1z 06

2. Teachers n this school can rly on the principl. I

3. Teachers in this school rust the principal. I
The principal in this school ypically aciswith the bestnter- 81 21 .15
estsof teachers in mind.

5. The principal of this school docs not show concera for  ~79 =10 ~12
teachers.

6. The principal docsw’t really tll teachers what s going oo, 78 =27 ~12
“The principal n this school keeps his or her word. a3

S The principal akes unfuir advantsge of eachersfn this =74 =21 =06
school.

9. Teachers in this school have fath in the integriy of the B’ n s
principal

10, “Teachers in this sciool are suspicious of most o the princi  ~71
pals action.

11, Teachers in this school often question the motes of the =70 09 —42
principal

12 The principsl openly shares personal information with T
teachers.

13, When the principal commits o something teacherscanbe 61 2619
sure itwill get done.

14, “The principalin thi school is competentin doimg hisorher .60 33
job.

15, Teachersfeel comfortable admitting to the principal they 51 02 3%
bave made s misake

16. Teachers n this school believe in cach other. £ 36

17, Evenin diffcul situations, teachers in ths school can a9 a5 86
depend on cach other.

15, Teachers n this school ave open with cach other: 8 a0 82
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Table 7.1. Factor Analysis of Trust Items (Pilot Study, n

" R B

19, When teachers yowen 49 06
believe

0. school typically look ou for cach other. @ a9 s

2 i ool trust cach other. EE )

22, Teachers in this school have (aith in the integrity of their 16 3776
collesgues.

25, Teachien Here only trus teachens i their clique. =R e

24, 10 had seboolage i, Twould el comortsble pu

my ows chil i most anyone’s classoom in this chool,

R T TR |

26, Teachers ke unfiir advantage of ach otherin hisschool, 11 A1 -5

26, Teachers i this sehool are suspicious of cach oth -3 55
Teachers in this sehool are reliabl. 30 e

28, Teachers in this school do their jobs well. K% 0

20, eachens in this sehool don't share much about their fves— ~36 20
outside of school

30, Studentsin this school are reiable. 0 s a8

1. Sudentsin his school can be counted on, % M

32, Teachers think that most o the parents do a good job. o oa om

35, The students i his school have (o be doscly supervised.  —16 75 02

4. Parents in hisschool are reliable in their commitments. 06 75 44

35, Teachers i this sehool trus their students. %z s

36, Students in this school care about cach other: T )

7. Teachers can count on the parental support. 06

38, Students here are secretive. =

39, Students in this schoal cheat i they have a chance. 09

40, Studentsin dhis school can be counted on to do their work. .16

41 Teachers n this sehoo) are suspicious of studernts, -3

42, Teachers avoid making contact with pareas. FETR 1

43, Teachers i this school show concern for their sudents. ERE T

H1. Teachers arc suspicious of parents’ motives. a8 -3l

5. Teachers i this school belicve what studeats sy, n o a

16. Teachers in this schoo trust parents. o8 a5 s

47, The students in this school lk frecly about their Tves 0wt 07 04 0
side of schaol

18, Teachers are guarded in what they say 10 parents, 36
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Table 7.1. Factor Analysis of Trust items (Pilot Study, n = 50) (Cont.)

]

Eigemalue 00 62 57
060 5250 6040

Cumalative variance cxpl
New e

49, “Teachers here belicve that sudents are competent earners.
50, Teachers can blieve what pareats tell hem.

Bold tcoms compased the next version of the

Decisions of whether 10 retain, eliminate, or modify each of the items
were based on theoretical (conceptual fit) and empirical (factor loadings)
grounds. When an item loaded at 40 or above on more than one factor, it
typically was removed. In a few cases, however, such items were retained
because either the conceptual fit was strong or the item could be modified
10 enhance the conceptual fit. For example, the item, “Teachers in this
school trust their students,” loaded strongly on Trust in Clients at .75 but
also loaded on Trustin Colleagues at .43. This item was retained because of
its strong conceptual fit with trust in clients. Any item that failed the emy
ical test of loading 40 or higher on at least one factor was climinated. Like-
wise, regardless of the factor loading, any item that loaded on the wrong
factor conceptually was eliminated. Finally, a few redundant items were
also climinated when another item measured the same property of tust
and had an even stronger loading,

As a result of the factor analysis, four items from Trust in the Principal,
five from Trust in Colleagues, and four in the Trust in Clients factor were
eliminated. Some of the eliminated items revealed interesting patterns
Whether teachers shared information about their lives outside of school
with their colleagues was not strongly refated to trust factors. And when
teachers were asked whether they would feel comfortable putting their
own child in their school, judgments of their colleagues’ competence were
confounded with trust for clients. Teachers were apparently as concerned
about their level of trust in students as in their trust in colleagues in deter-
‘mining how comfortable they would be in enrolling their own child in the
school. In brief, the pilot study produced a 33item survey that reliably
measured three kinds of trust: Trust in the Principal (alpha = 95), Trust in
Colleagues (alpha = 94), and Trustin Clients (alpha = 92).

Next, a content analysis was performed. That is, each level of trust was
examined to make sure that all the facets of trust (benevolence, reliability,
competence, honesty, and openness) were represented in each scale, and
indeed that was the case. The factor structure also supported the construct
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validity of the trust measures; items generally loaded correctly for each ref-
erent of trust. Moreover, all the facets of trust covaried together for a
coherent pattern of trust for each referent group—principal, collcagues,
and clients, Nevertheless, two items were added for the next iterations of
the trust scale, one to tap the competence of students (“Teachers here
believe that students are competent leamers”) and one to measure the
honesty of parents (“Teachers can believe what parents tell them”), which
yielded a $7-tem instrument for further analysis.

‘We examined the validity of the measures and their ability to distinguish
trust from other related constructs. Discriminant validity of the measures
of trust was strong. As predicted, self-estrangement, powerlessness, and
conflict were all negatively related to dimensions of trust, and teacher
sense of efficacy was positively related to the subscales of trust. The results
of the correlational analyses are summarized in Table 7.2

Table 7.2. Some Validity Evidence:
Correlations between Trust and Criterion Variables

Sl 1 2 3 5 - 7

T TrstinPincpad (99) 59 A0 e ET

2 Trustin Colleagues [T

5. Trust i Clienss (99 sk 3 ae

4. Powerlessness [E

5. Selfestrangement EOR

6. ool Gonlict g

7 Teacher Efficacy

" 05, 2 < 01

Alphi coeffcicnts of reliability are on the diago

A TEST OF THE REVISED TRUST SCALE

Having developed a measure of trust in field and pilot studies, the next
step was to evaluate the Trust Scale in a more comprehensive sample. In
particular, the goal was 1o refine the scales and check their reliability and
validity. To that end, we tested the 37item Trust Scale (which included
two new items along with 35 original items) along with a measure of par-
ent collaboration in a sample of elementary schools (Hoy & Tschannen-
Moran, 1999).
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The Elementary Sample

The population for this phase of the study was the elementary schools
within one large urban Midwestern school district. Permission to conduct
rescarch was requested following school district procedures. Schools we
selected at random. Ninety percent of the schools contacted agreed (o pay
ticipate, resulting in a sample of 50 elementary schools

Halpin (1936) has provided strong evidence that average scores on
descriptive questionnaire items such as the LBDQ computed on the basis
of 57 respondents per school yield reasonably stable scores; thus, schools
with fewer than five teachers responding to the instruments were not used
Of the 50 schools surveyed, 45 returned a sufficient number of each of the
two surveys to be included in the sample. A total of 895 teachers completed
surveys and over 99% of forms returned were useable.

Data Collection

Data were collected from the urban elementary schools at a regularly
scheduled faculty meeting. A member of the rescarch team explained the
purpose of the study, assured the confidentiality of all participants, and
requested that the teachers complete the s The instruments, which
had been printed on scannable forms, were distributed along with pencils.
Half the teachers present responded 1o the trust questionnaire and half
completed the questionnaire on_ collaboration. The separation was to
ensure methodological independence of the responses. No attempt was
ade 10 gather data from faculty who were not present at the meetings.

Factor Analysis and Reliability of the Trust Scale

was conducted to check the

A factor analy tability of the factor structure
of tust, (o refine the measure, to ensure that all items loaded on the
appropriate scale, and 10 assess the construct validity. Varimax orthogonal
rotation was guided by simple structure; items were expected to load high
on one factor and low or near zero on the other factors. Moreover, it was
anticipated that all faces of trusi—benevolence, reliability, competence,
honesty, and openness—would be represented in each scale and form a
coherent pattem of trust for each of the three referent groups—principal,
colleagues, and clients,

A factor analysis of the 37-item trust measure resulted in the elimination
of three items due 10 poor factor loadings. On the Trustin Colleagues sub-
scale, one item, “Teachers in this school do their jobs well,” was eliminated





[image: image14.jpg]The Conceptualization and Measorement of Faculty Trust in Schools 195

Table 7.3. Factor Analysis of Trust items (n = 45 elementary schools)

]
5. Teachers i his ool ypically look out for cach other. 09 19 91
6. Teachers in thi school trus cach ather: o a9 o
7. Teachers nhis school inthe ey ofiheir B 00 o
collcagnes.

8. Teachersin his school are suspicous of cach other o

0. * Teachensin thisslool do ther jobs well. s

1. Students in thi school are elsble. @ . a2
2. Sudconsin this school cn be counted on 0 do theirwork. 90 15 22
3. Teachers hink that most of the parcns do 3 good job oL
4 The students n this school e tobe coscly supervised.— —389 03 15
5. Parenrs n this school are reiabic i their commitments. 91 A1 07
6. Teachers in thissciool st their students. e
7. Studeats it school 1 cach other 2

Teachers can count on parental suppor 1
9. Suudents here are secrethv. ot
10, Students n thisshool cheat i they have s chince. -1
11, Teachers can belicve what parents el ther. s ®
12, Teachersim thi school belise what studens sy PR T
15, Teachersim this chool st arents (‘o upport themy, 893613
14, The studems i this school ik frecly sbou ther ves w62 0511

s of cho.

Teachers here belcve thatmdents are competenticam- 75 19 38
16+ Teachers avid making contat with parcnts 1 50
17, Teachcrs i this school shov concern for theirsudents 57 6

Eigemalues e

Cumulative variance explained 930 G N0

* e deleted.

“The factor structure for the Trust Scale was very similar © that found

n

the pilot study and demonstrated a stable factor structure. In addition, reli-
abilitics for the three subscales were even higher than those found in the

pilotstudy.

dinger (1973) argues that factor analysis is perhaps the most

powerful method of construct validation, and the findings of this study sup-
port the construct validity of faculty trust. The proposed faces or facets of
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trusi—benevolence, refiability, competence, honesty, and openness—vary
together and belong (o an overall conception of trust that s coherent
Morcover, the facets of trust are present for cach referent of trust. In brief,
the Trust Scale provides reasonably valid and reliable measures of faculty

and clients,
s of faculty trust were moderately
ty trust in the principal was related 1o faculty
trust in colleagu 7. p <. 01) and in dlients (r = 42, p <. 01), and
faculty trust in colleagues was correlated with faculty trust in cli
35, p<.01).

G

Another Validity Check

The extent to which parents are included and have influence in school
decision making varies from school (o school. Teachers sometimes resist
the intrusion of parents into school affairs; lfe is simpler for teachers with-
out interference from outsiders, especially parents (Hoy, Tarter, Kottkamp,
1991; Hoy & Sabo, 1998). et there has been increasing demand to get ps
enus involved in school decision making. In this study, we measured parent
collaboration with a collaboration index (Tschannen-Moran, 2001), which
was constructed by asking teachers how much influence parents had over
the outcomes of the following important school activities: “planning school
activities,” “determining school rules,” “resolving problems with comm
nity groups,” “fostering community relations,” “determining curriculum
priorities,” “determi in need of improvement,” “determining
how to comply with and legislation,” “approving extracursicular
activities,” and *determining how  allocate school resources (the school
budget).” These items formed a parent collaboration: index that had reli-
ability in this sample of 94.

It was theorized that parent collaboration would be more fikely in
schools in which the faculty was trusting. For example, it scems unlikely
that teachers will want to engage in any authentic collaboration with par-
ents if they do not trust them. Thus, we expected that faculty trustin clients
would be suongly related 1o collaboration with parents. The general
hypothesis was supported—the greater the degrec of faculty trust, the
stronger the degree of parental collaboration in decision making as per-
ceived by teachers. The correlations for all three dimensions of trust were
statistically significant with parental collaboration, for fac
principal (r = 45, p <.01), for faculty trust in colleagues (x
and for faculty trustin clients (r= 79, p <.01)

‘The multiple relationships between the dimensions of faculty trust and
parental collaboration was also examined. Parental collaboration was
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regressed on the three dimensions of faculty trust. Although the simple
correlations indicated that all three aspects of trust were related to paren-
tal collaboration, the muliple regression analysis demonstrated that trust
in clients overwhelmingly explains the degree of parental collaboration in
school decision making: in fact, only Faculty trust in clients had a signifi-
cant independent relationship with parental collaboration in decision
making (b=. 72, p <. 01). Not surprisingly, when the faculty trusts the par-
cnts and students, parental collaboration is greatest. The multiple R of 64
(p<-01) indicates that almost two thirds of the variance in parental collab-
oration in decision making is explained by faculty trust. The results of this
analysis also support the predictive validity of the items that measure trust.

FACULTY TRUST IN SECONDARY SCHOOLS

To this point, the analysis of trust focused on elementary schools. Would
the same structure of trust emerge in secondary schools? Would faculty
trust in students and parents combine into a unitary measure of trust or
would it separate into fwo aspects of trust> Would the trust scales used at
the clementary level work as well at the secondary level? Next, attention
tumed (0 these questions.

Secondary Sample

The secondary sample consisted of 97 high schools in Ohio. Although pro-
cedures were not used to ensure a random sample from the population of
high schools, care was taken to select urban, suburban, and rural schools
from diverse geographic areas of the state, and the sample proved to be
fairly representative of secondary schools in Ohio. Only schools with 15 or
more faculty members were considered candidates for the study. One hun-
dred fify high schools were contacted and invited to participate, but for a
variety of reasons only 97 agreed to participate (65%). High schools were
defined by grade span levels that included grades 9-12 and grades 10-12.
Schools in the sample represented the entire range of socioeconomic sta-
ts (SES); in fact, data from the Ohio Department of Education support
the representativness of the sample in terms of size, SES, and urban-rural
balance.
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Data Collection

Data were collected from the high schools at a regularly scheduled faculty
meeting. After the purpose of the study was explaied and the confidenti-
ality of all participants was guaranteed, teachers were asked to complete
the surveys. In this study, we were interested in a number of other variable:
henee, the Trust Scale was given (o one group of teachers selected at ran-
dom while those in another random group responded 0 an organizational
climate index. The separation was 10 assure methodological independence
of the responses. No attempt was made to gather data from faculty who
were not present at the meetings.

Factor Analysis and Reliability of the Trust Scale

The trust scale that was developed at the elementary level had 34 items. To
use this scale for the secondary schools, we added the item, “Teachers in
this school do their jobs well” (which had been climinated from the cle-
mentary scale), because we needed a competency item for the Trust in Col-
leagues subscale. The following four items: “The principal is unresponsive
to teachers’ concerns,” “Teachers in this school belicve in each other”
“The students in this school have to be closely supervised,” and “The stu-
dents in this school talk freely about their lives outside of school” were
eliminated because another item tapped the same facet of trust for each
group. Hence. a 3L-item scale was used in the analysis of secondary schools.

‘Would trust in students and trust in parents merge into one aspect of cli-
ent trust as they did in elementary schools or remain separate aspects of
trust® In fact, the results were the same in both inds of schools. Regardless
of level, clementary or secondary, trust in students and trust in parents
combined to form one umitary construct of trust—faculty trust in clients.
Once again, the three-factor solution was best and explained about 70% of
the variance. Indeed the factoranalytic results of the to samples were
remarkably similar. The factor structure remained stable; all items loaded
as predicted and defined three dimensions of trusi—culty trust in the
principal, in collcagues, and in clients (students and teachers). The results
of the factor analysis for secondary schools are summarized in Table 7.4
Alpha coefficients of reliabilities for the three scales were also high for this
sample—faculty trust in principal (98), faculty trust in colleagues (.93).
and faculty trustin clients (.93).
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. Factor Analysis of Trust Items (n = 97 secondary schools)
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Table 7.4. Factor Analysis of Trust Items (n = 97 secondary schools)

G

10, Studenss i this selool cheat i they have a chiance SR A
11, Teachers can believe what parens el them. 1B 22 3
12 Teachers n this schoo! believe what students sy, e a7
13 Students here are secretive, -1 - 08
Egemnal 1209 71y

030 6230 6957

OMNIBUS TRUST SCALE

At this point in the instrument development, there were two slightly ditfer-
entyersions of the trust scale—one for elementary schools and one for sec-
ondary schools. To simplify things, it was decided to develop a single scale
that could be used for either clementary or secondary schools. The goal
was to create a scale, such that:

1. cach of the three referents of faculty trust was measured by a sub-
scale,

2. each trust subscale contained all facets of trust,

3. cach subscale had high reliability,

4. each subscale was relatively parsimonious, and

5. cach subscale correlated strongly with the original elementary and
secondary subscales.

‘The analysis started with the 3l-item secondary version of the trust sca
Al the facets of trust were represented on cach subscale (sce Table 7.5).

Table 7.5. Common Items for Trust Scale (Elementary and Secondary)

Facetof Trist

Faculty Trut i Prncipal

1. Teachersin this school can rely on the principal Relability

2 Teachers i this school trust the principal. Vulnerabiliy

3. The principalin this sehool typially scts n the best interests of tachers. Reliabiliy

4. The principal of this school docs notshow cancern fo teachers, Benevolence
The principal doesn't realy tel eachers wht s going on. Openness

6 “The principal in this school keeps hisor her word. Honesry

The teachers in this school have faith in the integrity of the principal.  Honesty
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Table 7.5. Common items for Trust Scale (Elementary and Secondary)

Faretof Trst

5. The teachers in this sehool are ssspicions of most of he principals  Vulnerabiliy
9. “The principal in this school i competent in dofing bis or her job. Competence

10, The principal openy shaes personal information wih

achers Openness
Fasulty Trustin Collaguss

1. Teachersin thi school do thei jobs well Competence

2 Even in difficult tuations, teachers in this sehool can depend on cach Reliabili

oth

5. Teachers in this school e open widh eacth ot Openness

4. When weachers n this sehol tel o something, you can helicve it.  Honesty

5. Teachers in this school ypically ook outfor each ot Benevolence

6 Teachers i this sehool it each ot Vnersbitiy

7. Teachers in i sehool bave fadh i the integrivy of Honesty

8. Teachens in this school are suspicious of each other: Vlnerabilty

Faculty Trustin Clens (slenss and pasents)

1. Studens n this school are reliable. Relsbilty
Stadents i this sehool can be counted or 1o their work Reliabily
Teachers think that most of the parcrs do a good job. Competence

4. Parents i this school are reliable n their commito Reliabily

5. Teachers in this school st their students Vulnerabily
Stucdents i Ui sl care ot each other Benevolence

7. Teachers can count on pasental support Reliabilty

8. Sudents here are sccretive Openness

9. Students in this sehool cheat i they have a chance. Hanesy

10, Teachers can beleve what parents tll them, Honesty
T1. eachers in this sehol believe what students sy Honesty
12, Teachers in this selool rust parens. Valncrabilty

Teachers here beliese that sudenns e competent leamers. o

Next, a comparison was made on the factor loadings on the items for
clementary and secondary samples. The factor loadings were quite high for
all the items. Even the competency item that we added had reasonably
high loadings (sce Table 7.6). In fact, only two items had low loadings, The
em, “The students in this school cheat if they get a chance,” loaded high
on the clementary sample but low on the secondary sample, Because we
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Items and Factor Loadings for the Omnibus Trust Scale
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Table 7.6, Items and Factor Loadings for the Omnibus Trust Scale

(FScale) (Cont)
Factor Laadings
Subscales il loms HemeniarySecondary
G Teachers think that most ofthe parcnts do a good job 0 %0
AR Parents n this shool e relable n thei commitments. K 8
10V Teachers i this sehool st the parcas »

T Honesy, B-Benevalence; C-Competence; O-Openness; V-Risk of Valicrabi

ReReliability, * Reverse the scoring

had another honesty item with high loading for both samples, we deleted
this item from the omnibus measure. The other item with a low loading i
the secondary sample was an openness item, *Students here are secretive,”
which loaded only at ~30; however, because it was the only openness item
on the trustin clients subscale, we retained it for conceptual reasons. Next,
we eliminated some of the redundant items on the other subscales, making
sure that all facets of trust were measured for cach subscale. The result was
an omnibus trust scale of 26 items that measured three aspects of faculty
trust—faculty trust in collcagues, in the principal, and in clients. The alpha
coefficients of reliability were high in both sumples—trust in principal
(98), trust in colleagues (93), and trust in clients (94). Moreover, the
omnibus subscales correlated very highly with the longer subscale versions
for both samples—none were lower than 96.

Trust was conceptualized as a concept with multiple facets; the willingness
t0 risk or be vulnerable is inherent in all trust relations as are the facets of
benevolence, reliability, competence, honesty, and openness. Thus our
constiutive definition of trust was an individual’s or group’s willingness (o be
vulnenable to another party based on the confidence that the latter party is benevo-
Lent, reliable, competent, homest, and open.

“This conceptual perspective of trust proved uscful and was supported.
All the conditions of trust were found cmpirically; in fact, factoranalytic
techniques demonstrated all facets of trust for cach of the three refer-
ents—principals, colleagues, and clients. Moreover, the trust subscales
yielded reliable and valid measures for faculty trust in principals, in col-
Teagues, and in clients. As predicted, faculty trust in cach of these three
groups were moderately related to each other. Faculty trust in schools
tends to be pervasive. When teachers trust their principal, for example,
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they are also more likely to trust each other and their clients. Conversely,
distrust also tends (0 breed distrust. Broken trust is likely to ripple through
the system.

“The analyses of referents of faculty trustindicated that they were related
10 other school variables in prediciable ways. On the one hand, teache
sense of powerlessness and estrangement were negatively related 10 trust. On
the other hand, trust was positively refated (o t
greater the degree of perceived trust in a school, the stronger the belief in
teachers” ability 0 onganize and execute courses of action that lead (o suc-
cess. Also, not unexpectedly, the greater the degrec of faculty trust
school, the less the degree of conflict. All of the aspects of trust mea
the trust scales were refated 10 other school variables as predicted.

The research also tested the hypothesis that faculty trust was related to
the degree of schools” collaboration with parents on important aspects of
aking. The assumption that trust was  key element in
collaboration with parents on school decision making was supported by the
5. Although all aspects of faculty trust were correlated with parental
collaboration and explained about two thirds of the variance in collabora-
tion, it was faculty trust in clients that proved the strongest predictor of col-
laboration; in fact, it was the only di n of trust that was
ndependently related to parental collaboration in decision making. The
greater the faculty trust in clients, the more influence teachers say parents
have in making important decisions

Another intriguing finding of the study was that for both elementary
and secondary samples, faculty trust in students and parents converged.
The relationship was so strong that the trust for the o groups was indis-
tingu aculty trust for the two referents merged to form a single
factor, which we called faculty trust in clients. When teache the stu-
dents, they also trust their parents, and vice versa.

In sum, 2 multifaceted definition of trust was developed based on an
extensive review of the literature. That definition was operationalized and
confirmed with Trust Scales for elementary and secondary schools. Each
scale had three refiable and valid subscales of faculty trust. Finally, a mea-
sure of faculty rust, the Omnibus T:Scale, was constructed and tested for
use in both elementary and secondary schools. The omnibus measure is
short and has the added general advantage of being useful regardless of
the school level—elementary or secondary. A chronology of the develop-
ment of the Omnibus Trust Scale and the resulting items in the various
iterations are found in the grid in Table 7.7.

‘The final Omnibus T:Scale can be found online at www.coc.ohio-state.edu/
whoy under research instruments. Students and professors are invited 10 use
the scale for research purposes and administrators for professional and organi-
zational development. Just download the scale, copy it, and use it.
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Table 7.7. Chronology of Omnibus T-Scale Development

N of lims s %
Herations i 5
1. The principal is mresponsive o eacheny’ concerns. ¥ = =
2. Teachers in this school can rely an the principal. % oxox x
5. Teachers in this school trust the principal. xoxoxox x
4. The principalin this school ypically acisin the bestimteressof % % % % x
eachers
5. The principal of this school docs not show concern for 1 X x ¥ ox %
6. The principal docsat really el teachers what i going on. xox % ox x
7. The principalin this school Keeps bis or her word. Wi
8. The principal takes unfiir advantage of the teachers n this x
school,

9. The teachersin this school have faith
cipal

theimegryoftheprin x x x % x

10, The teachers i this school are suspicious of sostof the py
pal'sactions.

11, Teachersin this school often question the mosies of the princi- X
pal.

12, The principal openly shares personal information with teachers. % % x

13, When the principal cominits 10 something teachers can be su
will get done.

14, The principal in ths school is competent in doiog hisor berjob. % x % x

15, Teachers feel comfortable admiting (o the princi
made  misake.

beyhave  x

16. Teachers in this school believe in cach other. X ox x

17, Even in dificult suations, reachersin thisschool dependon % X % x
each other

18, Teachersin this school e open with cach other. xxoxoxox

19, When teachers in this school tellyou something, you canbeficie X X x % x

20, Teachers in this school typically look out for each other R xaxs
“Teachers i this school trus cach other: X xoxox o
Teachersin this school bave Gith n the fmegriey of heircol. % X x x
Teagues.

23, “Teachers here only trus teachers in the cligue. x

20171 had a schoobage child, L would feel comforable puting my
v child n most anyone’s clsssoom in this school.

. Teachers take unfi advantage of each other in thisschool. %
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Table 7.7. Chronology of Omnibus F-Scale Development (Cont.)

“Neanber of lens W 37 3 31 2
Horations A
26, Teachen n this school are suspicious of cach otber. Xxoxo%ox
27, Teachens in this sehool are reliable. x

1

Teachers i this shool don't s
side of sebool,

feachers in this school do theirjobs well. e i o e

uch about their s out. .

30, Sudents in this school are reliable. _———
31, Studen in this school can be couned on, x
The sudents i this school have 10 be closely sapervised: xoxox
Teachers think that mostof the parcats do a good job. Feoxe wod
Pareons in thi sciool arc reliablc in their commitnents P E R
cachers in this school st their students. xix kg o=
36, Students in thi sehiool care aboutcach ot X% % x X
57, Teachers can count on the parenval support o
5. Students here are secretiv, e
30 Students i this sehool cheat f they have a chiance. X x % %
40, Suudents in this school can be counted o 10 do their work. x % x % %
A1 Teachersin this sehool are suspicious of stdents x
42, Teachers avoid making contact with parcats x x
43, Teachersin this school show concern for their stndens. x x
4, Teachersare suspicious of parcans
Teachers in this school believe what students sy x x % x
Teachers in this school trust pasenss. EESR

47, The students in this school tlk frecly about their Tnes ouiside of % %

schoul.
48, Teachers are guarded in what they say 1o parens. x

Newitems

— “Teachers here beliese thatstudenss are competent learners. koA
— “Teachers can belicve what parents tll theen. x x % x

lerations 15

1~ Al pilotiems (see Table 7.1),

2 = Survivig pilot e plus ew items (see Table 7.1);
il clementary ftems (sec Table 7.3

ol secondary tems (see Table 7.4):

il omaibus tems (sec Table 7.6).
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NOTES

1. Page A Smith of the University of Texas a San Antonio was pirt of the rescarch
team at various points in the rescarch, and we are grateful for is help. This
rescarch buikds an our presious work (Hoy & Tichannen-Moran, 1999).

2. We (Hoy & Tachannen-Moran, 1999) suggested adding another item, but
Subsequent analysis proved that unnecessary.
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