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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to clarify the meaning
of "trust®™ as it applies to relationships between teachers and
principals. Pirst, 85 teackers were asked to explaip the meaning of
the statement, ™I trust my principal®; a modified Q-sort of these
data yielded 10 dimensions of trust. Then, 145 respondents were asked
to indicate which of the 10 dimensions they felt was most important.
Various demdgraphic data were also collected frem these respondents.
The 10 dimensions of trust were then rank ordered on the basis of the
teachers'responses, aud a responses, and a chi-square test was used
to correlate differences in rankings with selected demographic
variables. Results of the analysis indicate differences in the
importance of the various dimensions of trust. These differences
depend on the sex of the teacher as compared to the sex of the
principal. (Author/JG)
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Introduction

ED103957

‘This study was vegun out of a concern over tue clarity of the
concept "grusg". fnouga tue word is used daily in almost every
conceivaole context to describe a supposed positive quality of a
situation or '@ relationship, its preclse meaning seems rarely
to be made explicit. It 4s as if one would magically inow, fraom
the term itself, what it is intended to commuiicate. An initial
searca of the literature confirmed our hunch that 1little attention
has been given to the "substance of trust”.

The study reported here had two primary objectives. ihe first
was conceptual: Could our research help to make trust less of an
i11-defined concept by expllicating more precise meanings tnat are
attributed to it by people. Second, because we were interested in
the sc_:hools, we wanied to be able to describe more accurately wiat
teachers nean whea they tiink about trusting their principal.
Related to tnis second objective, 1t was the purpose of the study
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to test whether or not the type of trust held by teachers to be
most salient in their relationship with their principal was a
function of (1) sex of the teacher, (2) sex of the principal,
or (3) the type of school, elementary or secondary.

Theoretical Perspectlve

Probably as a result of the human relations movement, the
human potential movement, and the recent and ongoing political
and social ferment in which American society is involved, the
word trust is being bandied about as never before. However, all the
usage notwithstanding, it becones evident even to the casual
observer that meanings attributed to the concept are vague and ill~
deflired. 'Mme literature does not carry one's understanding very far.
In gibb's (1604) article, "Climate for Trust Formnation' for
exanple, cne is left wondering precisely what the nature of the
trust is taat ne nas in miné --- inferences zbound. As he talks
about the acceptance of self in a group, Gibo (p. 279) writes
that "Serving as a block to such acceptance are the defensive feelings
of fear and distrust...." Defense-inductive climates are seen as
correlated with the reduction of fear and distrust. But tae sub-
stance or meaninc of trust or distrust is left unspecified. One
can infer that it would be some sort of openness to self and others,
perhaps that kind of opemness (still not conceptualized well) that
cares witi personal security with self, a sense of cne's potency,

and so fortn.



2and's work (1973) relates to Gibb's and is much more speecifie.
H.s focus is on trusting benavior and clearly lmplies interpersonal
operness (again not defined) and vulnerability (Golenbiewski, 1972).
“rusting behavior is described by Zand (p. 555) as those actlons
that "...(a) increase one's vulnerapility, (b) to a person waose
vehavior is not under owr control, (¢) in a situation in wnich toe
penalty (disutility) one suffers if the otier abuses tnat vulner-
ability is greater then the benefit (utility) one gains if other
does not asbuse that vulnerability." Implicit in this concept of
trusting oenavior is the element of predictapility. As one takes
action that increases nis vulnerability to another, he enzages in
a prediction .~ he calculafes the odds -- concerning tie potential
costs and benefits of making himsell vulnerabie.

Scpuisticated tnough Zand's work is, the more precise meaning
of trust remains to be understood. uis remainine ampiguity con--
cerning tne substantive meaning of the concept of trust provided the

point of departure for this study.
Methods

The inditial tiwust of the study focussed on gathering data which
would help clarify tie meaning that trust had for teaciners as they
viewed taeir relationships witi their prineipal. Zignty--five teachers
were adininistered an openended instrument wiich asked them to respond,
in witing, to the seaning the statement " trust my principal”

nac for toer. 'ine respondents identities remained ancnymous. Thelr
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responses (a total of 179) were then transfered to inlex cards in
order to develop catepories by means of a Q-sort. hils procedure
resulted in tae icentification of ten separate categories or meanings
that teachers put on tae trust relationsaip between theaselves anu
their principal.

A questionaire was then constructed in walcn tae reaning of
each of the ten sudstantive diuensions of trust was described. One
hundred forty-one respondents were asked to indicate the dimenslon’ -
that tney felt was most necessary to the :aintenance of a satisfactory
relationship with their principal. Appropclate demograpiic data

were alsc collected. Dava were analyzed by CGal-square.

Results

e Q-sort yielded ten predominant wmeanings that teacners gave
to the statement "I trust ny piilncipal." These .aeanligs we refer to as
tne gimensions or substance of trust between teachers and principal.
Each dinmension is preceded by a stem inplying oredictability. For
exampls , some ceacaers indicated that for them "I trust my principal®
meant tney could count on che principal to be personally warm. The
dimensions are defined drieflly as follows:

Personal “Yarmth - communication of warmth and caring for
teachers.

Fairness .- 1s inpartial and objective in cdealines witn staft.

Internersonal Opemmess -- shares ideas and feelin~s witn tae
staff and encourages taem to do the same.
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Professional Cherness - is easily approachable by the
staff for assistance witi professional problems.

Technical Copetence .- performs the role of principal
in a technically competent mamner.

Confidentiality - keeps those things teachers share
with hlm in confidence.

Follow--torough -- does what he says he will do.

rredibglity - commmnicates in a straight forward manner
withcout hidden meanings.

Participative Declsion -making .- saares decision-maicing
with the staff.

Swoport -- dacks up his faculty in confrontation wita
ciilcren, parents, and the school bureaucracy.
Jo scale of value is attached to the order in which these ten

\dimensims have been listed.
- _ When the ten dimensions were rank ordered by teachers relative
to taedr {rportance to the imaintenance of satisfactory relations
with 1:ne£x~ principal, the ordering was: (1) Uruedibilivy, (2) Support,
(2) Fe?imess; (4) Participative Decision-making, (5) Professional
Opemess: (&) Irterpersonal Operness, (7) Wechnical Conpetence,
(C) Personal Warmtn, (9) Foilow-through, and (10) Confidentiality.

By content analysic, the ten Qimensicns seemed to collapse into

factors associateu witi:

a. Personality of the Principal - perscnally warm;

h. Interpersonal Style of the Principal -~ interpersonally
open, .

c. Professional bxpectations Held by “eacuers - fairmess,
professi&_laiﬁ open, naintains confidences, supportive,
credible,

d. Aéministrative bxpectations oy leacners -- technical com-
petence, saares in decision-u e, and follows through
on decisions.

W



While the distinction between professional and administrative ex-
pectations is not clear, it appeared taat "professiocnal expectations™
referred to the role demands placed on principals relative to the
way teacaers expect to be treated as a professional person. ™"Admin-
istrative expectations" referred to the role demands placed on
principals for ovrganization leadership and manasem=nt.

Chi-square tests were performed on the data wirich hag been
sorted on whe basis of (1) the sex of the teacher, (2) sex of the
principal, (3) whetiner or not tiae respondents worked in elementary
or secondary scnools, and (4) relating sex of respondents with sex

of tae principal. ‘ables 1, 2, and 2 present the results.

Tables 1, 2, and 3 show the results of Chi--square tests waen
the saliency data were arranved according to sex of teacaer, sex of
principal, ‘and sex of teacaers matehed with sex of principal.

Thouzh Table 1 indicates p = .03 relative to differences in
saliency of trust suostance between male and female teachers, it was
felt tnat this result was worthy of dlscussion. < he widest areas of
difference appear oetween male and female teachers on matters of
tecizyical competence, professional opemness, falraess, and support.
llen seemed to consider prcfessional operness and support lmportant to
thein out of proportion to woren. On the other hand, women teachers
felt wore strongly about technical competence and fairness than dld

the men.
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Table 2 presents the results of the Cal-square analysis
when the data were sorted on the vasis of tae séx of the principal
wao was used as a reference point by the respondents. ‘The Chi-
square value was significant at the .05 level of probanility.
'fne results susgest that woen male principals are the reference
point more empnasis is placed by teachers on trust as 1t relates
to interpersonal openness, support, and credibility than is the
case ritn female principals. With woren principals, matters of
confidentiality, personal warnth, and falmess seem to assume
more inportance. !

The results of the Cni-square analysis when sex of the teac.zer
was matched with sex of tne principal are saown in ‘lable 3 Ve
focus on waat appear to be ~ i cbvious differences in the match-ups.

‘Confidentiaiity. Female teachers place iiore inportance

on tnis dimension of trust wiaen they are matched with Zemale
principals than does elther sex when matched with a male
principal. |

*Interpersonal Ogem‘:xess. Both sexes emphasize this truct

dimension whan they are matened with a male principal than when
women teacners are matched with women principals.
.Professional Openness. ihen female teachers react to

)

male principals, professional opemness assunes less irportance

2‘Ihe category of male teacher ~ female principal is missing,
simply because there were. too few respondents wno et this maten
in our sarple for analysis. .



tnan when the matcn 1s wita female principals or vnen mle
teachers use male principals as a reference point.

*Fairmess. nNeference to Wables 1 and 2 Inc¢icates tnat
falrmess seems to be a salient issue of trust for foamle teachers
and when tile principal under consideration is female. Table
3 reinforces this point. When female teacners are matched
with female principals the differences become rore pronouncecl.
One third of tne Female 'Jeachers wita Fernle Principals sample
enphasized this coniition.

*Support. The question of support becones most pronocunced
in the condition !ale Yeacher--ale Principal. The assocliation
also seems to be fairly strong in Female leacucrs-—~ilale rrincl-
pal, but much less so with Female Teacher--Ferale Principal.

Waen a Chi -square analysis was performed to test the assoclation
between tie dimensions of trust and the type school (elementary or
secondary) in which teachers worked no significant or nearly sio-
nificant difference (p 467) developed.

Discussion
We appreach the discussion of results from two perspectives:

(1) a Umited one that focusses on the specifics of thils study, and
(2) a wide-ranging one that poses several frameworks for future
research.

Narrowly, though significant differences occured in the
analysis, the interpretation of these differences presents some
difficulties. ‘there is little theory that can serve as a cuide
outside of general asswptions, possibly blased, tnat relate to
sex differences. Apparently, the lack of theory notwithstanding,

~9..
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sex differences whatever thelr derivation do seem to be oper-
atlve.

A few possible interpretations are presented within the
framework. Dzing able to count on the techalcal campetence and
fairmess of their principal (able 1) seews to be aore dnportant
to waaen than to men. This may bte an artafactoftha condition
of viomen at work, sucgesting tae possibility of culturally
induced dependency needs and fears of not being foirly treated
relative to men. Ry thie sare toien, the fact that male
teachers seerr to need to be able to predict .core toan females
tnat thelr priicipal will support taem may be reflective of
the cultural stervotype of men as decision-mauters and risk-
takers.

Jable 2 suggests the possible operation of additional
cultural stereotypes related to sex. For example, the teachers
in tnis stuuy placed more importance on interpersonal openness
with male principals than female and, conversely, wmore liportance
on fairmess with female principals than male. "he questions then
arise, Are men stereotypically seen as nore closed than women,
and wornen more apt to sihow favorites than men? It is obvious that
both of these questions imply cultural bias.

because the issue dealt with in Table 3 is suggestive of
problams involving interpersonzl relationships interpretation be--
comes nore complex. tiiowever, some reinforcing possibilities of tae
above discussion seem evident. For example, does the female
teacher - female principal enphasis on confidentiality reflect the

-10-
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"eossipy" prejudice directed toward women? Does the relatively low
priority women place on professicnal openness with men prinecipals
sugrest tueir reluctance to encage in professional risle-tawding
with nen?

Obviously, we are stanain~ on shaly theoretical and empirical
cround.  But it may be precasely that sort of cround that is
necessary in order to geherate Nurther research. —

In a samewhat different interpretive tnrust, we were struck
by the "hycglenic® character of tue substances of trust that were
identified in the initial phase of this stuay. It seems that,
followine the paradigm developel by Herzberg (1950), most of the
substance of trust in the relation between teachers and their
principal is concerned with the conditions and environment of WOrK
rather than upon the work itself. The focus was upon dissatisfiers
rather than upon satisfiers. Of the eleven dissatisflers noted
by lierzbery, three scem to capture the tenor of the teacher
trust dumensions:

Interpersonal Relatlons (superiors)
Personal YJarmth
Interpersonal opemness
Fairess
Confidentiality

Supervision -- technical
Technical Competence
Follow--through
Professional Openness é
Credibility

Carpany Policy and Administration

Participative Decision 4naking
Support

-dad
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In 2 more recent but related study by Serglovanni (1967),
it was found that a "fairmess-unfairmess" discriminator was a
daninant factor in Jdistinmuisnin: “ne frequency with wilcih second-
level factors appeared in inlga attitude sequences as contrasted
witih low attitude sequences. WUifairmess was reported as the
dominant factor (32 per cent) among the low attitude sequences;
the contrasts wita zero (0) per cent on the falrmess dimenslon
among, the g attitude sequences. “als difference between highs
anG lows was reported as significant at the .001 level. In the
current study, it's interesting to note tihat the dlrension of
“fajrmess” was ranied by teachers as a very close third in im-.
portance relative to the dlmension of trust tnat was most necessary
in order for them to naintain satisfactory relations with their
principal.

In the broader perspective we are led mucir bevond Gibb‘'s
(1964) notion of a trustiny clinate and Sand's (1973) ideas of
trusting behavior. hat is, owr {ocus is on the development of
potential research frameworks wilch would provide further clarifi. '-
cation of the substance of this rhencmenon wiic: receives so rmch
attention in today's world. TFrom our work several potential frame-

woriks '"became apparent.®

wne Situation-Specific ™ramework

e first of these has to do with tiue seemingly situationally
specific character of the substance of trust between teachers and
principals. Again, the data is incciplete. However, throush

informal conversations with teachers and acauinistrators it became
12 .
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appareat that tiie particular dinension or cluster of sudstantive
clieasions identified as nost salient by teachers mimnt vary
systermatically accoraings to several factors:
a. context of the situation -~ is it ambiguous or
hizaly structured, transient or permenent,
long: -term or siort ter., and tue like?
b. function of tue teacuer -- what's t.e navure of
the teacher's job, specialization, responsi--
bility for ciaildren as opposed to adults?

c. issue on the apenca - is the focus upon sub -
staative issucs or upcn emotional issues?

Another related set of situational variabies seemed more descriptive
of the type of organizational situation rather than the situation
of the individual teacner, although it is likely that tiese Jdo
overlap and interact. ‘this related set of "situational" variables
are:

a. degree of bureaucratization -- is the situation
aignly structured or is it reiatively ambiguous?

5. size of the orgaiization -- this would involve
not only nurber of stiff members but also the
size and spread of the physical nlant itself;
Jaxing these "situational" variavles into consl-ieration led us tc the
formulation of a matrix where-in the substantive dincensions of
trust could be juxtaposed to tne situational variables.
Tt would not seem difficuit to berin to develop testable

propositions on the basis of the set of interrelated variables

noted belov.
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Context of Tunccion of Content of Degree of Bur-- Size of tne
Situation "eacher Issue eaucratization Orcanization

Personal
Warmti

Fairmess
Interpersonal !
Openness |

Professional
Opeimess

vonfidentiality

Technical
Competence

follow-through |

Sredibility

Participative |
Declsion-- |
I laking H

3upport

The Personality Framework

A second take--off point tnat miht provide additicnal clar*ification
of the incldence and salience of narticular substantive dimensions
related to individual factors associated with specific teachers. These
"y diosyncratic” factors might be either attitudinal sets, personality
traits, vocational interests, and the like. Asain, a aulti-variable
watrix can pe built where-in tnese variables are Juxtaposed with the ten
dimensions of trust. PredicZions about the frequency of relations could

then be tested.
14~
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Lne Cross Organizational Framework

A third framework for researcn ranges beyond the specific
occupational area of teaching to speculations about differences - .
occuring across and within various organizational configurations.
Yet another matrix might be developed interrelating the substance
of trust to general category of organizational function (normative,
coercive, utilitarian), voluntary or involuntary menbership cate--
gories, professional, semi-professicnal, and non-professional types
of organizatians.

i Vepintsational Role Framework

A fourth design which is guiding our current research thrust,
has to do with speculation about the nature and position of the
actors in the situation; peer, subordinate, and superordinate.
For example, would different dimensions of "substance" be identified
with a shift in focus from subordinate-superior to a focus on
peer--peer, or superior-swordinate? A lower--order notion that
seems related to this set of variables might be termed the "inter-
ference factor". Tais was proposed to be related to a "congruency
of expectations™ phenomena where-in persons nolding similar positions,
attitudinal sets, jobs, and so forth, would have somewhat more
similarly alirmed sets of expectations for one another and hence
would be likely to encounter less "perceptual interference" in
their relations with one another: hence less "garbage" to interfere
in the establishment and meintenance of trust. The organizational
role framework (specifically for public school organizations) may

be viewed tiwough the followiiy matrix.
<15~
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Organizational Professional Organizational

Aaninistrator Jembers Clients
(Principals) ___ (Teachers)  __ _ (Students) “
Orsanizational | ‘
Administrator ’ N
Professional
JURPUROUUI SR JU—
Clients % !

The matrix, of course, directly confronts issues of power as they
relate to the substance of trust. It was felt that the tems
agninistrator, professional, and client would capture the essence of
tae superior, subordinate, peer variables without being restrictive
to public school organizations; the foregoing micht well include
hospitals, medical and nursing schools, university and college
situations, public school situations, and other "nrofessional”

types of work groups and settings.

The Climate Framework

A Tifth category of speculation centered upon the relatlon
Letween tue ten dimensions of trust and the clinate of orgsanizations
and the style of organizational heads. Again, a whole range of
variables might be easily Juxtaposed and hvpotheses formilated and
tested.

In concluding this brief discussion of where this study led us,
several acdditional observations seem warranted. These do not appear
to be specifically related to the substantive aspects of trust and

216
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nence will be treatea rmore generally. Acv a conceptual level

taey are rore ol the order of tue variables of predictability

and vulnerapility Ciscussed by Zand, beutscu, Gibb, and others.

hese variavles are as follous:

1. ‘the

a.

b.

Freyueney of interaction anc observation
opportunities are likely related to the
imarmitude” of trust.

Lencch of tiue spent interacting in or around
{ssues related to particular substantive issues
provably is related to wt substantive dien-
sions of trust are ldentified as rwore or

less salient.

Pattern of previous interactions (his-
torical perspective) is probablv relateu
to and conditions tue development of
suostantive trust.

2. avironment

a.

b'

Stability or instability of tne organi--
zational or interaction setting probably
caditions tne supstance of trust wilen 1s
identified as riore or less salient.

Hi-h and low stress relative to the felt-
oressurss of ane person provadly conditions
tae substance of trust wnich evolves fram
the interaction.

3. Iaterpersonal Style

a.

It provably makes a difference, relative to
whot substance of trust is identified, 1if
the inciviiuals in the encounter are vrone
to direct or indirect interperscnal styles.

ese additional factors evolving out of a focus upon variables

relateu to tire, enviraument, and interpersonal style seam

relevant to clarification and furtier elaboration of the aore

ceneral “anatowy’ of trust, movin. beyond "substance".

~17--
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Significance

though this study was exploratory and even somewhat tentative
in its initial phases, the results seen to have several sclentific
and educatianal inplications. For example:

1. Some start has been made on claritying the substance
of the concept of trust as it applies to teacher-
principal relationsiips. | | .

2. It seemns quite vrobable that the substance of trust
is situation specific, and that furtner research is
needed to clarify the concept in other organizational
contexts, and to relate the concept to other organiza-
tional variables.

3. It will be important to learn the effects on teaciers
and school organizations wien teacher expectatlions
concerning their trust relationships wita the
principal are not met.

4, The study enables us to pose more specific auestions
for research. For example:

a. Do particular principal behavior styles have
tiie effect of erphaslizing particular trust
relationships in a school?

b. Does the relative amount of power that
teachers have over scnool life relative to
the principzsl affect their perceptions of
teacher-principal trust?

¢. 0es the psycnological character of the
teacier's meubership in the faculty group
relate to the way tihe teacher defines the
substance of the trust relatlonsiilp neld
with the principal?

Conceptually, then, the study would appear to open up an as yet
untappel facet of school organi~ational life.

A second order of sioniflicance relates to diagnostic potential
of the instrumentation reflecting the ten substantive elenents of
trust in the relation oetween teachers and thelr principal. If,
indeed, tue dssatisfylng "ayelenle" factors are blocking or some-
how cousuming cuman energiss which micht otherwise be focused on

work itself .- the education of children - then the identification of
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factors coutributing to teacner dissatisfaction would appear
requisite to the dlagnosis and remediation of tiaeir cause. I is

not sugpested that the mere removal of these "dissatisfiers"
avolving out of the substantive dimension of trust will in and of
itself result in wore satisfleo teacaers. It 1s, however,
posited tinat if not dealt with in some real way, issues of trust
mignt serve to impede other attempts Lo intrude in the orpganizational
performance of individual teacners.

Further work in this area would seem to offer considerable
"payoffs" to voth theoreticisns and practitioners at tne organi--
zational level. Additional clarification of the meaning of the
concept of "trust" will likely result in improved coamunication
among the comunity of scaolars and organizational practitioners

for whom the term nas historically been unclear and ambisuous.
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