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ABSTRACT
As a fundamental concept in human interactions, trust is
important for understanding and mediating the social struc-
tures in schools. The instrumental work of cultivating, broker-
ing, and maintaining trust in schools lies within the role of the
school administrator. Our exploratory study examined the
Canadian school principals’ perceptions of their moral agency
and trust-brokering roles in schools. Upon reviewing the litera-
ture on the imperative of trust in school settings, we offer a
phenomenological analysis of selected research findings. These
findings are based on the responses of Canadian school prin-
cipals (N = 177) who had reflected on their lived experiences of
the personal, relational, decisional, educational, organizational,
and moral imperatives of trust for school leaders.

Trust is a fundamental concept in everyday human interactions. As such, trust
is important for understanding and mediating the social structures in school
organizations, learning organizations, and professional communities. The
importance and pervasiveness of trust (or its betrayal or absence) are implicit
in our efforts to establish communities of learners and generative settings for
the expression of our shared educational ambitions (Noonan, Walker, &
Kutsyuruba, 2008). Despite the increased attention to the notion of trust within
the field of education in recent decades (see Van Maele, Forsyth, & Van
Houtte, 2014b), researchers claim that the phenomenon of trust experiences
remains a contested terrain due to numerous challenges associated with under-
standing, defining, and researching trust (Schmidt, 2013).

We acknowledge that trust in educational settings involves multiple
facets (individual or collective in nature) and, therefore, recognize the
central role of the principal as a trust broker for themselves and others
in schools. It seems to us that creating, sustaining, and fostering trust are
imperative activities for school leaders and that cognizance of the funda-
mental importance of trust and trust dynamics are essential for successful
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principalship. Foundational to this assumption are several theoretical per-
spectives: the social-psychological perspective of trust, which emphasizes
the role of trust in interpersonal transactions (Lewicki & Bunker, 1996);
the relational trust perspective, in which trust in school embodies the
social exchanges around distinct sets of role relationships (Bryk &
Schneider, 2002; Reina & Reina, 2006) and the perspective that trust
provides a foundation of social capital, which is invaluable for the func-
tioning of a school organization (Coleman, 1990). In addition, principals,
as trust brokers and leaders in schools, are moral agents responsible for
proactive shaping of the ethical contexts and environments in groups,
organizations, and societies (Johnson, 2004; Starratt, 1991). As moral
agents, principals are often required to judge and make decisions that
foster community trust, not only in themselves and the “institution of
education,” but between and among students, parents, community mem-
bers, staff members, schools, central administration, provincial authorities,
interagency personnel, and the general public (Noonan et al., 2008).
Central to much of the ethical leadership literature is the call for educa-
tional leaders to develop and articulate a much greater awareness of the
ethical significance of their actions and decisions (Campbell, 1999), and we
believe trust brokering is one of the means by which principals establish
ethical and moral climates in schools.

Of course, schooling and the work of school leaders in different
geopolitical and cultural settings are framed by the contextual and his-
toric variables pertinent to those particular locales. In particular, this
relates to public trust in schools. While general distrust is a part of a
larger pattern shaped by economic, political, and social forces in some
societies (Bottery, 2003; Tschannen-Moran, 2014b); in the case of Canada,
schools and teachers still retain a fairly high level of public confidence
(Roberts, Langlois, Clifton, Kampen, & Ferguson, 2005). For the most
part, schooling in Canada is regarded as a positive social institution that
provides many benefits for individuals and for society. However, signifi-
cant demographic, economic, and cultural shifts have led to growing
questions about the purposes of schools and how well the increasingly
varied expectations are being met (Young, Levin, & Wallin, 2014). The
purpose of our study was to examine the Canadian school principals’
perceptions of their moral agency and trust-brokering roles in schools.
Upon reviewing the extant literature on the importance of trust in
schools and school leadership, we present our research findings that
offer a phenomenological analysis of Canadian school administrators’
(N = 177) perceptions and reflections of lived experiences as these relate
to the imperative nature of trust in the relationships mediated by school
principals.
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Review of the Literature

The Nature of Trust

Due to its complex and multifaceted nature, there is no one, agreed-upon
definition of trust in the literature. Moreover, as Atkinson and Butcher (2003)
noted, a universal definition is virtually impossible because trust is a socially
constructed phenomenon. Through the synthesis of common definitions of
trust, we have come to frame, by definition, the trust phenomenon as the
extent to which one engages in a reciprocal interaction and a relationship in
such a way that there is willingness to be vulnerable to another and to assume
risk with positive expectations and a degree of confidence that the other party
will possess some semblance of benevolence, care, competence, honesty, open-
ness, reliability, respect, hope, and wisdom (Currall & Epstein, 2003; Daly,
2009; Day, 2009; Mishra & Mishra, 2013; Tschannen-Moran, 2014b;
Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2000). We offer this as a stipulatory definition in
the absence of definitional consensus and given paradigmatic contestations.

Trust is often viewed as a dichotomous variable—a phenomenon that is either
present or missing in the lived experiences of relationships. In this sense,
relationships can either have or lack trust. Similarly, trust can be earned or
lost, restored or broken. Alternatively, many settings may manifest mixtures or
blends of trust, distrust, and mistrust. In this view, the dynamics of trust are
expressed through changes in scale and intensity over the course of time and
relationships, as expectations are either fulfilled or disappointed and as the
nature of the interdependence between people changes (Heimer, 2001;
Tschannen-Moran, 2004). Critical events and unanticipated responses to those
events can foster or diminish trust and alter thresholds for status of trust. In this
sense, trust is viewed as a sliding spectrum, subject to incremental progresses
and regresses, often described as a step-wise relationship. Degrees of trust and
distrust are part of every human relationship. These two approaches to under-
standing trust are not mutually exclusive, but complementary. We believe trust
can be best conceived of through the analysis of one’s responses to the following
question: “Do you trust [the particular person or group]?” The possible replies
may be: (a) “Yes, I do;” (b) “No, I don’t;” (c) “To a certain degree;” or (d) “Not
sure.” The dichotomous nature of the first two responses (which imply either a
presence of trust or a need to assess, earn, or restore trust) and the incremental
nature of the third response (which implies a notion of scale, degree, or thresh-
old level of trust) have been noted above. However, in order to fully understand
the nature of trust, it is necessary to also address the perspective contained in the
latter response that indicates the feelings of uncertainty, doubt, and caution on
behalf of the trusting person due to personal, organizational or other factors.
Consistent with this antecedent literature, our research sought to more deeply
appreciate the trust phenomenon through the reflections and perspectives of
school principals’ lived experiences.
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The Trust Imperative

Trust is a critical existential need for complex and interdependent functioning at
the societal, institutional, interpersonal, and personal levels (Bottery, 2004).
According to Govier (1992), humans find that it is literally impossible to
function without trust. Marshall (2000) outlined a number of reasons why
trust matters. First of all, there is a biological need for trust. Beginning at
birth, when we are vulnerable, exposed, and at risk, and while growing older,
our biological need to trust persists and the levels of our trust are shaped by life
experiences. In Marshall’s view, “our ability to trust others will in large part be a
function of how we have been treated and our ability to cope with the pressures
of the workplace. Biological necessity becomes psychological reality” (p. 50).
Psychologically, people need predictability, stability, consistency, and a sense of
security to know where they stand with others and what they can count on to do
their work well. Furthermore, psychological security through trust helps provide
a level of emotional security or well-being of people. While uncertainty, fear, or
disrespect contribute to lower levels of well-being, stability, safety, and respect
not only increase our sense of well-being but also enhance our ability to trust
others. Trust is also a cornerstone of self-respect, or the ground upon which we
stand (Marshall, 2000). People have a positive sense of themselves if they trust
and are trusted by others; whereas individuals who have low self-respect are
likely to be more dependent on others for direction, be more fearful, and may
have a high need for approval. Finally, trust is foundational for relationships:
“without some modicum of trust, our relationships will be less than successful.
Without trust, our relationships become merely transactions” (p. 52).

Therefore, trust is morally desirable from two perspectives. First, trust is
often attributed to be a characteristic of human flourishing within community
—a form of excellence within individuals that also enables the community to
thrive. Second, the emotional states associated with trust suggest its goodness
(Wicks, Berman, & Jones, 1999). Baier (1994) noted that mutual trust in
relationships provides a critical basis for good states of heart and mind such
as self-esteem and a sense of security. In contrast, when people feel distrust
toward others or are not trusted by others, their self-esteem can be harmed and
their sense of security compromised. Therefore, it is suggested that “since trust
is a moral good, persons should strive both to cultivate trusting relations and
to be seen as trustworthy” (Wicks et al., 1999, p. 102). Trust is a moral
endeavour as it involves personal judgments about individuals’ intentions
and behavior relative to normative expectations of how they should behave
(Bryk & Schneider, 1996). Furthermore, at least four morally significant
phenomena are linked with trust: communication of self-understanding to
others, voluntary exposure of one’s vulnerabilities to others, voluntary restric-
tions of self-interested behavior, and reciprocity that fosters autonomy which is
“central to the institution of morality” (Brenkert, 1998, p. 311).

4 B. KUTSYURUBA ET AL.
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As Tschannen-Moran (2014b) noted, trust has paradoxically been viewed
as both glue and lubricant. Marshall (2000) argued that trust is the glue that
binds our relationships together—a natural law that governs human interac-
tion. This pertains not only to societal, but also to organizational, relation-
ships. Without trust things fall apart, whereas a strong bond and cohesive
and cooperative relationships between leaders and followers promote pro-
ductivity and accomplishment of goals in organizations (Baier, 1994;
Tschannen-Moran, 2014b). Tschannen-Moran (2014b) continued that as a
lubricant, trust greases the machinery of an organization by enabling com-
munication and greater efficiency through confidence in people’s words and
deeds in the organization. On the other hand, she noted, a lack of trust
generates heat and friction that bog down the work and wastes the energy of
an organization. Thus, the dynamics of trust include both our trusting others
and their trusting us—based on our trustworthiness.

Trustworthiness and Leadership

Trust has been recognized as an important factor in leadership because it a
process whereby an individual influences a group of individuals to achieve a
common goal (Northouse, 2013). The capacity to trust is critical to leader-
ship: “leaders who are more trusting in others are more trusted by others in
return. Leaders who have a high capacity for trust are willing to trust another
person until they have clear evidence that he or she can’t be trusted” (Reina
& Reina, 1999, p. 16). Accordingly, trust is a reciprocal process: trust begets
trust. Generally speaking, the more we give, the more we get. Martin (1998)
asserted that “trust breeds collaboration and reciprocation. An atmosphere of
trust is pervasive. Once established, people tend to collaborate more easily”
(p. 44). People feel they can take a risk in an environment of trust by being
more willing and able to deal with uncertainty and ambiguity, take calculated
chances, and share pertinent information, including our inner thoughts and
feelings, when appropriate.

Several scholars have attempted to categorize relational trust. In close
relationships, Rempel, Holmes, and Zanna (1985) viewed trust as consisting
of predictability that emphasizes the consistency and stability of a specific
behaviors based on past experience; dependability that concentrates on the
dispositional personal qualities which warrant confidence in the face of risk
and potential hurt; and faith that centers on feelings of confidence in the
relationship and the responsiveness and caring expected from the other in
the face of an uncertain future. Within the organizational realm, Reina and
Reina (2006) outlined three types of reciprocal or transactional trust.
Contractual trust (trust of character) is based on managing expectations,
establishing boundaries, delegating appropriately, encouraging mutually ser-
ving intentions, keeping agreements, and being congruent in our behavior.

LEADERSHIP AND POLICY IN SCHOOLS 5
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Confidence in the intentions, consistency, and reliability of others to honor
commitments makes or breaks trust in an organization. Communication trust
(trust of disclosure) is the willingness to share information, tell the truth,
admit mistakes, maintain confidentiality, give and receive constructive feed-
back, and speak with good purpose. This type of trust contributes to the
development of safe and productive work environments, proportionately
affecting the individual’s trusting capacity and organization’s performance
capacity. Competence trust (trust of capability) involves respecting people’s
knowledge, skills and abilities, and judgment, involving others and seeking
their input, and helping people learn skills. In other words, it means that
acknowledging and respecting a person’s competence to do what is needed in
particular situations will build trust.

Trustworthiness is an invaluable asset to individuals and organizations
alike (Cooper, 2004). It has been observed that in ongoing organizational
relationships people expect to continue relating to the same network of
people. When this is the case, there is incentive to behave in ways that are
trustworthy, to develop a sustained reputation for trustworthiness, and to
reap the mutual benefits of these trusting relationships (Tschannen-Moran,
1997). Govier (1998) noted that being trustworthy means being reliable out
of a sense of concern and commitment, as well as being dependable.
Trustworthiness is not merely an attitude, but the evaluative appraisal that
an individual is worthy of trust (i.e., a person might reasonably place his or
her trust in that individual) (Brenkert, 1998). The fact that a person or
organization is trustworthy does not imply that others ought to trust them,
since other organizations or people may have no reasons to form a relation-
ship with them at all. Hence, trustworthiness relates both to the qualities of
the person or organization to be trusted, as well as to those doing the trusting
(Brenkert, 1998).

To be trustworthy, “school leaders must learn to create conditions in which
trust can flourish within their school as well as between their school and their
community” (Tschannen-Moran, 2014b, pp. 12–13). Leaders can establish
trustworthiness through employing various facets of trust around which indi-
viduals base their trust judgments in relationships: benevolence, honesty,
openness, reliability, competency, hope, and wisdom (Day, 2009; Norman,
2006; Tschannen-Moran, 2014b). Especially significant features for trust-
worthiness are honesty (truth-telling, respect for property); sincerity (as
opposed to hypocrisy); promise-keeping; keeping confidences and other
forms of loyalty; reliability (performing expected tasks, keeping appointments,
promptness); dependability (disposition to do what is needed in a situation);
competence (as pertinent to context role); and concern for others (being non-
manipulative, protective, and having a capacity for empathy and sympathy)
(Govier, 1998). Similarly, Sztompka (1999) helpfully outlined three bases or
cues upon which trustworthiness can be determined: reputation (the record of
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past deeds), performance (actual deeds, present conduct, currently obtained
results), and appearance (physiognomy, body language, intonation, readiness
to smile, hairdo, dress, ornamentations, jewelry). Appearance is superficial,
external, culturally relative, and more easily manipulated than either perfor-
mance or reputation. Furthermore, he concluded that it is riskier to base trust
on the limited information provided by present behavior than to base it on the
long-term reputation of the person to be trusted.

Schools and the Need for Trust

Due to the unique social capital–exchange role that schools play in our
society, it is critical to understand the dynamics of trust relationships in
schools. The pertinence of trust becomes clear when we see, as Baier (1986)
did, that the notion of trust may be lived as the reliance on others’ compe-
tence and their willingness to look after, rather than harm, what is entrusted
to their care. Therefore, it may be asserted that trust is a fundamental
concern for school organizations that are positioned to help students learn.
However, Baier (1986) also described a paradox: “yet, because trust requires
vulnerability to further good causes, it creates opportunities for those one
trusts to injure what one cares about” (p. 236). What one cares about may be
tangible things, such as one’s possessions or money, or intangible (i.e.,
democracy or norms of respect and tolerance). Perhaps by default, “schools
look after all of these for society and consequently, the issue of trust is critical
to an understanding of how schools educate students. Indeed, the in loco
parentis responsibility conferred on schools by. . .society requires trust”
(Goddard, Tschannen-Moran, & Hoy, 2001, pp. 4–5).

Schools provide the context for trusting others and being trustworthy
participants in learning communities. In the context of school organiza-
tions, trust is a generalized expectancy that the words, actions, and pro-
mises of an individual or group can be relied upon (Hoy & Kupersmith,
1985), as well as confidence, optimism, and belief in others in the absence
of compelling reasons to disbelieve (Hoffman, Sabo, Bliss, & Hoy, 1994). As
Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2000) noted, in a school setting, trust can be
viewed and experienced in relation to a variety of reference groups—
students, teachers, administrators, and the organization. Students must
trust their teachers in order to learn; teachers must trust their students to
assume responsibility for their own learning and relationships as they
develop; school personnel must trust one another in order to cooperate
toward accomplishing a common goal; and schools must be trusted by the
communities that sponsor and fund them. The latter point is especially
pivotal, as increasing public distrust in institutions and their leaders creates
“a special challenge for schools because trust is so fundamental to their core
mission” (Tschannen-Moran, 2014b, p. 13).
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Trust is important for educational reforms that seek to transform ways in
which schools are organized and managed. For example, trust is a critical
factor for school improvement and effectiveness efforts (Bryk & Schneider,
2002). Lack of trust can become a serious impediment to many of the reforms
taking shape in schools. Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2000) rightfully empha-
sized that trust facilitates productivity at all levels of the organization, whereas
its absence impedes progress. Tschannen-Moran (1997) identified several
interconnected influences of pervasive distrust in a school culture: without
trust, students’ energy is diverted into self-protection and away from learning;
without trust, proliferation of rules causes resentment and alienation among
teachers and students; lack of trust leads to constrained and distorted com-
munication and ineffective problem-solving; and finally, without trust school
administrators’ leadership efforts may not inspire staff to go beyond the
minimum requirements of their jobs. Most recently, Tschannen-Moran
(2014a) found that collective measures of principal, teacher, student, and
parent trust significantly and positively related to one another and, most
importantly, significantly and positively contributed to student achievement.
Based on these findings, she concluded “that schools will find it nearly
impossible to fulfill their essential mission unless they establish a climate of
trust within and between the various role groups within the school” (p. 74).

We posit that it is crucial that school principals have a certain threshold of
trust to lead effectively. There is a certain trust quotient that leaders must have
with their constituents (Kutsyuruba & Walker, 2014). Cosner (2009) found
that cultivation of collegial trust was a central feature of the capacity-building
roles of school principals. To cultivate trust, and to be regarded as a trust-
worthy school leader, one needs to foster a compelling collective vision,
model desired and appropriate behaviors, coach faculty to align their skills
with the school vision, manage organizational resources fairly and skillfully,
and mediation of inevitable conflicts in schools (Tschannen-Moran, 2011).
Furthermore, Tschannen-Moran (2009) argued that one of the pathways to
trust-building is the adoption of a professional orientation to school leader-
ship, and “with greater professionalism and greater trust, schools are likely to
flourish” (p. 244). Therefore, trust cannot be taken for granted in schools, but
rather must be conscientiously cultivated and sustained, first and foremost,
by school leaders (Tschannen-Moran, 2014b).

Research Methodology

In this article, we used a qualitative phenomenological analysis approach
as we aimed to describe the common meaning for different individuals
(school principals) of their lived experiences of a concept or a phenom-
enon (Creswell, 2012; Van Manen, 1997). Of course, the concept of “lived
experience” has special methodological meaning for researchers, as it
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encompasses participants’ reflections and perceptions concerning the
experiences that they have lived through and recognized as discrete types
of experiences. The basic purpose of a phenomenological approach is to
identify the unique individual experiences of the research participants with
a phenomenon (trust in schools) and combine these into a composite
description of the universal essence or the nature of their lived experi-
ences. In other words, our use of this approach to analysis focused on the
description of divergences and convergences of our participants’ experi-
ences of the phenomenon of trust in school relationships. We deemed this
phenomenological approach to be appropriate for examination of the
lived, concrete, and situated experiences of these participating Canadian
school administrators, based on their perceptions, reflections, descriptions,
and discussions regarding the phenomenon of trust in the relationships
they mediated and observed in schools.

There are various ways to collect data with participants who have experi-
enced the phenomenon. Most often, data collection in phenomenological
studies consists of in-depth or multiple interviews with participants.
However, other forms of data may also be collected, such as observations,
journals, art, poetry, music, and other forms of art (Creswell, 2012).
Furthermore, Van Manen (1997) identified taped conversations; formally
written responses, and accounts of vicarious experiences of drama, films,
poetry, and novels as sources for analyses. Based on these perspectives, we
considered formally written responses to open-ended survey questions to be
appropriate forms of data for our phenomenological analysis (Frey, 2004;
Van Manen, 1997). This phenomenological approach to our analysis of
formally written responses allowed us to reduce the information to signifi-
cant statements or quotations and to combine these statements into themes
(Creswell, 2012). Based on the rich descriptive responses, we were able to
develop not only a textural description of the experiences of the participants
(i.e., what school administrators experienced), but also, insofar as possible, a
structural description of their experiences (i.e., how they experienced the
phenomenon of trust within their working conditions, situations, or context)
(Moustakas, 1994). Finally, our discussion, implications, and conclusions
offer a combination of the textual and structural descriptions to convey a
sense of the overall essence of the lived experiences of the Canadian school
administrations with respect to trust.

Study Participants

Our sample included school principals (N = 177) from all Canadian pro-
vinces/territories who completed a survey of school administrators’ perspec-
tives of moral agency and trust. The demographic section of the survey
elicited data about participants’ age, gender, province/territory, years of
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professional experience, years of experience as a principal, and formal ethical
training. In addition, extra open-ended space was provided for participants
to elaborate on the type of ethical training in which they have been involved.

The participating school administrators fit into four different age range
categories; the majority of them (79%) belonged to the 41–60 age group.
Gender representation was almost equal, with the slight prevalence of male
principals. While the majority of participants represented three provinces,
Alberta (20%), Saskatchewan (23%), and Ontario (20%), all provinces/terri-
tories were represented in this study. More than half of the participants were
experienced educators with extensive experiences in principalship and signifi-
cant experiences with formal training in ethics. For the majority of partici-
pants, formal ethical training constituted university graduate and
undergraduate courses in ethics, philosophy, or religious studies; professional
development workshops or seminars in ethical and moral decision-making and
counseling; or a combination of both (for details, see Table 1).

Data Sources

The sole source for this exploratory study, the survey of Canadian school
administrators’ perspectives of moral agency and trust, consisted of closed-
and open-ended questions and was developed by the researchers based on
suggestions and recommendations from an expert panel of principals (for
details, see Noonan et al., 2008), the relevant literature, and adapted items
from related instruments (Center for Corporate Excellence, 2007;
Tschannen-Moran, 2004). The survey was field-tested with a group of nine
principals prior to distribution by mail and online.

In line with the phenomenological focus, this article discusses only the
select open-ended survey questions that pertained to the theme of funda-
mental importance of trust in the work of school principals. We asked the

Table 1. Demographics of Respondents (N = 177).
Age range % Province %

31–40 yrs 14 Alberta 20
41–50 yrs 37 Saskatchewan 23
51–60 yrs 42 Ontario 20
61 yrs or more 2 Others 37
Gender % Years of professional experience %
Male 53 10 years or less 3
Female 45 11–20 years 27
No response 2 21–30 years 52

31 years or more 15
Years of experience as a principal % Formal ethics training %
5 years or less 31 Yes 53
6–10 years 35 No 25
11–15 years 14 Unsure 22
16 years or more 19
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respondents to provide us with their insights, stories, experiences, and advice
with respect to the trust imperative through six open-ended questions: (1)
From your perspective, what role does trust play in your school? (2) Where
and/or when does trust matter the most for you in your school work? (3) When
you are making decisions for the school, how important a role does trust play?
(4) When all is well with trust in your school, what is it like and how does it
actually help? (5) In your experiences, how do you determine if you can trust
someone? (6) From your perspective as a principal, what are the characteristics
or features of a trustworthy staff member? The survey also included related
closed-ended items (some adapted from the sources mentioned), but data
from those responses were not included in this analysis.

Data Collection

Principals from across Canada were contacted using email and mail
addresses from the Canadian Education on the Web (2007) resource. Hard
copies of survey were sent to approximately 2,000 principals; invitations to
participate in online surveys were sent to approximately 3,000 principals
across Canada. The returned completed surveys (N = 177) provided sufficient
qualitative data for the needs of this exploratory study. At the same time, we
believe a low response rate may have been indicative of school administra-
tors’ extremely busy professional lives, lack of personal contact between the
researchers and participants, and ease of dismissal of online survey
invitations.

Data Analysis

Typically, phenomenological approaches aim not only at description, but also
at the interpretation of the meaning of the lived experiences; in this sense,
researchers mediate between different meanings (Van Manen, 1997). Due to
the methodological constraints of this research and as far as possible in our
analysis, we attempted to go beyond superficial descriptions (begreifen) to
look, rather, at the school leaders’ internal understandings (verstehen) (Ladd,
1957) underlying the importance of trust in their work relationships. We
followed the systematic procedures, moving from the “narrow units of
analysis” (e.g., significant statements), and on to broader units (e.g., meaning
units) (Creswell, 2012), with the purpose of interpreting what our partici-
pants had experienced and how they experienced the phenomenon of trust in
their work relationships in schools (Moustakas, 1994).

Responses to the select open-ended questions provided rich descriptive
data for the study. Participants’ comments from paper-based and online
surveys were compiled by the researchers and analyzed both deductively
and inductively following standard coding processes for etic and emic

LEADERSHIP AND POLICY IN SCHOOLS 11

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

"Q
ue

en
's

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 L

ib
ra

ri
es

, K
in

gs
to

n"
] 

at
 0

6:
49

 1
8 

A
pr

il 
20

16
 



approaches to data analysis (MacMillan & Schumacher, 2006). Six open-
ended questions served as the initial organizing framework for the responses.
In addition, the emergent codes were established according to the dominant
themes recurring in the responses. Both etic and emic codes were then
combined into categories, and categories into patterns or concepts
(Lichtman, 2010). As a result of analysis, four thematic categories emerged,
each containing several subthemes.

Research Findings

The analysis of participating Canadian principals’ perceptions regarding the
fundamental imperative of trust in school settings produced the following
four thematic categories: importance of trusting relationships; importance of
trust in decision-making; trustworthiness and interpersonal aspects of trust,
and utility of trust. Each of these categories included several sub-themes that
were organized in the order of strength of expression and frequency of
mention indicated by the respondents. Emergent themes from qualitative
data analysis are presented below with related quotations from the respon-
dents. With the inadequacy of quantification of the principals’ collective
voices for this exploratory study, we use such descriptors as few, some,
most, many, majority, etc. to indicate the frequency of mention assigned to
each sub-theme by the participants.

Importance of Trusting Relationships

In this thematic category, participants’ responses yielded such sub-themes as
centrality of trust in relationships, degree of importance of trust, reciprocity
of trust, confidentiality and trust, and cultivating trust in others.

Centrality of Trust in Relationships
Given the view in the literature that trusting relationships are claimed to be
fundamentally important in the workplace, we were interested in the view-
point of principals regarding the extent to which trusting relationships are
important between principals and key stakeholders in schools. The common
belief among the responding principals was that trust was integral to building
the foundation for relationships between students, staff, parents, and the
principal. As one of the participants powerfully noted, “Education and
learning is all about relationship and a central pillar of relationship is
trust.” Another principal remarked, “I have to have staff who trust in me.
Also I have to be able to trust my staff.” When asked to describe the role that
trust plays in their schools, most principals used descriptors like “huge,”
“extremely important,” “enormous,” “integral,” “vital,” “critical,” “pivotal,”
“significant,” “major,” and “key.” Thus, for the participants trust was
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imperative in the relational aspects of working with others—students, staff,
parents, senior administration, colleagues, and the community. As one prin-
cipal commented, “Without trust between students and students, teachers
and students, teachers and parents, teachers and teachers, plus administra-
tion, the school could not exist.”

A more detailed analysis of responses allowed us to tease out a number of
relational categories that ascertain the importance of trusting relationships
between the principal and teachers, principal and office administration,
principal and parents, principal and students, principal and community,
principal and school board, principal and school based professionals, and
principal and support staff. While the findings were not surprising, the
principals’ responses confirm the nonempirical assertions of the literature.

Degree of Importance
The degree of importance of trusting relationships assigned by the participants
to various relational categories seemed dependent upon the frequency of inter-
action between the principal and a specific group of stakeholders. Most of the
participants saw trusting relationships between the principal and teachers as the
most important ones. As one participant noted, “trust matters most in relation-
ships with staff and colleagues; trust is still important (but less so, in dealing with
parents and students); although mistrust can destroy relationships and poison
work done with students and families.” Another participant viewed trusting
relationships between administration and teaching staff as a means for cultivat-
ing trust among other stakeholders in the school:

The most important part of the trust I give is to my teaching staff. This is a mutual
trust. I trust that they will perform their duties to the best of their abilities and that
they will interact with their students in a calm, fair and reasonable manner, that
the working environment they help create is conducive to students and staff
accomplishing their goals. In return, they trust that I have their “backs.” In this
sense, they trust that I will prevent them from unfair criticisms by students,
parents, colleagues, or supervisors. They also trust that my decisions are guided
by my belief in “best practice” for schools. Supervision and discipline of students
and staff should be firm, fair and prompt. They trust that they will be supported in
creating that climate which is conducive to them faithfully fulfilling their duties,
and conducive to all students learning.

On the other hand, many respondents indicated that the infrequent and
more distant (less direct) relationship between school board and principals
had a lesser degree of importance.

Reciprocity of Trust
The majority of respondents highlighted the importance of mutual or two-way
trust in relationships with others. One of the principals noted this as a reason
for why trust was important for him: “We respond to people’s request based
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on the assumption of mutual trust. I try very hard to always respond in a way
to build trust and hope that sets the expectation for others to also respond that
way.” Another participant highlighted the importance of hearing each other,
and described how trust can help people to “truly listen to each other. New
ideas are entertained. Praise and compliments abound. There is laughter and
genuine concern for each other.” In addition, the elements of servant leader-
ship were often mentioned in relation to the significant role that trust plays in
the life of a leader. “As the leader, I need to build two-way trust between
myself and those I serve. If trust begins to erode, on either side, the whole
process will unravel,” noted one of the respondents.

Confidentiality and Trust
Not surprisingly, reciprocal trust was perceived to be the most critical in
issues that required confidentiality. For example, this was evident in situa-
tions that involved intercollegial conversations with the use of confidential or
critical information, confidential discussions with “superiors” around the
work performance of staff members, and in cases where privileged student
or parent information needed to be shared only with specific staff members.
One principal highlighted the importance of confidentiality “in dealing with
sensitive issues” and linked it with the impact that respecting confidentiality
has on “building solid relationships.” Another administrator described the
desirability of trust in being able to “leave information on your desk and
[have] no one tamper with it or share the information.”

Cultivating Trust in Others
A significant portion of the data emphasized the importance of personal
connection in trustful relationships as a means to cultivate trust in others.
Trust within relationship building was often linked with respect, collabora-
tion, and ultimately “carrying over to decision-making.” Many principals’
described their efforts to build trust in their relationships with all stake-
holders. Although the most common stakeholders mentioned were staff
members, cultivating trust with students, parents, school board adminis-
trators and the broader school communities were also seen as important.
Principals argued that devoting time to establish trusting relationships with
teachers needed to be an important item on a principal’s agenda. The
advantages of cultivating trust with staff were seen as “staff know where
they stand with procedures and feel empowered when making decisions.
They participate fully in discussions and professional conversations.”
Cultivating trust with students was seen as a positive way for “resolution
of conflicts,” and the “open door concept” and approachability were
deemed to work as means to encourage parents to “feel they can more
readily communicate a concern.”
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The Importance of Trust in Decision Making

In this thematic category, the following sub-themes were gleaned from the data
analysis: imparting and obtaining trust in decision making; making unpopular
decisions for the greater good; and authenticity in decision making.

Imparting and Obtaining Trust in Decision Making
Many of the respondents described the importance of granting trust to
others and relying on trust from others in everyday decision-making
processes. Some principals described how this could often be a trusting
judgment call on their part: “Can you trust students to take notes home to
parents; can you trust staff to complete tasks as required?” and “You end
up working with the hope that you can have trust in reactions, people and
results.” Often principals had to make judgments about how much infor-
mation to share with others as part of the decision-making process. For
example, one principal said, “it is really important to know who I can trust
with what, in terms of with whom and what sensitive information I share
with others.” One administrator described the importance of staff realizing
that “at times, not all information can be shared; my staff needs to trust in
me [and] support the decisions I make [even if] they may not have all the
information.” Overall, respondents recognized that it was important for all
stakeholders to trust in the principals’ decision making. “My community
needs to trust that I am making decisions that have the needs of the
students at the center, and my staff needs to trust that I will balance
their needs as well. I consult before making decisions, but I hope that my
staff trusts my judgment in the end,” noted one of the participants. A
critical role in this process was assigned to the perceived level of account-
ability attributed to their decision making by various stakeholders. As one
principal noted, it was not an easy undertaking: “I am accountable for all
decisions made as principal and I have to work hard to be trusted, that I
am [seen as] fair and supportive of students and families. I have to work
on building trust with families in need in order to help students, and this
is hard and time-consuming.”

Making Decisions for the Greater Good
The data showed the importance of trust within decision making, which was
strongly linked to the respondents’ perception of the necessity to make
decisions for the collective well-being. One principal posited that decision
making “goes beyond my immediate and personal trust in individual staff
members to the staff trusting that my decisions or the ones we make
collectively are for the greater good of all, and that they will be supported
regardless of personal views.” Another noted that “some decisions are very
much dependent on the staff or community trusting me to look after the
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interests of the school.” Several principals shared about their awareness of
being trusted by stakeholders to make decisions that were in the overall
interests of the school, even when those decisions might be unpopular. As
one administrator described “I feel/believe that they need to know my
decisions are based on what’s best for the kids. It’s not for/against their
view, it’s for the students.” Yet, another principal added that effective schools
administrators are those who are able to make a decision on information
from many sources and not just the popular vote. To that point, participants
repeatedly mentioned the importance of using the principle of the “best
interest of children and their learning” as the ultimate factor for their
decision making.

They also felt supported by their faith in the goodness of others and in
others’ abilities to make good decisions in the best interest of children.
Participants emphasized their desires to make informed and right decisions;
as one principal described, “I usually feel confident when I make the decision
because I usually research all aspects of the concern.” For the majority, the
most important indicator of rightness was the consistency with which they
made good ethical decisions. As one respondent noted, the test of a correct
decision sometimes was “if I can wake up the next day and know that I’d
make the same decision again, then it’s all good.” While wrestling with the
complexity of making informed decisions in a timely fashion, principals tried
to adhere to their own moral compasses, to the values of the school, and to
the professional codes of ethics, all the while ensuring that they did no
further harm while acting in the best interests of the students and others in
the learning community.

Authenticity in Decision Making
A number of participants’ emphasized the importance of trust being evident
through authenticity and truthfulness in decision making. Many school admin-
istrators explained that they tried to ensure that any information used to
support their decision making came from “trustful and reliable sources.”
Principals linked their decision making with authenticity, the types of informa-
tion they used, the realm within which decisions were made, and the desire to be
trusted “to make good decisions” and to uphold “ethical, personal core values”
in decision making. One principal explained, “Great care must be taken to
ensure that participation in decision making is authentic. Failing to follow
through on a staff decision kills trust.” Other responses captured the challenges
of establishing and maintaining trust within the larger community while ensur-
ing authentic communication. For instance, one respondent noted a desire to
“talk freely and not tell untruths (i.e., tell people that they are doing a good job
when they are not). This also means that you have to tell people the truth when
they have areas to improve. I tend to look to myself first when things go wrong.”
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Trustworthiness or Interpersonal Aspects of Trust

Within this thematic category, participants’ responses were organized into
such sub-themes as the temporality of trust-building; the trusting school
culture; body language and intuition; and honesty and reliability.

Temporality of Trust Building
Many respondents pointed to the historical nature of trustworthiness, estab-
lished through reputation and built up over time. A number of school
administrators linked trustworthiness to the dynamic level of trust in inter-
personal interactions and pointed to its capability to shift over time. One of
the participants commented:

I have a basic level of trust in all human beings that they can be counted on to do
the right thing. So with strangers that level of trust exist[s]. With people that I
know, I either have that same level of trust or more, or our relationship over time
has shown that the other person cannot be trusted to always do the right thing and
therefore is not to be trusted.

Several other principals reported that in learning whether to trust some-
one, they watched for “what they do and how they entrust with others,”
emphasizing that “time will tell if [a person] can trust someone.”

Historical relationships with others were connected to character and
endorsement, with some respondents highlighting the importance of the
history with the person, recommendations, and credentials as key factors
that informed whether they could trust someone. One principal commented
that trust based upon reputation “grows over time and through experience
with the individual.” Other comments from participants were that “past
performance” and “past experiences” were important, that a “certain degree
of trust with monitoring is usual,” and that it was easier to establish trusting
relationships if a “referral came from a trusted source.” To this point, several
school administrators shared the following comments:

● levels of interactions which you have with a person and the results of
those interactions will determine the level of trust you place in a person;

● past examples of someone doing what they say they would do is an
indicator that they should be trustworthy;

● your experience with the person guides you to place more or less trust in
them over time. Trust is embedded in relationships, which takes time to
build.

These and other comments pointed to the perspective that to reach a deep
level of trust, relationships need to be nurtured over time.
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Trusting School Culture
For many of the respondents, trustworthiness was dependent upon a trustful
environment. As one principal posited, “[to administer] school matters in an
atmosphere that is distrustful would be ineffective and unsustainable. If
conditions are always trustful, communication and problem solving would
be more effective.” The imperative of trust’s presence in school relationships
was emphasized by principals’ beliefs that breakdown of trust results in the
environments of distrust and undermined professionalism. In their com-
ments, principals acknowledged that at times “it was easier to trust some
students, staff, and parents than others.” These were seen as direct outcomes
of breakdown in trusting relationships and negative experiences with misuse
of trust by others to achieve their own purposes. Therefore, it was important
to principals that the environment in their schools is one where “all stake-
holders feel safe, valued, and heard.”

Principals believed that they were trusted to establish an open and caring type
of atmosphere in which “staff, parents’ and students’ concerns would be looked
after and people would feel cared for.” Creating a culture of trust was seen as
essential to provide a secure environment where “teachers and students are able
to take risks and express their deepest held opinions and convictions.” To that
end, they had to deal with divisions and frictions along the lines of “us” and
“them,” be it between parents and parents, teachers and parents, teachers and
teachers, students and teachers, students and students, or students and parents.”
A culture of trust was seen to be conducive to establishing a “climate/culture of
consistency,” where “there is an air of confidence” and “student and staff issues
are low.” One principal talked about the importance of having open doors in
communication, where “people are talking. People feel free to ask questions and
disagree if they feel they must, people are positive, people don’t make assump-
tions about what you really mean.” Trust and openness in communication were
helpful in creating an environment where students in particular “are not afraid
to speak up and/or seek help when needed from all staff.”

Body Language and Intuition
Several respondents discussed the importance of body language in helping
them to identify people who they felt could not be trusted. Many of the
principals had learned to be observant of physical signals that might indicate
mistrustful behaviour. In particular, eye contact, mannerisms, opinions, and
presentation of oneself were all important indicators, as one principal
explained:

I know I can trust someone by the non-verbal clues I pick up from them. I have
always been a pretty good judge of character and have been able to tell who is
trustworthy. Often past experiences with that person will help me make
decisions.
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Another principal described the importance of observing body language along-
side the type of language being used, revealing how they had considered “how
many times a story changes and how many times you have been lied to before.”

Where trustworthiness had not yet been established, respondents reported
that it was sometimes built on faith. A few principals described how “after
some discussion, [trustworthiness] becomes a “gut” feeling,” and recalled using
“gut instinct,” or “intuition.” One principal suggested that “it is not a matter of
‘knowing’ so much as intuiting” and often one needs to “take a leap of faith.”

Honesty and Reliability
Respondents overwhelmingly reported “honesty” as the most important
character trait for fostering trustworthiness. Other essential character traits
were described as being respectful, dependable, ethical, and reliable. For
many respondents, integrity and loyalty were seen as desirable traits, as
were kindness and a caring attitude. Character traits were clearly valued
where they appeared to be genuine and consistent, with one principal high-
lighting how trustworthiness was “a person’s way of being,. . .or the way they
conduct themselves.”

Reliability and predictability were seen as essential traits of trustworthiness.
In order to achieve trustworthiness, principals argued, staff have to be counted
upon to: “do what they say they are going to do,” “be true to their word,” and
“carry through with commitments.” A person “that follows through on com-
mitments, who respects confidentiality, who does the hard thing over the easy
thing, if the hard thing is warranted” was held up as a model of trustworthi-
ness. For most respondents, the ability to adhere to one’s own belief system, to
have “actions and words match,” to be “able to stand by her/his convictions in
the face of adversity,” and to be able to “walk the talk,” were seen as intrinsic to
trustworthiness. As noted by one of the participants, trustworthy colleagues
“know and follow established policies, act for the good of all staff and students,
and are good judges of what is right.”

Utility of Trust

This thematic category included such sub-themes as the usefulness of trust
for team building and the strengthening of staff morale; aiding communica-
tion; supporting teaching and learning; implementing change; and managing
incidents, discipline, and conflict.

Team Building and Staff Morale
Trust was seen as helpful in ensuring that no egos or confounding
influences are getting in the way when “students, staff, and the commu-
nity are all working towards a common goal.” Respondents noted that all
is well with trust when “there is a sense of pulling together to accomplish
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a job,” and “people are more collaborative and often share in curriculum
dialogue.” Trust was seen as the “pivotal component of a strongly built
community.” Noting the utility of trust, one principal stated that trust was
a vital component for a leader “to have leverage with staff and students.”
Another principal added, “Without it you cannot build a team.” Trust and
team cohesiveness within the school community were also linked with
developing good morale within the school team. It was evident that
principals felt that trust cultivated high staff morale which, in turn,
promoted a productive work environment.

Aiding Communication
Respondents explained that trust was an enabler of communication, provid-
ing an atmosphere where one could carry out one’s duties with a greater
sense of confidence. Principals highlighted that “teachers and staff feel
comfortable talking with administration and confident that their issues are
private” and that “students know they can speak with a responsible adult
regarding issues they may be having and may be more inclined to share
problems and difficulties.” Trust was also seen as an important facilitator for
the “free exchange of ideas with all staff, parents, and students, even when
there is disagreement.” One administrator even imputed the benefit of having
“no irate phone calls from parents” to the trustful relationships with students’
families.

Supporting Teaching and Learning
Many of the respondents identified the integral role of trust in supporting
teaching and learning within their schools. Principals recognized that trust
has the ability to create “a great place to work where teaching and
learning is a priority” and where “teachers are able to put their best
teaching practices in motion and work on reaching the different abilities
of students within their classes.” Principals felt that trust was essential if
all of the staff in school were to have a positive effect on students. One
respondent outlined the need “to be able to trust that the people standing
in front of those students are doing all they can to bring about learning in
a safe and stimulating environment.” Another respondent emphasized the
need to ensure students’ parents know that principals “will do everything
possible to provide the best for their children.”

Implementing Change
A few principals recognized the utility of trust in situations when they were
trying to implement change in their school organizations. They described the
role of trust as being “huge,” noting that it is “tough to move people who
don’t trust [leader’s] ability or intentions. In the absence of trust there is not
a lot of movement forward.” Trust was identified as being “the key to
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initiating any type of change” and vitally important “when [the principal
asks] the staff to do something new or try a new approach.” Trust was also
seen to be pivotal “when working with change and transitions” required by
various mandates, policies, and restructuring in organizations.

Managing Incidents, Discipline, and Conflict
Some principals highlighted the usefulness of trust when either they or their
staff members were called upon to deal with discipline issues. Trust mattered
in instances of “reporting incidents to local agencies, dealing with discipline
in a fair manner, and in communication with parents and community about
issues.” One principal felt that where trust was present between administra-
tion, teachers, and students, “students were not in conflict with each other or
with the teachers or administration.” Trust was also seen to be essential in
critical matters regarding the safety of the students and when occasions
required confidentiality.

Discussion

The findings of this study revealed multiple dimensions of the importance of
the trust phenomenon in the work of the Canadian school principals, point-
ing to the personal, the relational, the decisional, the educational, the organi-
zational, and the moral imperatives of trust for school leaders. We deem
these categories to be heuristic, as they emerged from our data as interre-
lated, interdependent, and without clear boundaries; yet, we think they are
helpful in our understanding of principals’ lived experiences of trust.

Within the personal imperative, the literature on trust posits that trust is a
biological and psychological requirement for well-being and a foundation for
both self-respect and positive interpersonal regard (Baier, 1994; Marshall,
2000). In our study, principals not only affirmed the importance of trust in a
personal sense, but spoke to the positive requirement of trust to develop
genuine and consistent character traits required for establishing personal
trustworthiness, such as integrity, kindness, care, honesty, reliability, loyalty,
respect, and commitment. Interwoven throughout the themes and often
implicit was also the principals’ sense of personal competence, expressed
through their own and others’ confidence in their capacity to accomplish the
required task or make the right decision. These personal aspects were seen as
the sources of trustworthiness—those aspects of trustee’s (the trust referent)
behaviors and attitudes that make the trustor (a trusting party) judge the
trustee’s worthiness of trust (Van Maele, Forsyth, & Van Houtte, 2014a).
Moreover, our study reinforced the findings that leaders’ trustworthiness is
established through caring atmosphere and attitudes. Benevolence and care
have been widely regarded in the literature as imperative features of leaders’
trustworthiness (Baier, 1986; Noddings, 2005; Tschannen-Moran, 2014b). As

LEADERSHIP AND POLICY IN SCHOOLS 21

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

"Q
ue

en
's

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 L

ib
ra

ri
es

, K
in

gs
to

n"
] 

at
 0

6:
49

 1
8 

A
pr

il 
20

16
 



has often been said, people don’t care how much you know until they know
how much you care. Effective leaders are those who “act spontaneously with
a true heart of compassion, caring for the person regardless of the conse-
quences” (Cooper, 2004, p. 134). Our study results ascertained the findings
about such facets of trust as benevolence, reliability, competence, openness,
and honesty (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999) and emphasized the need for
personal authenticity and truthfulness, especially in relational matters and in
complex leadership decision-making. Therefore, personal imperative of trust
serves as grounds for trustworthiness of authentic (Begley, 2006) and influ-
ential leaders (Smith & Flores, 2014). Our findings confirm the claims of
Reina and Reina (2006, p. 9) that at the core of trust building lies “increasing
our awareness of ourselves and our behaviours with others.” Through our
heightened awareness, they posited, leaders are in a stronger position to
choose to practice behaviours that build trust, and by practicing these
behaviours consistently, leaders earn their trustworthiness.

The relational imperative of principals encompassed the reciprocity of
trust with people in multiple relational categories. Relational trust in schools
is reciprocal in the sense that trust of one party in another helps create a
built-in incentive for the latter to reciprocate trust with trustworthiness
(Coleman, 1990). As middle managers, principals simultaneously manage at
least four sets of trusting relationships: upward with their superiors, down-
ward with subordinates, laterally with other principals, and externally with
parents and other community and business groups (Goldring, 1993). It was
the frequency of interaction between the principal and a specific group of
stakeholders that affected the degree of importance of trusting relationships,
assigned by the participants to various relational categories. Our study results
pointed out that the imperative of reciprocal trust was deemed especially
pertinent in the most frequent principal–teacher relational category; the
degree of importance seemed to decrease proportionately to the frequency
of interaction. Similarly, Gimbel (2003) found that principals believed that an
underlying dimension of the meaning of trust in schools was in the one-to-
one interpersonal relationships they were sustaining with their teaching staffs
based on reliability, consistency, and follow-through. Principals in our study
regarded trust to be embedded in relationships, which take time to build
through reputation based on past performance, mutual experiences, and
endorsement or referral from others. Like Leveille (2006), we also found
that principals believed that developing trusting relationships takes not only
time but also transparency (openness) and accountability.

In principals’ responses we further observed evidence of various levels of
relational trust (Rempel et al., 1985), namely low level (predictability), med-
ium trust (dependability), and highest developmental stage of trust (faith);
the latter, deeper level of trust, required conscious attention and nurturing
over time. Instrumental for cultivation of trust were personal connections
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established with various groups of stakeholders. In relationships, personal
connection is vital for the development of trust because people do not place
trust in such intangible items as a title or a position, but afford their trust to
leaders who build relationships through communication, by keeping their
word, and by trusting employees first (Martin, 1998). Furthermore, despite
the fact that trust-related issues sometimes occur in relationships between
principals, staff, parents, and students, as evident from our study, they seem
to be necessary for principals to elicit followers’ input and create stronger
and more productive cooperative relationships.

For the decisional imperative, principals shared that their everyday deci-
sions were highly dependent on the level of trust afforded to school admin-
istration by others and their own trusting judgment calls about
trustworthiness of others. Participants, whenever deemed appropriate,
empowered teachers’ decision making by consulting or entrusting confiden-
tial information with teachers. Korsgaard, Schweiger, and Sapienza (1995)
also found that leaders’ strong consideration of members’ input and contin-
uous interaction with them can enhance the fairness of decision making,
increase the commitment to the decision, build attachment to the team, and
promote greater trust in the leader. Valuing followers’ input, thus, was
deemed instrumental in building a team and developing collegial trusting
relationships. As Martin (1998) argued, leaders send followers a powerful
signal when they delegate responsibilities and refrain from interfering. In so
doing, they bestow trust upon their followers, who, in turn, reciprocate by
bestowing trust on the leader. Trust becomes a “liberating process” (p. 45); by
sharing control over decision making, leaders free their followers. Ultimately,
however, the brunt of the decision-making responsibility fell on their
shoulders, as they described being accountable to school community stake-
holders for making often unpopular, yet authentic, decisions for the collec-
tive well-being and in the best interests of children. Authentic leaders who
care and honestly challenge decisions are followed by others even through
the tough course of ups and downs (Cooper, 2004).

We observed instances of principals assigning importance in decision
making to all three types of transactional or reciprocal trust (Reina &
Reina, 2006). Contractual trust in decisions made by our participants were
based on mutual understandings and collaboration with staff, and were
further based on common expectations, intentions, and role responsibilities,
as well as on trust in students to do what they say they would do.
Communication trust encompassed sharing of sensitive information with
teachers and trusting that it would be kept confidential, telling the truth
with honesty and openness, and communicating decisions with good pur-
pose. Interestingly enough, nonverbal aspects of communication and intui-
tion were also deemed important in establishing communication trust. And
finally, competence trust in decision making manifested in principals’
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seeking input from teachers and nurturing their confidence and competence
by trusting them to complete tasks as required.

The educational imperative of trust was seen in its integral role in support-
ing teaching and learning within schools. Principals recognized that trust has
the ability to create a safe school environment where best teaching practices
and professional learning, as well as student learning and achievement, were
a priority. With others, we found that principals consider trust to be founda-
tional for school effectiveness and improvement (Bryk & Schneider, 2002;
Forsyth, 2008; Louis, 2007; Van Maele & Van Houtte, 2011). Trust was vital
to relationships from which there would be delegation of power through
shared decision making and obtaining trust from teachers by safeguarding
their professional competence. The improvement of the educative functions
of a school was thought to be best established and sustained through the
fostering of professional climates, conducive to teachers faithfully fulfilling
their duties and conducive to all students learning. School leaders need to
foster “warranted hope” in schools (Walker & Atkinson, 2010), a hope that is
grounded in such leadership behaviors as diligence and mindful practice,
sense making and adaptive confidence. Resonating with other research (Bryk,
Lee, & Holland, 1993; Bryk & Schneider, 1996; Tarter, Sabo, & Hoy, 1995;
Tschannen-Moran, 2009, 2014a; Wrigley, 2003), we have seen that trusting
environments are perceived as allowing for affirmation, empowerment, hope,
and engagement of teachers in their work to establish well-functioning
professional learning communities; enhanced teacher learning; and positive
educational outcomes and student learning.

The organizational imperative of trust was vividly seen in our principals’
perspectives and reflections on their lived experiences. Without trust between
and among students, parents, teachers, and administration, the school simply
could not exist. Although this seems to be the most basic level of under-
standing of trust in schools, principals’ comments indicated that trust was
seen as instrumental for maintaining cohesiveness within the school com-
munity and developing good morale within the school team. Trusting rela-
tionships and personal connections established between the leader and the
followers may result in a collaboration and reciprocation through shared
commitment to the organizational vision (Martin, 1998). Participants in our
study believed that effective collaboration in school required trust, as did
establishing a collaborative climate and a culture of consistency. For these
principals, the levels of trust in relationships among all stakeholders in the
educational process determined a great deal of their professional effective-
ness, as well as the overall school effectiveness. Based on Cosner’s (2009)
claim that collegial trust enhances capacity-building of school principals, this
point resonates with Tschannen-Moran’s (2009) argument about the need to
adopt a professional orientation to school leadership as one of the pathways
to trust-building, which in turn will lead to improved professionalism,
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stronger commitment, greater cooperation, increased task engagement, and
demonstration of greater expertise. Our participants made references to the
significance of trust in practices and behaviors of servant leadership, which
has been discussed in leadership literature as having potential to improve
organizational performance (Joseph & Winston, 2005).

These principals were cognizant of the potential high costs of distrustful
environments in school organizations. Distrust increases the costs of work
because people must engage in self-protective actions and continually make
provisions for the possibility that other persons will manipulate the situation
for their own advantage (Limerick & Cunnington, 1993). Distrust for parti-
cipating school administrators resulted from a breakdown in trusting rela-
tionships and past negative experiences with misuse of trust by others to
achieve their own purposes. Govier (1992) argued that distrust tends to
provoke feelings of anxiety and insecurity, causing people to feel ill at ease
and expend energy on monitoring the behavior and possible motives of
others. Distrust, like trust, is a function of culture, understood and expressed
in different ways, due to interrelated factors such as history, conflicts, belief
systems and ideologies, patterns of interaction, and institutional structures
(Samier, 2013). From our findings, we suggest that creating an organizational
culture of trust was seen to be an essential means by which to establish a safe
and professional working environment. These findings provide warrant to
the argument that trust cannot solely be built through interpersonal means
alone, but also requires institutional mechanisms (structure, policies, con-
texts, etc.) that not only complement interpersonal efforts but also provide
the basis for developing a lasting culture of trust (Mishra & Mishra, 2013).

The moral imperative was another underlying dimension of the principals’
trust-brokering function in schools. Our findings revealed that principals
were often acting as moral agents in their school organizations, responsible
for choosing a certain course of action from alternatives. In many instances,
by using their moral compasses, relying on shared school values, and operat-
ing within professional codes of ethics, principals (agents) in our study acted
on behalf of teachers and students in their schools, as well as parents and
families. Individual comments pointed to the fact that the protection of
teachers from unfair criticism, use of the best teaching and learning practices,
and promotion of collective well-being and the best interests of the students
were often the drivers behind their agentic practices and behavior. Moral
agency is usually defined as a person’s ability to make moral judgments based
on some commonly held notion of right and wrong and to be held accoun-
table for these actions (Angus, 2003). Moral agency is characterized by
consistent ethical living, the development of one’s moral character, the cost
of following the principles of ethics, and the care one has for others (Hester
& Killian, 2011). As leaders, principals were faced with making decisions that
tested their integrity and trust quotient with their constituents. Having an
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awareness of their personal trustworthiness, a moral platform to stand on,
and to standing up to difficult issues was seen as an important feature of
moral agency for these principals in their efforts to establish and maintain
trust between and amongst the various partners in education. As noted
elsewhere (Kohn, 1997; Paul-Doscher & Normore, 2008), moral grounds
on which leaders can rely help with the establishment of trust among
stakeholders. A key to a leader’s trustworthiness was seen in the possession
of a firm sense that other people matter, a basic moral conviction that their
needs and interests count from a moral point of view and must be significant
in our lives (Govier, 1998). We found that in school settings, trust was seen
as both a means and measure of manifested moral agency, and therefore, it is
important to recognize the central role of a principal as a trust broker for
themselves and others in a school organization.

Concluding Remarks

Through this article we have seen the importance of the trust phenomenon to
our participating principals in various aspects of their work. Their lived,
concrete, and situated experiences confirmed our understanding of trust as a
construct that reflects the hunger, need, and efforts to create and sustain
socio-emotional capital between people. Trust helps people to better perform
everyday activities, to meaningfully engage with others, and to securely carry
people in and through times of vulnerability and risk-taking. Although this
study only allowed us to get a glimpse into establishing and cultivating trust
as imperative activities for school leaders, we may confidently posit that the
cognizance of trust dynamics is essential for a successful principalship.

The findings of this study have made it possible to conclude that trust
was an extremely important part of these principals’ work. Trust enhanced
personal trustworthiness and helped create, foster, and sustain relation-
ships between and among various stakeholders in schools. Both the trust
granted to school administrators by others and principals’ personal judg-
ments about the trustworthiness of others were instrumental in everyday
decision-making in schools. Overwhelmingly, these principals also noted
that trusting relationships between all who are involved in the schooling
process were highly important not only for a school organization to
function properly, but also to promote safe, caring, and productive learn-
ing and working environments. And, finally, we have seen that much of
the work of principals calls those who hold such positions to broker trust
as they assume their roles of moral agents with an overriding moral and
educative purpose.

The implications of this exploratory research are found in its offering
descriptions of trust brokering role of school administrators and providing
greater understanding of the nature of principals’ moral agency in building
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trustworthy relationships and making trustworthy decisions that are in the
best interests of children and other stakeholders. The need to further exam-
ine the realities of school principals’ trust building and sustaining continues
to be an important part of research because of its implications for school
leader development. The imperative of trust being present in school relation-
ships raises two basic questions: how can this valuable social capital be
created and sustained, and what are the vulnerabilities and fragilities asso-
ciated with trust in schools? To take up the latter question and given the
imperative of trust, we ask: to what extent does broken trust result in the
environments of distrust and mistrust, undermined professionalism, and,
consequently, school ineffectiveness? The test of our claim that trust is
imperative for school principals is in the observation of what happens if a
principal arrives at school without it. . .

Funding

The research supporting this article was funded by a grant provided by the Social Sciences
and Humanities Research Council of Canada.

References

Angus, T. (2003). Animals & ethics: An overview of the philosophical debate. Peterborough,
ON: Broadview Press.

Atkinson, S., & Butcher, D. (2003). Trust in managerial relationships. Journal of Managerial
Psychology, 18(4), 282–304. doi:10.1108/02683940310473064

Baier, A. C. (1986). Trust and antitrust. Ethics, 96, 231–260. doi:10.1086/292745
Baier, A. C. (1994). Moral prejudices. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Begley, P. T. (2006). Self-knowledge, capacity and sensitivity: Prerequisites to authentic

leadership by school principals. Journal of Educational Administration, 44(6), 570–589.
doi:10.1108/09578230610704792

Bottery, M. (2003). The management and mismanagement of trust. Educational Management
& Administration, 31(3), 245–261. doi:10.1177/0263211X03031003003

Bottery, M. (2004). The challenges of educational leadership. London, UK: Paul Chapman
Publishing.

Brenkert, G. (1998). Trust, morality and international business. Business Ethics Quarterly, 8
(2), 293–317. doi:10.2307/3857330

Bryk, A., Lee, V. E., & Holland, P. B. (1993). Catholic schools and the common good.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Bryk, A., & Schneider, B. (1996). Social trust: A moral resource for school improvement
(Report No. R117Q00005-95). Madison, WI: Wisconsin Center for Educational Research,
Center on Organization and Restructuring of Schools.

Bryk, A., & Schneider, B. (2002). Trust in schools: A core resource for improvement. New York,
NY: Russell Sage Foundation.

Campbell, E. (1999). Ethical school leadership: Problems of an elusive role. In P. Begley (Ed.),
Values and educational leadership (pp. 151–163). Albany, NY: State University of New
York Press.

LEADERSHIP AND POLICY IN SCHOOLS 27

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

"Q
ue

en
's

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 L

ib
ra

ri
es

, K
in

gs
to

n"
] 

at
 0

6:
49

 1
8 

A
pr

il 
20

16
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/02683940310473064
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/292745
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/09578230610704792
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0263211X03031003003
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/3857330


Canadian Education on the Web. (2007). Boards of education. Retrieved from http://www.
oise.utoronto.ca/canedweb/edboards.html

Center for Corporate Excellence. (2007). Student survey about ethical business behavior.
Retrieved from http://www.keysurvey.com/survey/125614/509a/

Coleman, J. S. (1990). Foundations of social theory. Cambridge, MA: The Belknap Press of
Harvard University Press.

Cooper, R. K. (2004). The other 90%: How to unlock your vast untapped potential for leader-
ship and life. New York, NY: Crown.

Cosner, S. (2009). Building organizational capacity through trust. Education Administration
Quarterly, 45(2), 248–291. doi:10.1177/0013161X08330502

Creswell, J. W. (2012). Qualitative inquiry and research design: Choosing among five
approaches. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Currall, S. C., & Epstein, M. J. (2003). The fragility of organizational trust: Lessons from the rise and
fall of Enron. Organizational Dynamics, 32(2), 193–206. doi:10.1016/S0090-2616(03)00018-4

Daly, A. J. (2009). Rigid response in an age of accountability: The potential of leadership and
trust. Education Administration Quarterly, 45(2), 168–216. doi:10.1177/0013161X08330499

Day, C. (2009). Building and sustaining successful principalship in England: The importance of
trust. Journal of Educational Administration, 47(6), 719–730. doi:10.1108/09578230910993104

Forsyth, P. B. (2008). The empirical consequences of school trust. In W. Hoy, & M. DiPaola
(Eds.), Improving schools: Studies in leadership and culture (pp. 1–27). Charlotte, NC:
Information Age Publishing.

Frey, J. H. (2004). Open-ended question. In M. S. Lewis-Beck, A. Bryman, & F. T. Liao
(Eds.), The Sage Encyclopedia of social science research methods (p. 769). Thousand Oaks,
CA: Sage.

Gimbel, P. A. (2003). Solutions for promoting principal–teacher trust. Toronto, ON: The
Scarecrow Press.

Goddard, R. D., Tschannen-Moran, M., & Hoy, W. (2001). A multilevel examination of the
distribution and effects of teacher trust in students and parents in urban elementary
schools. The Elementary School Journal, 102(1), 3–17. doi:10.1086/499690

Goldring, E. (1993). Principals, parents, and administrative supervisors. Education
Administration Quarterly, 29(1), 93–117. doi:10.1177/0013161X93029001006

Govier, T. (1992). Distrust as a practical problem. Journal of Social Philosophy, 23(1), 52–63.
doi:10.1111/j.1467-9833.1992.tb00484.x

Govier, T. (1998). Dilemmas of trust. Montreal, ON: McGill–Queen’s University Press.
Heimer, C. A. (2001). Solving the problem of trust. In K. S. Cook (Ed.), Trust in society

(pp. 40–88). New York, NY: Russell Sage Foundation.
Hester, J. P., & Killian, D. R. (2011). The leader as moral agent: Praise, blame, and the

artificial person. The Journal of Values Based Leadership, 4(1), 93–104.
Hoffman, J., Sabo, D., Bliss, J., & Hoy, W. (1994). Building a culture of trust. Journal of School

Leadership, 4, 484–501.
Hoy, W., & Kupersmith, W. J. (1985). The meaning and measure of faculty trust. Educational

and Psychological Research, 5, 1–10.
Hoy, W., & Tschannen-Moran, M. (1999). Five faces of trust: An empirical confirmation in

urban elementary schools. Journal of School Leadership, 9(3), 184–208.
Johnson, C. E. (2004). Meeting the ethical challenges of leadership: Casting light or shadow.

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Joseph, E. E., & Winston, B. E. (2005). A correlation of servant leadership, leader trust, and

organizational trust. Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 26(1), 6–22.
doi:10.1108/01437730510575552

28 B. KUTSYURUBA ET AL.

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

"Q
ue

en
's

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 L

ib
ra

ri
es

, K
in

gs
to

n"
] 

at
 0

6:
49

 1
8 

A
pr

il 
20

16
 

http://www.oise.utoronto.ca/canedweb/edboards.html
http://www.oise.utoronto.ca/canedweb/edboards.html
http://www.keysurvey.com/survey/125614/509a/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0013161X08330502
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0090-2616(03)00018-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0013161X08330499
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/09578230910993104
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/499690
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0013161X93029001006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9833.1992.tb00484.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/01437730510575552


Kohn, A. (1997). How not to teach values: A critical look at character education. Phi Delta
Kappan, February, 78, 429–439.

Korsgaard, M., Schweiger, D., & Sapienza, H. (1995). Building commitment, attachment, and
trust in strategic decision-making teams: The role of procedural justice. Academy of
Management Journal, 38(1), 60–84. doi:10.2307/256728

Kutsyuruba, B., & Walker, K. (2014). The lifecycle of trust in educational leadership: An ecological
perspective. International Journal of Leadership in Education, 18(1), 106–121. doi:10.1080/
13603124.2014.915061

Ladd, J. (1957). The structure of a moral code: A philosophic analysis of ethical discourse
applied to the ethics of the Navaho Indians. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Leveille, D. E. (2006). Accountability in higher education: A public agenda for trust and
cultural change. Berkeley, CA: University of California Center for Studies in Higher
Education.

Lewicki, R. J., & Bunker, B. B. (1996). Developing and maintaining trust in work relation-
ships. In R. Kramer, & T. Tyler (Eds.), Trust in organizations (pp. 114–139). Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage.

Lichtman, M. (2010). Qualitative research in education: A user’s guide. Thousand Oaks,
CA: Sage.

Limerick, D., & Cunnington, B. (1993). Managing the new organization. San Francisco,
CA: Jossey-Bass.

Louis, K. S. (2007). Trust and improvement in schools. Journal of Educational Change, 8(1),
1–24. doi:10.1007/s10833-006-9015-5

MacMillan, J. H., & Schumacher, S. (2006). Research in education: Evidence-based inquiry.
Boston, MA: Pearson.

Marshall, E. M. (2000). Building trust at the speed of change: The power of the relationship-
based corporation. Toronto, ON: American Management Association.

Martin, M. (1998). Trust leadership. Journal of Leadership Studies, 5(3), 43–49.
Mishra, A. K., & Mishra, K. E. (2013). Becoming a trustworthy leader: Psychology and practice.

New York, NY: Routledge.
Moustakas, C. (1994). Phenomenological research methods. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Noddings, N. (Ed.). (2005). The challenge to care in schools: An alternative approach to

education (2nd ed.). New York, NY: Teachers College Press.
Noonan, B., Walker, K., & Kutsyuruba, B. (2008). Trust in contemporary principalship.

Canadian Journal of Educational Administration and Policy, 85, 1–11.
Norman, S. M. (2006). The role of trust: Implications for psychological capital and authentic

leadership (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). University of Nebraska, Lincoln, NB.
Northouse, P. G. (2013). Leadership (6th ed.). London, UK: Sage.
Paul-Doscher, S., & Normore, A. H. (2008). The moral agency of the educational leader in

times of national crisis and conflict. Journal of School Leadership, 18(1), 8–42.
Reina, D. S., & Reina, M. L. (1999). Trust and betrayal in the workplace: Building effective

relationships in your organization. San Francisco, CA: Berrett-Koehler Publishers.
Reina, D. S., & Reina, M. L. (2006). Trust and betrayal in the workplace: Building effective

relationships in your organization (2nd ed.). San Francisco, CA: Berrett-Koehler Publishers.
Rempel, J. K., Holmes, J. G., & Zanna, M. P. (1985). Trust in close relationships. Journal of

Personality and Social Psychology, 49(1), 95–112. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.49.1.95
Roberts, L. W., Langlois, S., Clifton, R., Kampen, K., & Ferguson, B. (2005). Recent social

trends in Canada, 1960–2000. Montreal-Kingston, ON: McGill-Queen’s University Press.
Samier, E. A. (2013). The interdisciplinary foundations of trust: From trustworthiness to

betrayal. In E. A. Samier, & M. Schmidt (Eds.), Trust and betrayal in educational admin-
istration and leadership (pp. 3–12). New York, NY: Routledge.

LEADERSHIP AND POLICY IN SCHOOLS 29

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

"Q
ue

en
's

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 L

ib
ra

ri
es

, K
in

gs
to

n"
] 

at
 0

6:
49

 1
8 

A
pr

il 
20

16
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/256728
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13603124.2014.915061
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13603124.2014.915061
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10833-006-9015-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.49.1.95


Schmidt, M. (2013). Theoretical, practical, and research perspectives of trust in educational
administration and leadership. In E. A. Samier, & M. Schmidt (Eds.), Trust and betrayal in
educational administration and leadership (pp. 13–25). New York, NY: Routledge.

Smith, P. A., & Flores, A. A. (2014). Principal influence and faculty trust: An analysis of
teacher perceptions in middle schools. In D. Van Maele, P. B. Forsyth, & M. Van Houtte
(Eds.), Trust and school life: The role of trust for learning, teaching, leading, and bridging
(pp. 259–282). London, UK: Springer.

Starratt, R. J. (1991). Building an ethical school: A theory for practice in educational leadership.
Educational Administration Quarterly, 27(2), 185–202. doi:10.1177/0013161X91027002005

Sztompka, P. (1999). Trust: A sociological theory. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Tarter, C., Sabo, D., & Hoy, W. (1995). Middle school climate, faculty trust, and effectiveness:

A path analysis. Journal of Research and Development in Education, 29(1), 41–49.
Tschannen-Moran, M. (1997, November). Trust and schools. Paper presented at the

University Council for Educational Administration, Orlando, FL.
Tschannen-Moran, M. (2004). Trust matters: Leadership for successful schools. San Francisco,

CA: Jossey Bass.
Tschannen-Moran, M. (2009). Fostering teacher professionalism in schools: The role of

leadership orientation and trust. Education Administration Quarterly, 45(2), 217–247.
doi:10.1177/0013161X08330501

Tschannen-Moran, M. (2011). In search of trust: Contributing to the understanding of a
taken-for-granted construct. In M. DiPaola, & P. B. Forsyth (Eds.), Leading research in
educational administration (pp. 1–15). Greenwich, CT: Information Age Publishing.

Tschannen-Moran, M. (2014a). The interconnectivity of trust in schools. In D. Van Maele, P.
B. Forsyth, & M. Van Houtte (Eds.), Trust and school life: The role of trust for learning,
teaching, leading, and bridging (pp. 57–81). London, UK: Springer.

Tschannen-Moran, M. (2014b). Trust matters: Leadership for successful schools (2nd ed.). San
Francisco, CA: Jossey Bass.

Tschannen-Moran, M., & Hoy, W. K. (2000). A multidisciplinary analysis of the nature,
meaning, and measurement of trust. Review of Educational Research, 70(4), 547–593.
doi:10.3102/00346543070004547

Van Maele, D., Forsyth, P. B., & Van Houtte, M. (2014a). Introduction: Trust as a matter of
equity and excellence in education. In D. Van Maele, P. B. Forsyth, & M. Van Houtte
(Eds.), Trust and school life: The role of trust for learning, teaching, leading, and bridging
(pp. 1–33). London, UK: Springer.

Van Maele, D., Forsyth, P. B., & Van Houtte, M. (Eds.). (2014b). Trust and school life: The
role of trust for learning, teaching, leading, and bridging. London, UK: Springer.

Van Maele, D., & Van Houtte, M. (2011). Collegial trust and the organizational context of the
teacher workplace: The role of a homogeneous teachability culture. American Journal of
Education, 117(4), 437–464. doi:10.1086/660754

Van Manen, M. (1997). Researching lived experience (2nd ed.). London, ON: Althouse Press.
Walker, K., & Atkinson, M. (2010). Warranted hope. In R. Couto (Ed.), Political and civil

leadership (pp. 181–189). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Wicks, A., Berman, S., & Jones, T. (1999). The structure of optimal trust: Moral and strategic

implications. Academy of Management Review, 24(1), 99–116.
Wrigley, T. (2003). Schools of hope: A new agenda for school improvement. Stoke-on-Trent,

UK: Trentham Books.
Young, L., Levin, B., & Wallin, D. (2014). Understanding Canadian schools: An introduction

to educational administration. Retrieved from http://home.cc.umanitoba.ca/~wallind/
understandingcanadianschools5.html

30 B. KUTSYURUBA ET AL.

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

"Q
ue

en
's

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 L

ib
ra

ri
es

, K
in

gs
to

n"
] 

at
 0

6:
49

 1
8 

A
pr

il 
20

16
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0013161X91027002005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0013161X08330501
http://dx.doi.org/10.3102/00346543070004547
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/660754
http://home.cc.umanitoba.ca/%7Ewallind/understandingcanadianschools5.html
http://home.cc.umanitoba.ca/%7Ewallind/understandingcanadianschools5.html

	Abstract
	Review of the Literature
	The Nature of Trust
	The Trust Imperative
	Trustworthiness and Leadership
	Schools and the Need for Trust

	Research Methodology
	Study Participants
	Data Sources
	Data Collection
	Data Analysis

	Research Findings
	Importance of Trusting Relationships
	Centrality of Trust in Relationships
	Degree of Importance
	Reciprocity of Trust
	Confidentiality and Trust
	Cultivating Trust in Others

	The Importance of Trust in Decision Making
	Imparting and Obtaining Trust in Decision Making
	Making Decisions for the Greater Good
	Authenticity in Decision Making

	Trustworthiness or Interpersonal Aspects of Trust
	Temporality of Trust Building
	Trusting School Culture
	Body Language and Intuition
	Honesty and Reliability

	Utility of Trust
	Team Building and Staff Morale
	Aiding Communication
	Supporting Teaching and Learning
	Implementing Change
	Managing Incidents, Discipline, and Conflict


	Discussion
	Concluding Remarks
	Funding
	References

