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ABSTRACT 

 

 

This study examined the relationship of the following constructs: 1) Faculty trust in the 

principal as defined by Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (1999), 2) organizational commitment as 

defined by Mowday, Porter & Steers (1979), and the Three-Component Model of organizational 

commitment as defined by Meyer & Allen (1991). This study sought to determine whether 

faculty trust in the principal was better predictor of Mowday, Porter, & Steers model as 

measured by the Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ) or the Meyer & Allen model 

as measured by the Three Component Model Scale (TCM), while controlling for socioeconomic 

status (SES).  Sixty elementary schools were surveyed and 1,665 teachers voluntarily 

participated in the study. Instruments used in the study were the Omnibus T-Scale, the OCQ, and 

the TCM of organizational commitment. 

 The independent variable in this study was faculty trust in the principal (x).  The 

dependent variables were organizational commitment as measured by (y1) Organizational 

Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ), and (y2) Three-Component Model (TCM) Employee 

Commitment Survey). Two hypotheses were tested. The first hypothesis, which stated faculty 

trust in the principal, the OCQ, and the TCM will positively covary, was moderately supported.  

The research found faculty trust in the principal, the OCQ, and the TCM positively co-varied. 

There was a moderate and significant relationship between trust in the principal and the OCQ (r 

=.45**, p < .01), trust in the principal and the TCM (r =.43**, p < .01), and between the OCQ 

and TCM (r =.34**, p <.01).  SES did not have a significant effect on any of the three variables.  

The second hypothesis stated faculty trust in the principal is a better predictor of the 

Three-Component Model (TCM) of organizational commitment than the OCQ, while controlling 
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for SES. This hypothesis was not supported.  The analysis showed trust in the principal 

explained 19% (β = .39, p < .01) of the variance in OCQ while explaining only 16% (β = .29, p < 

.01) of the variance in TCM. Thus, it would appear trust in the principal is a better predictor of 

OCQ than the TCM.  
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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS AND SYMBOLS 

 

α  Cronbach’s alpha index of internal consistency  

β  Beta  

df  Degrees of freedom: The number of values in the final calculation of a statistic that are 

free to vary. 

 

N Sample size 

M  Mean: The central tendency either of a probability distribution or of the random 

variable characterized by that distribution. 

 

P  Probability: A number expressing the likelihood that a specific event will occur expressed 

as the ratio of the number of actual occurrences to the number of possible occurrences. 

 

r  Pearson product-moment correlation  

t  Computed value of t test  

<  Less than 

≤ Less than or equal to  

=  Equal to  

≠ Not equal to 
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CHAPTER I: 

INTRODUCTION 

 The following study is an empirical examination of the relationship between faculty trust 

in the principal and organizational commitment in elementary schools. Also, the study attempted 

to find if faculty trust in the principal, while controlled for SES, is a better predictor of the TCM 

than the OCQ. The three models used were Hoy and Tschannen-Moran’s (1999) 

conceptualization of faculty trust, the Organizational Commitment Questionnaire created by 

Mowday, Steers and Porter (1979) and Meyer and Allen’s (1991) Three-Component Model of 

organizational commitment. This chapter includes a background of the study, purpose of the 

study, and the significance of the study. Also, definitions of key concepts are provided.  

Research questions and hypotheses for the study are stated.  Finally, the limitations and a 

summary for this study are discussed. 

Background of the Study 

Scholarly research on trust began when Deutsch (1958) attempted to define trust based on 

social learning theory.  Rotter (1967) further evolved trust scholarship by defining trust as the 

expectancy that the word of someone could be relied upon.  He also created the Interpersonal 

Trust Scale (ITS) to measure his definition of trust. Blumberg, Greenfield, and Nason (1978) 

were some of the first researchers that focused exclusively on trust in schools. Tschannen-Moran 

and Hoy (2000) wrote the study of trust eventually evolved to interpersonal relationships in the 

1980s. The fields of sociology, organizational science, and economics also began studying trust 

during the 1990s.  Trust as it relates to schools was researched heavily in the mid-1980s and has 

continued throughout the 2000s.   
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The faculty trust section of this study was based on Hoy and Tschannen-Moran’s (1999) 

concepts of faculty trust. They defined trust as “...an individual’s or group’s willingness to be 

vulnerable to another party based on the confidence that the latter party is benevolent, reliable, 

competent, honest, and open” (p. 189). Trust as an educational construct has been extensively 

examined in the literature (Hoy, Tarter & Witkoskie, 1992; Hoy, Sabo & Barnes, 1996; Hoy & 

Tschannen-Moran, 1999; Smith, Hoy & Sweetland, 2001; Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003; Hoy 

& Tarter, 2004; Hoy, Gage & Tarter, 2006).  Trust has been linked to more effective schools 

(Uline, Miller & Tschannen-Moran, 1998; Sweetland & Hoy, 2000; Tschannen-Moran, 2001) 

and school achievement (Tschannen-Moran, 2004).  And, according to Hall (1972), effectiveness 

is the ultimate test of any organization (as cited in Hoy et al., 1992).  

One of the first attempts to conceptualize organizational commitment stemmed from 

Howard Becker’s (1960) side-bet theory. Weibo, Kaur, and Jun (2010) wrote that Becker’s 

theory was based on the contract of economic exchange behavior. According to Becker’s (1960) 

theory, employees are committed to an organization because they have hidden investments, or 

“side-bets,” in the organization.  In other words, people are committed to the organization 

because they have financial motivation to remain in the organization.  If someone left the 

organization, their “side-bets” would be lost immediately. Becker (1960) argued that over time 

costs or “side-bets” would accumulate which made it difficult to remove oneself from an 

organization.  

The study of organizational commitment eventually moved away from solely 

emphasizing Becker’s (1960) side-bet theory.  Instead, organizational commitment scholarship 

began examining the psychological attachment individuals felt towards an organization (Weibo 

et al., 2010).  In other words, employee retention was not solely based on economic factors.  
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Instead, affective influence played as much, if not more, of a role in organizational commitment 

than economic influences. This shift in organizational commitment research was advocated by 

Porter, Steer, Mowday, and Boulian (1974).  Porter et al. (1974) defined organizational 

commitment as “...the individual’s identification with and involvement in a particular 

organization” (p. 604).  An individual’s involvement and identification with the organization is 

exemplified by the following: a) “a strong belief in and acceptance of the organization’s goals 

and values, b) a willingness to exert considerable effort on behalf of the organization, and c) a 

definite desire to maintain organizational membership” (p. 604).  

Organizational commitment scholarship evolved even further with the work of Meyer 

and Allen (1984, 1991). They created a three-component model of organizational commitment.  

Basically, Meyer and Allen (1984, 1991) argued that the Becker’s (1960) side-bet theory and the 

affective commitment models by Porter et al. (1974) did not fully and/or accurately measure 

organizational commitment. Meyer and Allen’s (1984, 1990, 1991) model contains three scales 

of commitment: a) affective commitment, b) normative commitment, and c) continuance 

commitment.  The affective commitment scale was used to characterize positive feelings of 

identification with an organization.  The normative commitment scale was used to determine 

why people felt obligated to remain employed in an organization. The continuance commitment 

scale was similar to Becker’s (1960) side-bet theory in that continuance commitment is 

associated with employee’s commitment to their organization based on the costs associated with 

leaving the organization (Weibo et al., 2010). 

The organizational commitment section of this study was based on Mowday, Steers, and 

Porter’s (1979) model of organizational commitment as well as Meyer and Allen’s (1991) three-

component model of organizational commitment.  The Meyer and Allen (1991) model is an 
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expansion of previous scholarship on affective attachment (Kanter, 1968; Porter et al., 1974; 

Mowday et al., 1979), the desire to remain in an organization (Becker, 1960; Kanter, 1968) and 

feelings of obligation to an organization (Wiener, 1982).  Meyer and Allen’s (1991) model 

includes affective commitment, continuance commitment, and normative commitment.  

Employees with high levels of affective commitment remain in the organization because they 

want to.  Continuance commitment deals with employees remaining in an organization because 

they need to.  Finally, normative commitment indicates employees remain in an organization 

because they ought to.  Organizational commitment has been defined “...as the relative strength 

of an individual’s identification with and involvement in a particular organization” (Mowday et 

al., 1979, p. 226). In other words, organizational commitment, especially as it pertains to school 

settings, is the commitment to a school.   

Purpose of the Study 

This purpose of this study was to determine if a relationship exists between faculty trust 

in the principal and organizational commitment.  Specifically, does a relationship exist between 

faculty trust in the principal as defined by Hoy and Tschannen-Moron (1999) with the 

commitment model of Mowday et al. (1979) and the three component model of organizational 

commitment espoused by Meyer and Allen (1991)?  Also, the study attempted to determine if 

faculty trust in the principal, while controlled for SES, is a better predictor of Meyer and Allen’s 

(1991) Three-Component Model (TCM) than Mowday et al.’s (1979) model of organizational 

commitment.  School leaders are under increasing pressure to improve the educational process.  

Faculty trust and organizational commitment have both been related to improving schools.  

Determining a significant relationship between faculty trust and organizational commitment 
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could improve leadership in schools.  Improved leadership might then increase overall school 

performance and achievement. 

Very few studies have been conducted relating faculty trust in the principal and 

organizational commitment.  The few studies correlating these two constructs are generally 

business related.  Gaps in the educational research literature are large.  In particular, there is very 

little literature relating faculty trust in the principal with organizational commitment. The 

constructs of faculty trust and organizational commitment have both been shown to improve 

school effectiveness.  The likelihood of a connection between faculty trust and organizational 

commitment exists. Connecting faculty trust with organizational commitment will permit 

researchers to test an explanation of how faculty trust affects organizational commitment.  Thus, 

a study relating faculty trust and organizational commitment is important because it can possibly 

impact the performance of schools.  

Significance of the Study 

The theoretical significance of this study is that it will address gaps in the literature 

relating faculty trust in the principal and organizational commitment.  Also, this study may 

demonstrate faculty trust in the principal, while controlled for SES, is a better predictor of Meyer 

and Allen’s (1991) Three- Component Model than the model of organizational commitment 

developed by Mowday et al. (1979).  This study also adds to the body of theory associated with 

faculty trust in the principal and organizational commitment.   

Practical significance is that administrators can incorporate dimensions of faculty trust 

and organizational commitment into their schools.  Faculty trust and organizational commitment 

have both been shown to improve schools.  Hopefully, correlating the constructs of trust and 

commitment will result in a further understanding of their meaningfulness in school 
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environments.  And, most importantly, the functioning and achievement of schools might 

eventually improve. 

Definition of Concepts 

Faculty Trust (conceptual definition)—An individual or group’s willingness to be 

vulnerable to another party based on the confidence that the latter party is benevolent, reliable, 

competent, honest, and open (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999). 

1. Benevolence- Being considerate for the needs of others as well as being willing to 

promote their individual interests. 

2. Reliability – Being consistent and predictable with positive behavior. 

3. Competency – Having the skill and ability to complete assigned tasks. 

4. Honesty – Being committed to trust and promises that have been made. 

5. Openness – Sharing control and dispensing information with factual and timely  

communication. 

Faculty Trust (operational definition)—Faculty trust is measured by the Omnibus T-

Scale (Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (2003).   The Omnibus T-Scale is a trust scale developed by 

Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (1999).  The instrument contains 26 items and measures three 

subscales of trust.  The subscales of trust include the following: trust in the principal, trust in the 

faculty, and trust in the client.  The client refers to the trust teachers have for parents and 

students, respectively.  The subscale of faculty trust in the principal will be the only scale used.   

Factor analytic studies support the validity and reliability of the three faculty trust subtests.  

Norms for the Omnibus T-Scales are based on a sample of 97 Ohio high schools, 66 Virginia 

middle schools, and 146 Ohio elementary schools.  The three dimensions of trust had high 

Cronbach’s alpha coefficients (consistently ranging .90). They are as follows: Trust in Principal, 
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α = .98; Trust in Colleagues, α = .93; Trust in Clients, α = .94.  Responses are elicited on a 6-

point Likert scale, ranging from 6 = Strongly Agree to 1 = Strongly Disagree.   

Organizational commitment (conceptual definition)—According to Mowday et al., 

(1979) organizational commitment is characterized by three factors:  “... (1) a strong belief in and 

acceptance of the organization’s goals and values; (2) a willingness to exert considerable effort 

on behalf of the organization; (3) a definite desire to maintain organizational membership” (p. 

226). 

Organizational commitment (operational definition)—The Organizational Commitment 

Questionnaire (OCQ) was developed to measure levels of organizational commitment (Mowday 

et al., 1979). The OCQ is also one of the most frequently used measures of commitment.  The 

OCQ has 15 items which use a 7-point Likert-type scale.  The scale ranges from 7 = Strongly 

Agree to 1 = Strongly Disagree.  Mean levels of commitment range from a low of 4.0 to a high 

of 6.1.  The standard deviations suggested a satisfactory distribution of responses within the 

samples.   Predictive, discriminant, and convergent validity were at an acceptable levels.  Alpha 

coefficients ranged from .82 to .93, with a median of .90.  

Organizational commitment (conceptual definition)—A psychological state that (a) 

characterizes the employee’s relationship with the organization, and (b) has implications for the 

decision to continue or discontinue membership in the organization (Meyer & Allen, 1991). 

1. Affective Commitment – An employee’s emotional attachment to, identification 

with, and involvement in the organization. 

2. Continuance Commitment – An awareness of the costs associated with leaving the 

organization. 

3. Normative Commitment – A feeling of obligation to continue employment. 
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Organizational commitment (operational definition)—The TCM Employee Commitment 

Survey was originally developed by Allen and Meyer (1990).  Meyer, Allen, and Smith (1993) 

revised the original instrument from 24 items to 18 for use in educational research.  Three forms 

of employee commitment to the organization are measured with this instrument:  affective 

commitment (desire based), normative commitment (obligation based), and continuance 

commitment (continuance based).  There are three scales used in the measure: the Affective 

Commitment Scale (ACS), the Normative Commitment Scale (NCS), and the Continuance 

Commitment Scale (CCS).  The ACS (α = .82), NCS (α = .83), and CCS (α = .74) have been 

shown to have consistent reliability estimates (Cronbach’s alphas). Predictive, discriminant, and 

convergent validity were at acceptable levels.  Item responses are made on a 7-point Likert-type 

scale where 1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree.   

Research Questions 

1. What is the relationship between faculty trust in the principal, organizational 

commitment as defined by Mowday et al. (1979) and organizational commitment 

as defined by Meyer and Allen (1991); and  

2. Is faculty trust in the principal a better predictor of the Three-Component Model 

(TCM) than the Organizational Commitment Questionnaire? 

Hypotheses 

H1: The Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ), the Three-Component Model  

 (TCM) of organizational commitment and faculty trust in the principal as measured by the  

 Omnibus T-Scale will positively covary. 
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H2: While controlling for socio-economic status (SES), faculty trust in the principal is a better 

predictor of the Three-Component Model (TCM) of organizational commitment than the    

Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ). 

Limitations 

The following study addressed a convenience sample involving sixty public elementary 

schools in Northwest Alabama. Threats to internal and external validity contribute limitations to 

this study.  Internal validity could be threatened due to an instrumentation change 

(instrumentality) in Meyer and Allen’s (1991) TCM of Organizational Commitment.  The word 

“organization” in the three subscales will be changed to “schools” since the unit of analysis in 

this study is the 60 Northwest Alabama elementary schools.  Also, validity could have been 

influenced by respondents not answering the questions truthfully. The participants in this study 

were shaped by differences in culture, norms, and beliefs.  Internal validity may also be affected 

since only public, elementary school teachers will be studied. There were no study participants 

from parochial or private schools. 

External validity could be threatened by generalizability across the study participants to 

other teachers across the United States.  Also, since this was a cross-sectional study the chance of 

non-responses on the survey instrument could result in bias of the outcome measures.  Since the 

study sample was not random, external validity remained a concern.   

Summary 

 Schools face increasing pressure to improve their performance and effectiveness.  Faculty 

trust and organizational commitment have both been significant components of improving school 

effectiveness.  However, little research has been conducted which relates faculty trust in the 

principal and organizational commitment.  Likewise, there is very little, if any, research relating 
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whether faculty trust in the principal, while controlled for SES, is a better predictor of the TCM 

than the OCQ.  This study attempted to close these gaps in the educational literature. 
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CHAPTER II: 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Introduction 

This chapter is divided into three sections: conceptual framework, theoretical framework, 

and hypotheses.  The conceptual framework section defines faculty trust and organizational 

commitment and gives a detailed research history of each concept.  A theoretical explanation of 

how the concepts interact is also provided.  Finally, hypotheses testing the theoretical framework 

are also provided. 

Conceptual Framework 

Faculty Trust 

History of trust scholarship.  The empirical study of trust and mistrust emerged during 

the late 1950s and early 1960s. According to Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2000), the 

conceptualization of trust occurred to some extent because of the rising tensions associated with 

the Cold War.  Deutsch (1958) was one of the first researchers attempting to define trust and 

investigate it experimentally.  Trust research was based on social learning theory.  Deutsch 

(1958) wrote, “It is possible to capture in the laboratory the phenomena of ‘trust’ and to study 

experimentally some of the variables which influence the tendency to engage in ‘trusting’ and 

‘responsible’ behavior” (p. 264).  As a result, expectations that social sciences could uncover a 

solution to the dangerous arms race emerged (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2000).  Inevitably, trust 

scholarship evolved.   

The late 1960s was characterized by young people who had become disillusioned with 

existing institutions and authorities.  Rebelling and questioning of societal norms became 

common.  As a result, researchers understanding of trust became conceptualized as a generalized 
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personality trait (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2000).  Rotter (1967) defined trust as the expectancy 

held by someone that the word, promise, or written statement of someone could be relied upon. 

He created the Interpersonal Trust Scale (ITS) to measure this new definition of trust.  Internal 

consistency, test-retest reliability, construct validity and discriminant validity were all 

satisfactory for the ITS.  Finally, Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2000) wrote that trust scholarship 

eventually progressed to interpersonal relationships in the 1980s and emerged as a subject of 

study in sociology, organizational science, and economics during the 1990s. 

Trust in schools.  One of the main focuses of this study was trust as it relates to schools.  

Thus, the following section of the literature review will pertain to faculty trust in the educational 

setting.  Blumberg et al. (1978) were some of the first researchers that examined trust in schools. 

They conducted a study surveying 85 teachers.  The study samples were asked to explain the 

meaning of the following statement: “I trust my principal (Blumberg et al., 1978, p. 3).” One 

hundred seventy-nine total responses were received. The authors then developed categories by a 

Q-sort.  They identified ten different categories. The identified categories are as follows: a) 

personal warmth, b) fairness, c) interpersonal openness, d) professional openness, e) technical 

competence, f) confidentiality, g) follow-through, h) credibility, i) participative decision-making, 

and j) support. The authors realized their study was ground-breaking and flawed. They actually 

wrote that “...we are standing on shaky theoretical and empirical ground. But, it may be precisely 

that sort of ground that is necessary in order to generate further research” (Blumberg et al., 1978, 

p. 12).  Overall, though, their final findings revealed most of the meaningful trust between 

principals and teachers was concerned with the conditions and environment of the workplace 

rather than the actual work the principal produced.  In other words, the teachers felt the 
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principals relationship with them (how he treated them) was more important that his professional 

abilities. 

T-scales.  Hoy and Kupersmith (1985) continued the research on faculty trust. They 

defined trust as “...a generalized expectancy held by the work group that the word, promise, and 

written or oral statement of another individual, group, or organization can be relied upon...and 

that the trusted person will act in one’s best interest”(Hoy & Kupersmith, 1985, p. 2). They also 

developed the Trust Scales (T-Scales). The T-Scales was a 21-item instrument.  Three subscales 

were developed with seven items per scale.  The subscales are as follows: a) faculty trust in the 

principal, b) faculty trust in the colleagues, c) and faculty trust in the school district.  The 

author’s concluded all of the trust subscales were related to one another and collectively.  

According to Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (1999), Hoy and Kupersmith’s (1985) creation of the 

T-Scales was the starting point for a measure of trust that fit their proposed conceptual 

framework of trust.   

Omnibus T-scale.  Creation of the Omnibus T-Scale (Hoy and Tschannen-Moran, 1999) 

was in direct response to Hoy and Kupersmith’s (1985) T-Scale.  Hoy and Tschannen-Moran 

(1999) found that the original T-Scales did not include items measuring competency or openness.  

Also, there were no items for faculty trust in students and faculty trust in parents.  These items 

were added to the original T-Scales so that each facet of trust could be measured for each 

respective group. The first revision of Hoy and Tschannen-Moran’s (1999) new Trust Survey 

included forty-eight items.  The authors kept the original format of the T-Scales. The original 

format was a six-point Likert type survey with responses ranging from strongly agree to strongly 

disagree.  The development of their revised instrument then went through four phases: a) a panel 

of experts reacted to the items, b) a preliminary version was field tested by teachers, c) a pilot 
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study was conducted in a small number of schools to determine factor structure, reliability, and 

validity, and d) a large scale study was conducted where the psychometric properties could be 

examined. After several revisions the final version of the Omnibus T-Scale included 26 items 

that measured the following: a) faculty trust in the principal, b) faculty trust in colleagues, and c) 

faculty trust in clients.  Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (1999) made the following statement 

concerning the results of their study, “As predicted, the three dimensions of trust were 

moderately correlated with each other. Trust in the principal was related to trust in colleagues (r 

= .37, p < .01) and trust in clients (r = .42, p <.01). Further, trust in colleagues was correlated 

with trust in clients (r = .35, p < .01) (p.203).”  

A new definition of trust was also developed. According to Hoy and Tschannen-Moran 

(1999), “Trust is an individual’s or group’s willingness to be vulnerable to another party based 

on the confidence that the latter party is benevolent, reliable, competent, honest, and open” (p. 

189).  These facets of trust are consistent with what are found throughout the literature (Hoy & 

Tschannen-Moran, 1999; Tschannen-Moran, 2001; Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003). 

Benevolence is the confidence that one will not be harmed by a trusted party.  In other words, 

one will not be exploited for their vulnerabilities. Benevolence infers that one can count on the 

good will of another person to act in their best interest.  Reliability is the confidence that others 

will be consistent in their actions.  Trust is enhanced when someone expects an outcome will be 

forthcoming and positive.  Competence is the ability to perform as expected and/or with an 

ability to meet the standard appropriate for the task.  Honesty is also an important component of 

trust.  Honest people are committed to the truth and to promises made.  Honesty is composed of 

the character, integrity, and authenticity of someone.  Likewise, accepting responsibility for 

one’s actions and not shifting blame is another component of honesty.  The next facet of trust is 
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openness.  Openness is the extent to which relevant information is shared. Openness is also the 

process where individuals make themselves vulnerable by sharing information with others.  

Openness implies the confidence information shared will not be used in a negative way.  In 

essence, people who withhold information breed distrust because others become suspicious of 

what they are hiding. Finally, openness also includes transparency in decisions and sharing of 

control (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999).  

Trust and school effectiveness.  Trust can influence the overall effectiveness of schools. 

Hoy et al. (1992) found a positive relationship between faculty trust in colleagues and school 

effectiveness.  They sampled 44 elementary schools in New Jersey.  Eight hundred and forty-two 

teachers responded to the surveys. Instruments used were the Organizational Climate Description 

Questionnaire-RE (OCDQ-RE), Hoy and Kupersmith’s (1985) T-Scales, and an eight-item 

instrument of perceived effectiveness.  The authors found that supportive leadership contributed 

to a culture of trust.  But, they were surprised a culture of trust is not what influences school 

effectiveness.  Instead, they found that only faculty trust in colleagues relates to school 

effectiveness.  A replication of this study uncovered different results, though.  Tarter, Sabo, and 

Hoy (1995) studied 87 middle schools in New Jersey.  They found that faculty trust in the 

principal was related to school effectiveness.  Relationship between faculty trust in colleagues, 

collegial behavior, and school effectiveness were found. Finally, faculty trust in the principal, 

school effectiveness, and supportive leadership were also related. 

 Uline et al. (1998) also reviewed school effectiveness. They used Miskel, Fevurly and 

Stewart’s (1979) revision of Paul Mott’s (1972) Index of Perceived Organizational Effectiveness 

model.  Measures used were the Organizational Health Inventory for Middle Schools (OID-RM) 

and two trust scales developed by Hoy and Kupersmith (1985) which assess faculty trust in the 
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principal and faculty trust in colleagues; 2,777 teachers participated in the study. Uline et al.’s 

(1998) research examined instrumental and expressive dimensions of organizational functions.  

Instrumental activities include student achievement in reading, math, and writing.  Expressive 

dimensions include teacher trust in colleagues and the principal as well as school health.  They 

found a correlation between all instrumental and expressive variables and effectiveness while 

teacher trust in the principal had the lowest correlation. Teacher trust in colleagues had the 

highest correlation with effectiveness. 

Trust and collaboration. Collaboration between the principal and stakeholders of schools 

has been related to trust.  Tschannen-Moran (2001) surveyed 45 schools in a large, urban district 

in a Midwestern state. Eight hundred ninety-eight total surveys were used in the study.  Survey 

instruments were a modified, 35-item Trust Scale (Hoy & Kupersmith, 1985) and a collaboration 

survey instrument that was developed for the study. Tschannen-Moran (2001) wrote schools with 

high levels of collaboration relate to trust between the faculty and principal, trust in clients, and 

trust in colleagues.  Colleague collaboration was also significantly related to trust in the principal 

and collaboration with parents.  Finally, collaboration with parents was related to trust in the 

principal as well as trust in colleagues.  School policies and instructional practice can improve as 

teachers share their skills with one another and support each other.  In essence, as trust levels in 

school increase, it is more likely for collaboration to occur between the principal and faculty, 

among the faculty, and with parents on school decisions. 

Trust and school mindfulness.  Hoy et al. (2006) linked faculty trust and school 

mindfulness.  Seventy-five middle schools in Ohio were surveyed. Approximately 2,600 usable 

surveys were returned to the researchers.  The researchers used two instruments.  Instruments 

used were the School Mindfulness Scale (M-Scale) and the Omnibus T-Scale.  The M-Scale is a 
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20-item, Likert-type scale, which measures all five elements of school mindfulness. The five 

elements of school mindfulness are as follows: a) focus on mistakes, b) reluctance to simplify, c) 

sensitivity to teaching and learning, d) commitment to resilience, and e) deference to expertise in 

problem solving. The Omnibus T-Scale is a measure of faculty trust containing 26 items.  There 

are three subtests of the Omnibus T-Scale: faculty trust in the principal, faculty trust in 

colleagues, and faculty trust in clients (students and parents).  School mindfulness was defined as 

the organizations’ ability to identify problems in the organization as well as take risks on 

unconventional problems.  Faculty trust in clients, faculty trust in the principal, and faculty trust 

in colleagues were all related to mindfulness.  Two strong predictors of principal mindfulness 

was faculty trust in the principal and faculty trust in colleagues.  Findings of their study 

explained mindfulness depends on trust to create a school environment where the staff feels safe 

to make errors. Also, in said school environments, errors can be addressed as learning 

opportunities and not conflicts.  Principals in mindful schools must also trust teachers to 

experiment with different strategies, shape resilience, have a reluctance to simplify, be open to 

new information, and work collaboratively with one another. 

Trust and principal authenticity.  Principal authenticity is also related to trust.  

Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (1998) conducted a study in which 2,741 teachers from 86 middle 

schools were surveyed. Four measures were used for the study.  Hoy and Kupersmith’s (1985) T-

Scales was used to measure trust, the Organizational Health Inventory (OHI-M) was used to 

measure the health of middle school climate, the Organizational Climate Description 

Questionnaire (OCDQ-RM) was used to measure the openness of middle school climate, and a 

shortened version of Hoy and Henderson’s (1983) Leader Authenticity Scale (LAS) was used to 

measure teacher authenticity. According to the authors, authentic behavior consists of three 
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categories.  They are accountability, non-manipulation, and salience of self over role.  

Accountability is the willingness to take personal and organizational responsibility for mistakes 

and negative outcomes.  Non-manipulation is the perception school leaders and colleagues will 

avoid exploiting them.  Salience of self over role refers to the ability to not adhere with role 

expectations and stereotyping.  Not surprisingly, authenticity of principal behavior has a strong 

relationship with faculty trust in the principal.  Authenticity of teacher behavior also made a 

significant contribution to teachers’ trust in their colleagues.   

Trust and collective efficacy.  Trust has also been related to collective efficacy.  

Collective teacher efficacy is, “...the perceptions of teachers in a school that the efforts of the 

faculty as a whole will have a positive effect on students” (Goddard, Hoy & Hoy, 2000, p. 480). 

According to Sweetland and Hoy (2000), collective efficacy gives teachers purpose and 

emboldens them to take responsibility for student achievement. Hoy and Tschannen-Moran 

(1999) found trust in the principal, trust in colleagues, and trust in clients were positively related 

to teacher efficacy. Lastly, Angelle, Nixon, Norton, and Niles (2011) found a significant 

relationship between trust and collective efficacy. 

Goddard et al. (2000) conducted a study in 47 elementary schools.  Four hundred fifty-

two teachers completed surveys. Student data for 7,016 students was provided by the school 

district.  Student data included the following:  test scores on the Metropolitan Achievement Test 

(MAT), gender, race, free and reduced lunch status, and school size. The researchers used a 16-

item Gibson and Dembo (1984) teacher efficacy instrument, a powerlessness scale (Zielinski & 

Hoy, 1983), an individual teacher efficacy scale (Bandura, 2000) and Hoy and Kupersmith’s 

(1985) measure of teacher trust in colleagues to create their survey.  Goddard et al. (2000) found 

a positive correlation between collective teacher efficacy and student achievement with trust.  A 
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significant relationship between collective efficacy and trust in colleagues was also revealed.  

Collective efficacy was also associated with higher student achievement in math and reading.  

Using their full model, collective efficacy explained 53.27% of the variance in mathematics 

scores and 69.64% of the variance in reading scores between schools.  

Trust and organizational citizenship behavior.  Relationships between organizational 

citizenship behavior and teacher trust have also been found.  Tschannen-Moran (2003) reviewed 

the role of trust in cultivating organizational citizenship behaviors.  Organizational citizenship 

behavior reviews the motivations, which inspire staff to do more than the minimum requirements 

of their job descriptions.  In other words, what prompts people to perform non-mandatory tasks 

with no expectation of recognition or compensation?  Results revealed trust in the principal had a 

moderate but significant relationship to the citizenship behavior of teacher.  Staff perception of 

principal transformational behaviors and trust of the principal was the strongest connection found 

in the study. This provides additional evidence of the importance of trust in leadership. 

Trust and organizational climate.  Another study positively linked faculty trust to the 

organizational climate of schools (Hoy, Smith, & Sweetland, 2003).  Ninety-seven schools 

agreed to participate in this study. Analyses were performed on school means rather than 

individual teacher scores. Components of several instruments were combined to create the 

survey developed in the study. Thirty items from both the Organizational Climate Description 

Questionnaire (OCDQ) and the Organizational Health Inventory (OCI) were selected.  Hoy and 

Tschannen-Moran’s (1999) Faculty Trust Survey, which is a 35-item Likert instrument, was also 

used. Study results found faculty trust in colleagues was related to the following aspects of 

school climate: collegial leadership, professional teacher behavior, and achievement press. A 

major goal of this study was to develop a parsimonious climate instrument. Also, the authors 
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intended to examine relationships between high school climate and trust. They accomplished 

both. The new, 27-item Likert instrument they developed was called Organizational Climate 

Index (OCI) for High Schools.  

Trust and organizational justice.  Organizational justice, which is individuals’ 

perceptions of fairness in an organization, has also been related to trust.  Hoy & Tarter (2004) 

surveyed 75 Ohio middle schools with approximately 2600 teachers participating in the survey. 

Organizational justice, faculty trust in the principal, faculty trust in colleagues, collegial 

leadership of the principal, and professional teacher behavior were measured in their research.  

Instruments used included the following:  the Organizational Justice Index (OJI) which measured 

organizational justice, the Omnibus T-Scale which measured trust, subtests from Hoy, Smith and 

Sweetland’s (2003) Organizational Climate Index (OCI) which measured teacher and principal 

behaviors, and another subtest form the OCI which measured teacher professional behavior. 

Study results found faculty trust in the principal and faculty trust in colleagues had significant 

relationships with organizational justice. The principal of a school is the most important person 

in creating organizational justice in the school. Also, principals who create a climate with high 

morale and teacher professionalism can facilitate a growth of trust in teachers.  According to the 

authors, “The data demonstrated that trust and justice are inextricably linked; you cannot have 

one without the other” (Hoy & Tarter, 2004, p. 257).   

Trust and enabling bureaucracy.  School bureaucracies with high levels of trust can be 

created to increase collaboration and reduce role conflict.  This type of bureaucratic system is 

called an enabling bureaucracy.  On the contrary, hindering bureaucracies are characterized by 

teacher powerlessness, role conflict, and coercive rules (Hoy & Sweetland, 2001). According to 

Hoy and Sweetland (2000, 2001), an enabling school structure is one in which the perception in 
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leadership fosters collaboration, innovation, and trust among members.  Likewise, an enabling 

bureaucracy’s rules and procedures promote problem-solving and are flexible. Hoy and 

Sweetland (2001) surveyed teachers of 97 high schools in Ohio. The number of survey 

participants was not provided. Measures used for the surveys include the following: a) a 12-item, 

Likert-type survey developed by the authors of the study to measure enabling structure, b) a 

subtest of the Faculty Trust Survey (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999) which measured trust in 

the principal, c) a truth-spinning index developed by Sweetland and Hoy (in press), and d) a role 

conflict scale developed by Rizzo, House and Lirtzman (1970) which was used to measure 

inconsistent behavior.  Study results suggested an enabling bureaucracy would foster trust among 

teachers.  Accordingly, teachers’ trust in colleagues would then contribute to the enabling 

structure of the school.  Results of their study also found higher levels of enabling bureaucracy 

fostered more trust in the principal.  As a result of this, authentic, frank communication was 

easier because enabling bureaucracies promoted trust between teachers and the principal.    

Trust and openness of school climate.  Faculty trust has also been linked to the openness 

of the school climate (Tarter, Bliss, & Hoy, 1989; Hoffman, Sabo, Bliss, & Hoy, 1994). Open 

organizational behavior is categorized by supportive and non-directive principal behavior as well 

as engaged and un-frustrated teacher behavior. Tarter et al. (1989) collected data from 1,083 

teachers in 72 New Jersey schools. The Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire, 

Rutgers Secondary (OCDQ-RS) was used to measure school climate, and the faculty trust in the 

principal and faculty trust in colleagues subscales of Hoy and Kupersmith’s (1985) T-Scales. 

Study results related the openness of principals’ leadership behavior with trust in the principal 

and trust in colleagues.  Also, supportive principal behaviors were positively related to teacher 

trust in the principal.  Constructive criticism and good work habits set an example and lead to an 
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increase in faculty trust.  Faculty trust in colleagues had a significant relationship with faculty 

trust in the principal.  Finally, principals whom protect teachers from unreasonable outside 

demands foster teacher trust.   

Trust and collegial principal leadership.  Hoy et al. (1992) wrote that supportive 

leadership influences collegiality and faculty trust in the principal.  Tschannen-Moran and Hoy 

(1998) found a relationship between collegial leadership and faculty trust in the principal.  Hoy 

et al. (2003) similarly found a link between collegial principal leadership and faculty trust in 

clients as well as collegial leadership and faculty trust in the principal.  Finally, Hoy and Tarter 

(2004) published a study on trust and organizational justice, which linked collegial leadership 

with trust in the principal.  

Trust and organizational health. Tarter and Hoy (1988) surveyed 1,083 teachers and 

principals at 75 secondary schools in New Jersey. Survey instruments used were the 

Organizational Health Inventory (OHI) and two of Hoy and Kupersmith’s (1985) trust scales.  

The trust scales used were faculty trust in the principal and faculty trust in colleagues. Tarter and 

Hoy (1988) hypothesized organizational health and trust were related.  Healthy organizations 

cope with evolving problems while focusing their energies on major objectives. Organizational 

health has seven interaction patterns.  They are institutional integrity, principal influence, 

consideration, initiating structure, resource support, morale, and academic emphasis. These 

variables were correlated with trust in the principal and trust in colleagues. Trust in the principal 

was positively related to institutional integrity, consideration, initiating structure and morale.  

Faculty trust in colleagues was positively related to institutional integrity, principal influence, 

consideration, morale, and academic emphasis.  Additionally, as school health increased, faculty 

trust in the principal and faculty trust in colleagues also increased. 
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Obstacles to trust in schools.  There are also many obstacles to faculty trust.  For 

example, Hoy and Sweetland (2001) determined that blaming behaviors and strict rules and 

regulations harm the formation of trusting relationships.   Tarter et al. (1989) linked directive 

leadership, which is rigid and domineering leadership behavior, with a significant, negative 

relationship to faculty trust in the principal.  Maele and Houtte (2009) found teachers at public 

schools have lower trust in colleagues than teachers in private schools. They proposed shared 

values among the teachers could be the contributing factor in more trusting relationships in 

private schools.  Houtte (2006) found students in vocational schools are also trusted less than 

those in general schools.  Standardized testing has also been linked to lower levels of trust.  The 

standardized testing movement infers that schools cannot be trusted to educate their students 

without government supervision.  Minorities are likewise under the impression that standardized 

tests are biased against them (Meier, 2002).  Hoy et al. (2003) found institutional vulnerability, 

which is the extent to which schools are susceptible to a few vocal parents and citizen groups, 

was negatively associated with faculty trust in colleagues. Also, as institutional vulnerability 

rises faculty trust in the principal declines. 

Gender can also play a role in trust.  Maele and Houtte (2009) found schools with higher 

proportions of female students have higher levels of faculty trust in students.  Girls’ academic 

orientation is likely the cause of this.  Following are some examples of higher female academic 

orientation.  Girls have more perseverance in schoolwork, spend more time doing homework 

than boys, are less disruptive than boys, and being more in line with teachers’ academic 

demands. Low SES had the greatest negative impact on levels of faculty trust in students based 

on school size.  The authors argued a low SES student body does not meet the normative and 

academic expectations of their teachers.  Likewise, trust in colleagues was shown to be 
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diminished in low SES schools.  A likely explanation is that teachers believe their colleagues are 

not teaching effectively.  Tschannen-Moran (2004) also found that schools with higher levels of 

SES were more likely to have less principal trust in students and parents.  Tschannen-Moran 

(2004) also correlated high levels of SES with lower faculty trust in clients and colleagues. 

Transience, which occurs when students only stay in a particular school for a brief period of 

time, makes it hard to develop trust.  Likewise, increasing diversity seems to hamper trust 

(Meier, 2002). Finally, lack of parental involvement and resources can negatively impact faculty 

trust if teachers feel their expectations are not being met (Maele & Houtte, 2009).  

Summary of trust.  Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2000) wrote trust is a vital element in 

well-functioning organizations.  Schools, which are the organizations this study analyzed, are 

generally led by principals.  Thus, the possibility exists that high levels of trust in the principal 

are found in well-functioning schools. The following school specific examples have been related 

with increased levels of trust in the principal: school effectiveness, collaboration, mindfulness, 

principal authenticity, collective efficacy, organizational citizenship behaviors, organizational 

climate, organizational justice, enabling school structures, open school climate, collegial 

principal leadership and organizational health.  As the aforementioned examples have shown, 

trust in the principal has a positive impact on schools. In conclusion, the following section of this 

literature review will deal with organizational commitment.   

Organizational Commitment 

 An extensive list of definitions on organizational commitment can be found in the 

literature.  For example, Kanter (1968) stated commitment is the inclination of people to give 

their loyalty and energy to social systems.  She also wrote about the profits associated with 

continued participation in a group along with the costs associated with leaving.  Similarly, 
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organizational commitment has been defined as the process by which the goals of the 

organization and its members become increasingly unified or compatible (Hall, Schneider & 

Nygren, 1970).  Organizational commitment can also have three key components. They are as 

follows: a) identification – pride in the organization, b) involvement – psychological absorption 

in one’s role in the organization, and c) loyalty – affection for and attachment to an organization 

(Buchanan, 1974). Also, commitment has been described as the strength of an individual’s 

identification with and involvement in an organization (Mowday et al., 1979).  Wiener (1982) 

wrote organizational commitment is the sum of internal normative pressures that compel group 

members to behave in accordance with organizational goals and interests.  Finally, commitment 

has been defined as a psychological state binding an employee to an organization (Allen & 

Meyer, 1990). 

Side-bet theory.  Becker’s (1960) conception of organizational commitment is called the 

side-bet theory.  According to WeiBo, Kaur, and Jun (2010), Becker’s work was one of the first 

attempts to study organizational commitment as a conceptual framework from the perspective of 

an individual’s relationship with an organization. Side-bet theory maintains a committed person 

“...acted in such a way as to involve other interests of his, originally extraneous to the action he 

is engaged in, directly in that action” (Becker, 1960, p. 35).  The side-bet theory establishes a 

relationship between employees and organizations based on economic exchange behavior.  In 

essence, employees are committed because they have hidden side-bets they have made to remain 

in the organization.  Upon leaving the organization, the side-bets would potentially be lost 

(WeiBo et al., 2010).  According to Becker (1960), certain events can change one’s employment 

status. Inevitably, this increases the likelihood of one losing their side-bets.  Once this occurs, 

one begins to compute the potential losses he will incur if he changes his employment in the 
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organization.  Situations may also transpire where a person’s involvement in an organization 

make side-bets for him.  And, as a result, one’s future actions are limited.  Becker (1960) 

provided several examples of how this can occur.  They are as follows: 1) generalized cultural 

expectations; 2) impersonal bureaucratic arrangements; 3) individual adjustment to social 

positions; 4) and face-to-face interactions.  Generalized cultural expectations are those 

expectations within a culture that value responsibility and loyalty.  An impersonal bureaucratic 

arrangement refers to organizational policies that serve as incentives for retaining employment. 

For example, if one left his current position in an organization he is likely to lose his established 

pension fund.  The individual’s adjustment to social positions explains an organizational member 

altering his actions so much to retain his current job that he renders himself unemployable for 

higher, more lucrative positions with additional responsibilities.  In other words, he changes his 

actions and habits so much that he cannot “climb the ladder” of employment success.  Finally, 

face-to-face interactions refers to individuals altering their image of themselves so much to other 

organizational members that they may or may not be able to live up to the image they have 

created.  

From side-bet theory to psychological attachment.  Porter, Steers, Mowday, and Boulian 

(1974) conducted a study examining constructs related to turnover, job satisfaction, and 

measures of attitudinal changes over time as they affected job turnover.  They found that 

employee attitude is predictive of turnover behavior.  Not surprisingly, individuals with less 

favorable attitudes ultimately leave the organization.  Also, they found that general attitudes 

towards the organization are more important than specific attitudes towards one’s job. WeiBo et 

al. (2010) stated that this was a shift from side-bet theory to a theory of psychological attachment 

to the organization.  According to Porter et al. (1974), attitudes held by individual’s working in 
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an organization were predictive of turnover behavior.  Not surprisingly, individuals who left the 

organization had less favorable attitudes than those that stayed.  Finally, the authors state general 

attitudes towards the organization could be more related to turnover than individual attitudes 

toward their particular job.  In essence, the attachment theory maintains retention of employees’ 

is not simply based on economic factors as Becker (1960) had maintained.  As an alternative, 

affective influence and attitudes of workers potentially played a larger role in employee retention 

(WeiBo et al., 2010).  

Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ).  Subsequent studies expanded this 

rationale. One of the more prominent was by Mowday et al. (1979).  The authors developed and 

validated an instrument called the Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ).  This 

measure was intended to relate organizational commitment to work organizations.  According to 

Mowday et al. (1979), organizational commitment was characterized by three factors:  “... (1) a 

strong belief in and acceptance of the organization’s goals and values; (2) a willingness to exert 

considerable effort on behalf of the organization; (3) a definite desire to maintain organizational 

membership” (p. 226). Commitment was moderately related to job satisfaction. The percentage 

of common variance shared by commitment and job satisfaction rarely exceeded 25%, though.  

Also, organizational commitment was related to job performance. Finally, a significant 

relationship between organizational commitment and absenteeism was found. 

Theoretical shift to a Three-Component Model (TCM) of organizational commitment.  

Organizational commitment theory continued to evolve.  Meyer and Allen (1984) argued 

previous efforts evaluating the side-bet theory were inappropriate.  Side-bet theory as it pertains 

to commitment was re-labeled continuance commitment.  The definition developed for 

continuance commitment is that it is commitment to continue a certain line of action.  Porter et 
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al. (1974) had previously conceptualized commitment as an affective orientation to an 

organization.  Meyer and Allen (1984) tested correlations among continuance and affective 

commitment using five scales.  They are as follows: 1) Organizational Commitment 

Questionnaire (OCQ): 2) Ritzer-Trice Scale (R-TS); 3) Hrebiniak-Alutto Scale (H-AS); 4) 

Continuance Commitment Scale (CCS); and 5) Affective Commitment Scale (ACS).  The R-TS 

and H-AS were commonly used to test the strength of Becker’s side-bet theory. The CCS and 

ACS were developed by the authors.  Results indicated the OCQ, R-Ts, and H-AS correlated 

significantly with each other and with the ACS (p < .01).  Interestingly, the CCS and ACS did 

not correlate significantly.  Instead, they found the R-TS, H-AS and OCQ measured affective 

commitment while excluding continuance commitment.  As a result, continuance and affective 

commitment were conceptualized as being independent from one another.  Finally, Meyer and 

Allen (1984) argued Becker’s side-bet theory measured affective commitment more than 

continuance commitment.  They suggested an improvement for measuring side-bets.  Including 

the use of measures which directly assess individuals’ perceptions regarding the number and 

magnitude of side-bets was suggested.  In essence, the measures used for side-bet theory did not 

measure the theory appropriately.  As a result, the continuance dimension was a better 

representation of Becker’s side-bet theory (WeiBo et al., 2010). 

Further research led to the inclusion of yet another dimension to commitment.  This 

dimension was called normative commitment (Allen & Meyer, 1990). According to WeiBo 

(2010), the leading approach to studying organizational commitment for the next twenty plus 

years was the three-dimensional scales (affective, normative, continuance) developed by Meyer 

and Allen (1984, 1991; Meyer et al., 1990).  Commitment was defined as a psychological state 

that (a) characterizes the employee’s relationship with the organization, (b) has implications for 
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the decision to continue or discontinue membership in the organization, and (c) reflects a feeling 

of obligation to continue employment (Meyer & Allen, 1991).   

The three-component framework argued the nature of psychological states in an 

organization differ (Meyer &Allen, 1991).   In order to measure their new framework, Allen and 

Meyer (1990) developed The Three-Component Model (TCM) Employee Commitment Survey.  

Affective commitment refers to “...the employee’s emotional attachment to, identification with, 

and involvement in the organization” (p. 67).  Employees having strong affective commitment 

remain in an organization because they want to.  Continuance commitment is “...an awareness of 

the costs associated with leaving the organization” (p. 67).  Employees with high levels of 

continuance commitment remain because they need to do so.  Finally, normative commitment is 

a “...feeling of obligation to continue employment” (p. 67).  Employees with high levels of 

normative commitment have feelings that they ought to remain with the organization.  In 

conclusion, Meyer and Allen (1991) found it necessary to consider affective, continuance, and 

normative commitment as components, rather than types, of commitment.   

Commitment and efficacy.  Although most research on organizational commitment has 

centered on business and corporate entities, there are a multitude of studies linking commitment 

with education.  Many individual variables have been correlated as predictors of organizational 

commitment.  For example, Kushman (1992) wrote personal efficacy and to a lesser extent 

teaching efficacy related to commitment.  According to Bogler and Somech (2004), self-efficacy 

predicted organizational commitment and professional commitment.  They also wrote that self-

efficacy is a teachers’ perception of their competence and ability to act.  Chan et al. (2008) also 

related teacher efficacy and years of teaching experience as significant predictors of teacher 

commitment.  Teacher efficacy was defined as a teacher’s belief in their ability to produced 
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desired student outcomes.  Finally, Ware and Kitsantas (2011) confirmed a relationship between 

organizational commitment and efficacy when the following scenarios occur:  teachers are 

allowed to enlist administrative support, teachers are included in decision making, and teachers 

are allowed to control certain aspects of their classroom operations. 

Commitment and professional growth.  Professional growth has also been shown to be a 

predictor of organizational commitment.  Professional growth occurs when one believes they 

work in a supportive environment encouraging professional growth and development.  Basically, 

as teachers perceive they have more opportunities for professional growth they will be more 

committed to the organization (Bogler & Somech, 2004).    

Commitment and organizational climate.  Additional research relates organizational 

health and organizational climate with organizational commitment (Hoy, Tarter, & Bliss, 1990).  

The following organizational health variables were significantly related to organizational 

commitment:  institutional integrity, resource allocation, principal influence, initiating structure, 

consideration, academic emphasis, and morale.  Also, variables of organizational climate were 

related to organizational commitment. These include the following:  supportive behavior of the 

principal, engagement, and intimacy.  Similarly, Riehl and Sipple (1996) associated school 

climate with commitment.  They found teachers who receive support from the principal, are 

protected from classroom intrusions, and are provided with resources tend to be more highly 

committed to the goals and values of the school.  Firestone and Pennell (1993) stated resources 

are the materials and institutional means through which teachers accomplish their tasks.  Collie, 

Shapka and Perry (2011) also correlated resource attainment with commitment.  Finally, teacher 

collegiality, positive student behavior, and professional influence foster greater teacher 

commitment in their respective schools (Riehl & Sipple, 1996). 



 

31 

 

 Further research correlates job satisfaction (Howell & Dorfman, 1986; Kushman, 1992; 

Fresko, Kfir & Nasser, 1997), teacher satisfaction (Kushman, 1992), participation in school-level 

decisions (Kushman, 1992), collaboration (Kushman, 1992; Firestone & Pennell, 1993), 

feedback (Firestone & Pennell, 1993), and teacher inclusion in decision making, controlled for 

SES (Kushman, 1992) with organizational commitment.   Learning opportunities, which are the 

opportunities to learn subject content and instructional techniques to improve classroom 

effectiveness, is also related to commitment (Rosenholtz, 1989; Firestone & Pennell, 1993). 

Administrative support has been related to commitment, as well (Hoy et al., 1990, Firestone & 

Pennell, 1993).  Moreover, Howell and Dorfman (1986) found that organizational rewards also 

have a strong relationship with commitment.  Finally, teacher expectations of their students 

completing high school and college correlated with commitment.  In other words, as more 

teachers believe their students will graduate high school and college their commitment to the 

school will increase.  

Another study found effective principals can foster a faculty committed to their school 

(Sinden, Hoy, & Sweetland, 2004). Riehl and Sipple (1996) also wrote high levels of 

administrative support can foster greater teacher commitment.  Howell and Dorfman (1986) 

similarly found a correlation between supportive leadership behavior and commitment. 

According to Sinden et al. (2004), some of the foremost responsibilities of the principal are the 

administration and structure of the school.  Using their power to design structures that facilitate 

teaching and learning enables principals to help teachers.  This study found there was a modest 

relationship between collegial leadership and organizational commitment.  Organizational 

commitment was also related to enabling school structure.  An enabling school structure fosters 

professional judgment, flexibility, collaboration, and problem solving.  The authors suggested 
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that enabling structures might be unsuccessful unless the faculty is committed to the organization 

and the principal is collegial (Sinden et al., 2004).   

Riehl and Sipple (1996) related several variables with school commitment. For example, 

teachers working in an orderly school had higher levels of professional commitment.  Firestone 

and Pennell (1993) also related an orderly school to commitment.  Rosenholtz (1989) found that 

autonomy was the best predictor of commitment. According to Riehl and Sipple (1996), 

classroom autonomy, which is allowing teachers some decision making in their classroom 

management and curriculum, was related to professional commitment.  Finally, Bogler and 

Somech (2004) correlated a relationship between classroom autonomy and commitment. 

Several variables have been negatively related to organizational commitment.  Hoy et al. 

(1990) found that directive principal behaviors and frustration of teachers had a detrimental 

effect on organizational commitment.  Fresko et al. (1997) found that the longer someone taught, 

teaching lower grade levels, and female teachers were also negatively correlated with 

commitment.  Chan et al. (2008) negatively related perceived organizational politics with 

commitment.  Finally, principals’ belief in their influence regarding setting discipline and fiscal 

policies had a direct negative correlation with teacher commitment (Ware & Kitsantas, 2011). 

In conclusion, many variables have been related with increased levels of organizational 

commitment in schools.  They are as follows: personal efficacy, self-efficacy, organizational 

health, organizational climate, job satisfaction, administrative support, effective principals, 

supportive leadership behaviors of principals, collegial leadership of principals, enabling school 

structures, and orderly schools. The following section of this literature review will review 

articles that have related trust with organizational commitment. 
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Theoretical Framework 

 As stated earlier, there are very few, if any, studies relating faculty trust in the principal 

and organizational commitment in the United States. Yet, there are several studies relating trust 

and organizational commitment in the international business community. There are mixed results 

relating trust and organizational commitment, though.  Folger and Konovsky (1989) found strong 

correlations between employee trust in leadership and organizational commitment.  Likewise, 

Whitener (2001) wrote employee trust in management was related to organizational 

commitment.  There have been other studies finding no correlation between trust and 

organizational commitment (Pillai, Schriesheim, & Williams, 1999). More research should be 

conducted relating trust and organizational commitment.  There are simply not many studies 

available in the literature. In particular, there is a very clear literature gap relating faculty trust in 

the principal and organizational commitment. 

A study by Cook and Wall (1980) was conducted which related trust and organizational 

commitment.  They conducted two studies of blue-collar, male workers employed in 

manufacturing industries located in Great Britain. The sample sizes were 390 and 270, 

respectively. The first study was begun in 1977 and the second study began in 1978. The authors 

generated the three scales used in the study. Questionnaires were administered in survey 

participants’ homes by female interviewers from National Opinion Polls Market Research 

Limited of London. The scales were presented with a questionnaire packet.  The three scales 

were reduced in length after analysis revealed items with the lowest item-whole scale 

correlations were dropped to keep the best scaling three or four items on each subscale. Scoring 

of the scales was an un-weighted sum of the responses of each item in the scale or subscale.  

Response scale ranges were 1-7 in trust and organizational commitment measures.  Correlated t 
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tests of the two principal scales of trust and organizational commitment had acceptable levels of 

association. Study results likewise showed that all of the trust subscales substantially correlated 

with all of the organizational commitment subscales.  The trust subscales were a) faith in 

intentions of peer and management, and b) confidence in actions of peers and management.  The 

organizational commitment subscales were as follows: a) organizational identification, b) 

organizational involvement, and c) organizational loyalty.    

Yilmaz (2008) conducted a study that attempted to define the relationship between 

organizational trust levels with organizational commitment.  The study sample was 120 primary 

school teachers in Kutahya, Turkey.  The two scales used for the study were an organizational 

trust scale developed by Yilmaz (2006) and an organizational commitment scale developed by 

Altunkese (2002). The organizational trust scale had 22 items and three sub-scales. The 

subscales were a) trust in administrators, b) trust in colleagues, and c) trust in shareholders. The 

reliability coefficient of the scale was 0.92. Responses on the organizational trust scale used 5-

point, Likert type items with 1 = never, 2 = rarely, 3 = sometimes, 4 = often, and 5 = always.  

The organizational commitment scale consisted of two sub-scales. The two sub-scales were 

affective commitment and continuance commitment.  Twenty-five Likert type items were in the 

organizational commitment scale. Amount of points accrued on the survey defined the amount of 

organizational commitment the teacher had.  For example, teachers with higher point totals had 

more organizational commitment than teachers with lower point totals.  Survey responses used 

for the scale were 1 = completely disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = moderately agree, 4 = agree, and 5 

= completely agree.  The study found a significant relationship between teachers’ organizational 

trust and their perceptions of organizational commitment.  Also, there was a significant 

relationship between the level of teachers’ trust in administration and the perceptions of 
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organizational commitment along with affective and continuance commitment.  A significant 

relationship was also found with teachers’ trust in colleagues and their perception of 

organizational commitment along with affective and continuance commitment.  Finally, there 

was a significant relationship between teachers’ trust in shareholders and their perception of 

organizational commitment along with affective and continuance commitment. 

Cho and Park (2011) studied trust, satisfaction, and organizational commitment in the 

field of business management.  They were interested in whether trust affected satisfaction and 

organizational commitment by mediating management practices.  They used data from the 2003 

Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Employee Attitude Survey. Statements used to measure 

trust on the survey are as follows: a) I trust my immediate supervisor, b) I trust my coworkers, c) 

and I trust FAA management.  The survey questions were based on a 5-point, Likert scale where 

one is the lowest score and five is the highest score. The FAA mailed 48,900 surveys to all of its 

employees, and 22,800 surveys were returned.  Only 19,849 surveys were used because many 

contained missing data.  Study results found a relationship between trust in management, trust in 

supervisors, and trust in co-workers with job satisfaction and commitment.  They found that all 

three types of trust were all significantly and positively correlated with commitment.  Yet, the 

effects were minimal.  According to the authors, the main driver for organizational commitment 

was trust in management. 

Demir (2011) investigated the effects of organizational justice, trust and commitment on 

the deviant behavior of employees.  The sample for this study was drawn from 750 employees of 

five star hotels located in Turkey. 554 usable questionnaires were returned which is a response 

rate of 73.9%. Organizational trust was measured with a six-item measure with a five-point 

response scale.  The organizational trust scale was adapted from Hubbell and Chory-Assad’s 
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(2005) Managerial Trustworthy Behaviors scale and a study by Whitener, Brodt, Korsgaard, and 

Werner (1998). Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was 0.92.  The organizational commitment scale 

was developed by translating Meyer and Allen’s (1991) Three-Component Model (TCM) of 

Organizational Commitment into the Turkish language. The TCM consists of twelve Likert-type 

items with 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree.  Affective, continuous, and normative 

commitment are measured with this scale.  Study results found that organizational trust is 

positively correlated with affective commitment, continuous commitment, and normative 

commitment.  Likewise, the study suggests the importance of organizational trust to increase 

motivation in employees.  Providing support to employees may also increase their commitment 

to the organization. Finally, Demir (2011) wrote that if high levels of trust exist in a workplace, 

employees have positive expectations regarding employer motives, employees will remain with 

the organization, and employees will commit to the organization. 

 A study by Mohamed, Kader, and Anisa (2012) studied the relationship between 

organizational commitment, trust, and job satisfaction in two Indian banking organizations.  The 

survey instrument used was developed based on reviews of the extant literature. The 

questionnaire had two parts. Part one had questions seeking information such as age, educational 

qualifications, experience and income. Part two had questions seeking information about job 

satisfaction, organizational trust, affective commitment, continuance commitment, and normative 

commitment.  Most of the survey questions required participants to assign a score rating based 

on a five-point, Likert scale. Survey responses were garnered from a sample of 101 employees.  

The authors found a positive correlation between trust and normative, affective, and continuance 

commitment.  Conclusions drawn were that organizational leaders who intend to improve 

productivity and sustainability should emphasize trust and organizational commitment.   
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Zeinabadi and Salehi (2011) examined the relationship between justice, trust, job 

satisfaction, and organizational commitment in public primary schools located in Tehran, Iran.  

The sample included 131 male principals and 652 teachers and 54% of the teachers were female 

and 46% of the teachers were male.  Five questionnaires were used to measure the variables. All 

of the questionnaires were translated into Persian from their original English versions. The items 

of the scale were rated ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree.  The first scale 

used was the Organizational Citizenship Behavior Scale (OCBS) developed by DiPaola and 

Tschannen-Moran (2001) which was modified to measure principal’s beliefs about teacher 

organizational citizenship behavior. The OCBS is a 12-item scale used to measure the degree 

teachers engage in organizational citizenship behaviors.  Organizational justice was measured 

using Colquitt’s (2001) scale to measure data for teacher perceptions of procedural justice.  The 

scale had four subscales that included distributive, procedural, interpersonal, and informational 

justice. But, for this study, only the 7-item procedural justice subscale was used.  The Omnibus 

T-Scale developed by Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (2003) was used to measure teacher trust.  The 

subscale of faculty trust in the principal, which contained eight items, was the only scale used to 

measure trust for this study.  Teacher job satisfaction was measured with twenty items from the 

Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ) that was developed by Weiss, Dawis, England, and 

Loftquist (1967).  Lastly, organizational commitment was measured using nine items from the 

Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ) developed by Mowday et al. (1979). The 

authors found a non-significant direct effect of trust on job satisfaction and organizational 

commitment.  In other words, trust may not necessarily translate into greater organizational 

commitment.  This finding is similar to Pillai et al. (1999) who found that trust does not 

necessarily translate into greater organizational commitment. 
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 Finally, Mahan, Bishop, and Scott (2012) published a study relating trust in management, 

management communication with employees, employee involvement, and organizational 

commitment.  The samples for the study were from a trucking company based in the southern 

United States; 484 truck drivers completed a survey while on company time. Survey items were 

measured using a six-point scale.  Responses ranged from 1 = strongly disagree to 6 = strongly 

agree.  The researchers created a survey pool of 19 items using selected items from existing 

scales. The newly formulated instrument was developed to measure trust in top management, top 

management communication, and employee involvement.  Items were selected from the 

following scales: a) six positively worded items from the (Mowday et al., 1979) Organizational 

Commitment Questionnaire, b) five items from a study by Scott (1980), and c) four items 

specifically designed for this study. Study results found that trust in management was 

significantly related to organizational commitment. Study findings suggest that as organizational 

attachment develops it is partly as a result of employee faith in top management. 

 In conclusion, there is limited research relating trust in the principal and organizational 

commitment.  The gaps in the literature are large. Yet, trust in management and trust in 

supervisors has been related to commitment (Mahan et al., 2012).  Also, trust was related with 

normative, affective, and continuance commitment (Demir, 2011; Mohamed et al., 2012).  Some 

studies (Cook & Wall, 1980; Cho & Park, 2011) found that trust was related to organizational 

commitment. There was also a significant relationship found linking trust with organizational 

commitment in schools (Yilmaz, 2008).  Despite this, there are other studies showing that trust 

and commitment do not have a significant relationship (Zeinabadi & Salehi, 2011; Pillai et al., 

1999).  Based on these studies, a possibility exists that trust in the principal is related to 
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organizational commitment.  Yet, there is not enough theoretical evidence to prove this 

conclusively. 

Rationale for Hypotheses 

 The review of literature argues that faculty trust in the principal and organizational 

commitment should be related.  Trust is a key component of organizational behavior (Hoy & 

Kupersmith, 1984). Trust is also important in developing interpersonal relationships in schools 

(Hoy et al., 1992).  As levels of teacher trust towards school administrators increases, so does 

their organizational commitment levels increase (Yilmaz, 2008). This argument is based on the 

body of professional research on these two concepts.  The purpose of this study was to determine 

if there is a relationship between faculty trust and levels of organizational commitment in 

northern Alabama elementary schools.  Increased levels of faculty trust and organizational 

commitment have been shown to impact the functioning of schools.  There are gaps in the 

literature relating faculty trust in the principal and organizational commitment. The intent of this 

paper is to reduce some of these gaps. The study hypothesizes there is a direct relationship 

between faculty trust in the principal and the dimensions of organizational commitment.  

Likewise, it hypothesizes while controlling for SES, faculty trust in the principal is a better 

predictor of Meyer and Allen’s (1991) Three-Component Model than the commitment model of 

Mowday et al. (1979).   It tested two hypotheses based on survey results from elementary 

teachers in Northwest Alabama. They are as follows:    

H1:  The Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ), the Three-Component Model 

(TCM) of organizational commitment and faculty trust in the principal as measured by 

the Omnibus T-Scale will positively covary. 

H2:  While controlling for socio-economic status (SES), faculty trust in the principal is a better     
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       predictor of the Three-Component Model (TCM) of organizational commitment than the     

       Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ). 
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CHAPTER III: 

METHODOLOGY 

Overview 

 This chapter is divided into five sections. The first section provides a description of the 

sample, selection methods, and the rationale for the selection.  Section two explains data 

collection procedures as well as how and where data were collected.  The third section describes 

the variables which comprised the study.  The fourth section details the instruments used in the 

study and reports on their reliability and validity.  The fifth section describes the statistical 

analysis performed to test the hypotheses.  The sixth section summarizes the whole chapter. 

Sample 

Teachers of sixty North Alabama elementary schools (Grades K-6) comprised the study 

sample.  This was a sample of convenience.  Participation was anonymous and voluntary. 

Schools chosen were based on their willingness to participate.  The sample spanned several 

school districts with a diverse assortment of schools.  Socioeconomic diversity of the schools 

was evidenced by the percentage of free and reduced students at the schools.  The percentage of 

free and reduced lunch students was obtained from the Alabama State Department of Education.  

Approximately 84% of the participating schools were Title I schools.  Schools are labeled as 

Title I by the United States Department of Education.  Schools qualify to become a Title I school 

if 50% or more of the student population qualify for free and reduced lunches.  Teachers, as 

opposed to administration, were selected because their levels of trust and organizational 

commitment are the focus of the study.  Teacher participation was completely voluntary.  All 

reasonable attempts were made to ensure teacher anonymity. 
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Data Collection 

The research conducted used three instruments. The Omnibus T-Scale was used to collect 

information on faculty trust in the principal.  The Organizational Commitment Questionnaire 

(OCQ) and the Three Component Model (TCM) Employee Commitment Survey was used to test 

the organizational commitment within the schools of the participating teachers. The surveys were 

distributed in regularly scheduled faculty meetings.  Survey respondents were instructed not to 

provide any identifying information so anonymity and confidentiality could be maintained.  

Participation was voluntary.  The atmosphere during survey administration and collection was 

non-threatening.  Data were collected in a cross-sectional manner as opposed to longitudinally. 

Variables 

The independent variable in this study aas trust in the principal (x) as measured by the 

Omnibus T-Scale. The dependent variables in this study were organizational commitment as 

measured by (y1) the Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ), and (y2) the Three-

Component Model (TCM) Employee Commitment Survey. The analysis was controlled for 

socioeconomic status (SES).  SES was operationalized by using free and reduced lunch data 

which was obtained by accessing the Alabama State Department of Education website.  Free and 

reduced lunch data was used as a proxy of SES. 

Measures 

 Three instruments were combined to create a survey for collecting the quantitative data 

for this study.  Select scales from the instruments were used to create the aforementioned survey. 

The instruments used were as follows:  a) Omnibus T-Scale (Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (1999); 

b) Mowday et al.’s (1979) Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ); and c) Meyer and 

Allen’s (1991) Three-Component Model (TCM) of Organizational Commitment. Permission was 
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granted by the instrument developers to use the instruments.  See Table 1 for instruments used in 

this study. Scales used in this study are explained in the following paragraphs.  

Table 1 

 

Instrumentation Used for This Study 

 

Instrumentation All Instrument Scales 

 

Scales Used in This Study 

Omnibus T-Scale Trust in the Principal Trust in the Principal 

 Trust in Colleagues  

 Trust in Clients 

 

 

Organizational Commitment 

Questionnaire (OCQ) 

 

All All 

Three Component Model of 

Organizational 

Commitment(TCM) 

Affective Commitment 

 Normative Commitment 

 Continuance Commitment 

Affective Commitment 

  Normative Commitment 

  Continuance Commitment 

 

Hoy and Tschannen-Moran’s (1999) Omnibus T-Scale was used to measure faculty trust.  

It is a 26-item, Likert-type scale that measures three subscales of trust.  The subscales of trust 

include the following: trust in the principal, trust in the faculty, and trust in the client.  The client 

refers to the trust teachers have for parents and students, respectively.  The subscale of faculty 

trust in the principal will be the only scale used, though.   There are nine items used to measure 

faculty trust in the principal. Trust was defined as an individual or group’s willingness to be 

vulnerable to another party based on the confidence that the latter party is benevolent, reliable, 

competent, honest, and open. Factor analytic studies support the validity and reliability of the 

faculty trust in the principal subscale.  Norms for the Omnibus T-Scales are based on a sample of 

97 Ohio high schools, 66 Virginia middle schools, and Ohio elementary schools.  The faculty 

trust in principals scale had a high Cronbach’s alpha coefficient (Trust in Principal, α = .98). A 
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copy of the Omnibus T-Scale with the items listed for the faculty trust in principal subscale is 

found in Appendix A.  

Mowday et al.’s (1979) Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ) was used to 

measure teacher levels of organizational commitment. Organizational commitment was defined 

as a belief in and acceptance of the organization’s goals and values, a willingness to work hard 

on behalf of the organization, and a desire to maintain organizational membership. The OCQ has 

15 items, which use a 7-point, Likert-type scale.  The scale ranges from 7 = strongly agree to 1 = 

strongly disagree.  Mean levels of commitment range from a low of 4.0 to a high of 6.1.  The 

standard deviations suggested a satisfactory distribution of responses within the samples.   

Predictive, discriminant, and convergent validity were at acceptable levels.  Alpha coefficients 

ranged from .82 to .93, with a median of .90. A copy of the OCQ with the items listed is found in 

Appendix B.  

  Meyer and Allen’s (1991) TCM Employee Commitment Survey was also used to 

measure teacher levels of organizational commitment.  Commitment was defined as a 

psychological state that (a) characterizes the employee’s relationship with the organization, (b) 

has implications for the decision to continue or discontinue membership in the organization, and 

(c) reflects a feeling of obligation to continue employment (Meyer & Allen, 1991). Item 

responses are made on a 7-point, Likert-type scale where 1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly 

agree.  Three forms of employee commitment to the organization are measured with this 

instrument:  affective commitment (desire based), normative commitment (obligation based), and 

continuance commitment (continuance based).  There are three scales used in the measure: the 

Affective Commitment Scale (ACS), the Normative Commitment Scale (NCS), and the 

Continuance Commitment Scale (CCS).  The ACS (α = .82), NCS (α = .83), and CCS (α = .74) 
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have been shown to have consistent reliability estimates (Cronbach’s alphas). Predictive, 

discriminant, and convergent validity were at acceptable levels.  A copy of the TCM Employee 

Commitment Survey with the items listed for each subscale is found in Appendix C.  

Statistical Treatment 

 Descriptive statistics (mean, standard deviation, range) were used in analyzing 

characteristics of the sample and respondents.  Inferential statistics, in particular bivariate 

correlation and block regressions, were used to test hypotheses.  Finally, Cronbach’s alpha was 

run on all measures to ensure reliability.  

Summary 

 Sixty elementary schools were surveyed to test the relationship of faculty trust to 

teachers’ organizational commitment to the school. The school was the unit of analysis.  The 

sample was drawn from elementary schools in Northwest Alabama.  Socioeconomic status (SES) 

data in the form of statistics for free and reduced lunch were collected to control the relationship 

of the variables.  Free and reduced lunch data was used as a proxy of SES.  The independent 

variable in this study was faculty trust in the principal (x) as measured by the Omnibus T-Scale.  

The dependent variables were organizational commitment as measured by (y1) Organizational 

Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ), and (y2) Three-Component Model (TCM) Employee 

Commitment Survey. The variables were measured using the Omnibus T-Scale, Organizational 

Commitment Questionnaire, and the Three Component Model Employment Commitment 

Survey.  Descriptive statistics were used to analyze the sample.  Inferential statistics tested the 

hypotheses of the study. 
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CHAPTER IV: 

RESULTS 

 This chapter reports the findings relating faculty trust in the principal, the TCM 

Employee Commitment Measure, and the Organizational Commitment Questionnaire.  The 

chapter includes the following: descriptives, reliabilities, correlations, hypotheses tested, and un-

hypothesized findings. Free and reduced lunch data were used as a proxy for SES. 

Descriptive Statistics 

Seventy-seven elementary schools in Northwest Alabama were solicited for participation 

in this study.  Sixty elementary schools agreed to participate in the study, which consisted of a 

78% participation rate.  A total of 1,665 teachers completed surveys. Of Alabama’s 1,619 

schools, 60.8% of them are labeled Title I.  This means approximately 40% of Alabama’s school 

population qualifies for free and reduced lunches. Data used in this study revealed there were 

744,621 students in Alabama at the time that this study was conducted.  The state free and 

reduced lunch mean was 57.4%. The research sample free and reduced mean for this study was 

57%.  Fifteen surveys were the minimum requirement to count schools in the sample. Survey 

instruments were administered during regularly scheduled faculty meetings. Surveys were 

completed on a strictly voluntary basis.  All reasonable measures to ensure anonymity were 

taken.  Schools were the unit of analysis for this study.  All participating schools were assigned a 

seven digit identifying code, which was used for comparative analysis. Table 2 details the 

descriptive characteristics of the measures used.  These include the range, mean, and standard 

deviation for all variables used in the study.  These variables include the following: Faculty trust 

in the principal as measured by the Omnibus T-Scale, OCQ, TCM, and SES.  

 



 

47 

 

Table 2 

Descriptive Statistics of the Measures 

Variable N Minimum Maximum M SD 

Trust in Principal 60 3.98 5.95 5.13 .49 

OCQ 60 4.86 6.65 5.75 .41 

TCM 60 4.33 5.80 5.14 .32 

SES 60 .10 .92 .43 .18 

 

Reliability 

The three surveys used in this study were the Omnibus T-Scale, the OCQ, and the TCM. 

Faculty Trust is measured by the Omnibus T-Scale. The instrument contains 26 items and 

measures three subscales of trust. The subscales are trust in the principal, trust in the faculty, and 

trust in the client. The subscale of faculty trust in the principal was the only scale used.   There 

are nine items used to measure faculty trust in the principal.  Sample items from the faculty trust 

in the principal sub-scale follow: a) Teachers in this school trust the principal, b) The teachers in 

this school have faith in the integrity of the principal, and c) The principal in this school typically 

acts in the best interests of the teachers.  Responses are elicited on a 6-point, Likert scale, 

ranging from 6 = strongly agree to 1 = strongly disagree.  Mowday et al.’s (1979) Organizational 

Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ) was used to measure teacher levels of organizational 

commitment.  Following are sample items from this scale: a) I am willing to put in a great deal of 

effort beyond that normally expected in order to help this organization to be successful, b) I talk 

up this organization to my friends as a great organization to work for, c) I find that my values 

and the organization’s values are very similar.  The OCQ has 15 items that use a 7-point, Likert-

type scale.  The scale ranges from 7 = strongly agree to 1 = strongly disagree.  The Three-

Component Model (TCM) Employee Commitment Survey is an 18-item scale, which measures 
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affective, continuance, and normative commitment subscales (Meyer & Allen, 1991). It was also 

used to measure teacher levels of organizational commitment.  The affective subscale consisted 

of six items (e.g., I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this organization). 

The continuance subscale also consisted of six items (e.g., Right now, staying with my 

organization is a matter of necessity as much as desire).  Lastly, the normative subscale consisted 

of six items (e.g., I would feel guilty if I left my organization now).  Item responses were made 

on a 7-point, Likert-type scale where 1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree.   

Cronbach alpha coefficients were calculated for faculty trust in the principal, the OCQ, 

and the TCM to test for internal reliability. Trust in the principal had a Cronbach alpha 

coefficient of .95, the OCQ had a Cronbach alpha coefficient of .91, and the TCM had a 

Cronbach alpha of .80.  Table 3 reveals the Cronbach’s alphas for the variables as well as the 

number of items measured in the respective instruments (Omnibus T-Scale, OCQ, and TCM).  

Table 3 

 

Cronbach’s Alpha for Study Variables 

 

Variable Cronbach’s Alpha Number of Questions Instrument Used 

Trust in Principal .95 8 Omnibus T-Scale 

OCQ .91 15 OCQ 

TCM .80 18 TCM 

 

Correlations 

 Table 4 shows correlations among the three variables examined in this study.  A 

significant, positive correlation at the .01 level was found for several variables. As predicted, 

correlations were found between trust in the principal and the OCQ (r = .45**, p < .01) and 

between trust in the principal and the TCM (r = .43**, p < .01).  In other words, as levels of 



 

49 

 

faculty trust in the principal increases, the amount of organizational commitment in the school 

also increases.  Likewise, there was a correlation between the OCQ and the TCM (r = .34**, p < 

.01). Two negative, non-significant correlations were found.  Trust in the principal and the TCM 

were negatively correlated to SES (r = -.13, p > .05).   

Table 4 

 

Correlations (Pearson) Among Study Variables 

 

Variable 

Trust in 

Principal OCQ TCM SES 

Trust in Principal 1 .451** .432** -.13 

OCQ  1 .335** .04 

TCM   1 -.01 

SES    1 

Note.  ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2 tailed). 

Note.  Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ), Three-Component Model of Employee 

Commitment (TCM), Socio-Economic Status (SES) 

 

Test of Hypotheses 

 The first hypothesis, which states that faculty trust in the principal, the OCQ, and the 

TCM will positively covary, was moderately supported.  Table 3 reveals a moderate and 

significant relationship between trust in the principal and the OCQ (r =.45**, p < .01).  Also, 

trust in the principal and the TCM had a moderate and significant relationship (r =.43**, p < 

.01).  Finally, the OCQ and TCM had a moderate, significant relationship (r =.34**, p <.01). 

SES did not have a significant relationship with any of the other variables. 

 The second hypothesis states that while controlling for SES, faculty trust in the principal 

is a better predictor of the Three-Component Model (TCM) of organizational commitment than 

the OCQ. This hypothesis was not supported.  Two block entry regression analyses were 

performed to determine the effect of trust in the principal on OCQ and TCM. 
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The first block entry regression analysis was performed with faculty trust in the principal 

entered as the independent variable while controlling for SES. SES was entered in Step 1 and 

trust in the principal was entered in Step 2. The OCQ was entered as the dependent variable. SES 

did not make a significant contribution on the explanation of OCQ (β = .104, p = .385). Trust in 

the principal had a positive effect on the OCQ (β = .465, p < .001). Faculty trust in the principal, 

while controlling for SES, explained 19% of the variance in the OCQ (adjusted R2 = .186, p < 

.01). Table 5 includes beta weights (standardized regression coefficients), β (unstandardized 

regression coefficients), standard error, t, and significance. 

Table 5 

Regression Coefficients Examining the OCQ on Faculty Trust in the Principal 

 

 Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

Predictor Variables Β Std. Error β t Sig. 

Step 1       

(constant) 5.714 .141  40.515 .000 

SES .097 .302 .042 .322 .749 

R = .042, R2 = .002, Adj R2 = -.015. 

 

Step 2      

(constant) 3.679 .534  6.889 .000 

SES .239 .273 .104 .875 .385 

Trust in Principal .385 .098 .465 3.923 .000 

R = .463, R2 = .214, Adj R2 = .186. 

Note. Significant at p < .0.01 

The second analysis was concerned with the prediction of faculty trust in the principal on 

the TCM. A block entry regression analysis was performed with faculty trust in the principal as 

the independent variable while controlling for SES. The TCM was entered as the dependent 

variable. SES was entered in Step 1 and trust in the principal was entered in Step 2. SES did not 

make a significant contribution to the explanation of TCM (β = .046, p = .705). Trust in the 

principal had a positive effect on the TCM (β = .438, p < .01). Faculty trust in the principal, 
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while controlling for SES, explained 16% of the variance in the TCM (adjusted R2 = .16, p < .01). 

Table 6 includes beta weights (standardized regression coefficients), β (unstandardized 

regression coefficients), standard error, t, and significance. 

Table 6 

Regression Coefficients Examining the TCM on Faculty Trust in the Principal 

 

 Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

Predictor Variables Β Std. Error β t Sig. 

Step 1       

(constant) 5.149 .111  46.241 .000 

SES -.022 .238 -.012 -.093 .927 

R = .012, R2 = .000, Adj R2 = -.017. 

 

Step 2      

(constant) 3.636 .428  8.495 .000 

SES .083 .219 .046 .380 .705 

Trust in Principal .286 .079 .438 3.640 .001 

R = .434, R2 = .189, Adj R2 = .160. 

Note. Significant at p < .0.01 

 

Conclusion 

 

 In this chapter, a statistical test of the relationship between faculty trust in the principal, 

the OCQ, and the TCM was conducted.  Correlation and regression data were used to examine 

the relationships. The correlation data indicated there was a relationship between faculty trust in 

the principal, the OCQ, and the TCM.  A negative, non-significant correlation was found 

between trust in the principal and SES as well as between the TCM and SES.  

 The second hypothesis stated trust in the principal would be a better predictor of TCM 

than of the OCQ, while controlling for SES. Two block entry regression analyses were 

conducted to determine if faculty trust in the principal, while controlled for SES, was a better 

predictor of the TCM than the OCQ. However, the analysis showed trust in the principal 

explained 19% (β = .39, p < .01) of the variance in OCQ while explaining only 16% (β = .29, p < 
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.01) of the variance in TCM. Thus, it would appear trust in the principal is a better predictor of 

OCQ than TCM.  
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CHAPTER V: 

DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 Chapter V will discuss the results of the current study. The first section of this chapter 

will provide an introduction of the study along with the theoretical problems addressed by the 

study.  The second section of this chapter will provide a summary of the findings.  The third 

section will contain the theoretical implications of the study. Practical implications will be 

addressed in the fourth section of this chapter.  Recommendations for future research, limitations 

of the study and a conclusion will comprise the final three sections of this chapter. 

 The purpose of this study was twofold.  First, it attempted to examine the relationship 

between faculty trust in the principal and organizational commitment towards elementary 

schools in Northwest Alabama.  Also, this study attempted to determine if faculty trust in the 

principal was a better predictor of the TCM than the OCQ while controlling for SES.  The 

literature review indicated there was potential for a relationship between faculty trust in the 

principal and organizational commitment.  The data supported this correlation.   

Summary of Findings 

1. Trust in the principal and the OCQ are positively correlated. 

2. Trust in the principal and the TCM are positively correlated. 

3. The OCQ and the TCM are positively correlated. 

4. SES did not have a positive correlation with trust in the principal, the OCQ, or the 

TCM. 

5. Faculty trust in the principal is not a better predictor of the TCM than the OCQ 

while controlling for SES. 
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Theoretical Implications 

Faculty Trust in the Principal, the OCQ, and the TCM 

The literature review in Chapter II indicated that there would be a positive relationship 

between trust in the principal and organizational commitment (Yilmaz, 2008). This correlation 

was postulated by Hypothesis 1. A moderate, positive correlation was confirmed between faculty 

trust in the principal, the OCQ and the TCM.  Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (1999) wrote that 

trustworthy people are benevolent, reliable, competent, honest and open. Principals with high 

levels of trust tend to exhibit these personality traits on a consistent basis.  Trust in the principal 

has been correlated with improving school effectiveness, higher levels of collaboration, school 

mindfulness, authentic principal behaviors, teacher efficacy, organizational citizenship 

behaviors, improving school climate, organizational justice, collegial leadership, and enabling 

bureaucracy (Hoy et al., 1992; Tschannen-Moran, 2001; Hoy et al., 2006; Tschannen-Moran & 

Hoy, 1998; Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999; Tschannen-Moran, 2003; Hoy et al., 2003; Hoy & 

Tarter, 2004; Hoy & Sweetland, 2001). 

Allen and Meyer (1990) wrote organizational commitment is when employees want to, 

need to, or ought to remain with an organization. Organizational commitment as it pertains to 

schools has been correlated with personal and teaching efficacy, collaboration, organizational 

health and climate, teacher collegiality, effective principals and enabling school structures 

(Kushman, 1992; Bogler & Somech, 2004; Hoy et al., 1990; Riehl & Sipple, 1996; Sinden et al., 

2004).  Given that a positive correlation exists between faculty trust in the principal, the OCQ 

and the TCM, when faculty trust in the principal is high, teachers’ organizational commitment to 

the school should also be high. This indicates trusted principals lead schools in which teachers 
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have higher belief in the schools’ goals and values, the teachers will work harder for the school, 

and teachers have a strong desire to remain employed at their respective school. 

Faculty Trust as a Predictor of the TCM rather than the OCQ, controlled for SES 

 The second hypothesis stated that faculty trust in the principal would be a better predictor 

of the TCM than the OCQ, while controlling for SES.  This hypothesis was not supported. The 

literature review in Chapter 2 did not fully support the second hypothesis.  A similar study was 

simply not found in the literature.  Instead, the second hypothesis was postulated because the 

TCM provides a more thorough explanation of organizational commitment theory than does the 

OCQ.  Due to this, faculty trust in the principal was expected to be a better predictor of the TCM 

than the OCQ, while controlling for SES.   

Previous commitment research had been multi-faceted.  The side-bet theory, later 

relabeled continuance commitment by Meyer and Allen (1984), had been espoused by Becker 

(1960). Commitment research evolved from the side-bet theory towards a psychological 

attachment to an organization (Porter et al., 1974).  This psychological attachment was 

eventually renamed the affective theory.  As a result of this research, Mowday et al. (1979) 

expanded this rationale and developed the OCQ. Allen and Meyer later added another 

commitment component, which they named normative commitment. Likewise, they developed 

the TCM of organizational commitment, which measured affective, continuance, and normative 

commitment (1990).  Meyer and Allen (1991) later wrote that affective, continuance, and 

normative commitment were components of commitment rather than types of commitment.  

Since the OCQ only measured affective and continuance commitment, it was theorized that 

faculty trust would be a better predictor of the TCM because the TCM measured affective, 

continuance, and normative commitment. However, this was not the case.  
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Practical Implications 

 Faculty trust in the principal and organizational commitment have been shown to 

correlate.  As faculty trust in the principal increases, commitment to the school should also 

increase (Yilmaz, 2008). Principals should thus foster a more trusting environment. Behaving in 

a trustworthy manner should increase school stakeholders’ commitment to their school.  

Principals who are benevolent, reliable, competent, honest, and open have been shown to have a 

positive impact on overall school effectiveness (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999).  Since 

effective schools could potentially foster higher student achievement, it is almost imperative 

principals should develop more trustworthy behaviors so organizational commitment can 

increase. 

 Principals should strive to be more trustworthy.  Trusted principals tend to have more 

collaborative schools. They encourage different instructional strategies and innovative ideas. 

Growth, not stagnation, should be the hallmark of a trusted principals’ leadership practice. They 

actually desire input from stakeholders (Tschannen-Moran, 2001). Trusted principals are 

perceived as being authentic.  They are accountable for their own actions and are open enough to 

admit when they make mistakes.   Principals who exhibit trusting behaviors also should involve 

teachers in decision making.  This process, called teacher empowerment, has been linked to 

student achievement (Sweetland & Hoy, 2000). 

 Trusted principals also foster organizational citizenship behaviors, organizational justice, 

and organizational health (Tschannen-Moran, 2003; Hoy & Tarter, 2004; Tarter & Hoy, 1998).  

In other words, trusted principals actually have employees that do more than their job description 

requires (without complaint), they manage what are perceived as fair schools, and have the 

ability to deal with daily problems while maintaining focus on major educational objectives. In 
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essence, trusted principals exhibit supportive behaviors that do not hinder their teachers and 

students. They simply lead in a caring, firm, non-directive manner which has a multitude of 

benefits to their respective schools.  

 An increase in the organizational commitment should likewise improve schools. Teachers 

that want to be a part of a school tend to work harder, are willing to stay longer, and feel a desire 

to remain a part of the school. Supportive principals that include teachers in decision making 

have been correlated with higher levels of organizational commitment (Ware & Kitsantas, 2011). 

Likewise, other studies have correlated supportive principal behaviors with organizational 

commitment (Hoy et al., 1990; Riehl & Sipple, 1996). Teachers want and need the support of 

their principal.  Principals that do not support the social, professional, and emotional needs of 

teachers tend to quickly alienate the teachers.  Teacher job satisfaction will decrease if their 

commitment to the school is low.  Thus, schools with effective principals have high levels of 

organizational commitment (Sinden et al., 2004). 

 Principals should have an open-door policy with their faculties.  No problem should be so 

trivial that it isn’t addressed.  Open, frank communication should not only be allowed, it should 

be encouraged (Hoy & Sweetland, 2001). Likewise, teacher collaboration between and among 

the faculty should be encouraged. This can include the following: grade and/or subject level 

meetings, after-hours social events, participation in extracurricular activities, etc. Team building 

should be an important part of every principal’s agenda. Fair, trustworthy leadership practices 

should encourage more committed behaviors among the faculty.  The results of this study 

support this.  As stated earlier, increasing trust in the principal should likely improve teacher 

commitment to the school. And, hopefully, this will improve the overall function of the school. 
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Recommendations for Further Research 

 This study is the first known study that attempted to explore the relationship between 

faculty trust in the principal and organizational commitment in elementary schools located in the 

United States. The gaps in the theory behind this study are quite large. This study should be 

replicated because of the lack of other research on these variables. Also, this study could be 

conducted in middle and/or high schools in order to discover if these results can be transferred to 

other levels of schooling.  Likewise, the second hypothesis should also be examined in other 

studies to determine if the TCM is actually a more complete model of organizational 

commitment than the OCQ. 

 This study also dealt with a high proportion of students with low SES.  Replication of this 

study in areas that are more affluent could potentially alter the results. In other words, would 

organizational commitment and faculty trust in the principal have higher correlations in schools 

with higher SES? Do schools with higher SES have higher levels of organizational commitment?  

Also, do schools with higher levels of SES have greater trust in their principals? Finally, would 

faculty trust in the principal be a better predictor of the TCM than the OCQ in school districts 

and/or states with higher SES?  

Limitations of the Study 

  As stated earlier, there were no known studies, which measured faculty trust as a better 

predictor of the TCM than the OCQ. The theoretical framework was based on a comprehensive 

review of organizational commitment theory (Becker, 1960; Porter et al., 1974; Mowday et al., 

1979; Allen & Meyer, 1990; Meyer & Allen, 1991).  The aforementioned review led this 

researcher to hypothesize faculty trust in the principal would be a better predictor of the TCM 

than the OCQ.  Simply put, the TCM has more theoretical components than does the OCQ.  
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Based on this, there was an assumption that the TCM would provide a more comprehensive 

theoretical model than did the OCQ. This assumption was proven false. 

 Secondly, trust and commitment scholarship has focused mostly on the business world.  

For example, trust was related to commitment in several studies (Cook & Wall, 1980; Fogler & 

Konovsky, 1989; Mahan et al., 2012). Trust and commitment were also found to have no 

significant correlation in other studies (Pillai et al., 1999; Zeinabadi & Salichi, 2011). Only two 

studies were found relating trust and commitment in schools.  One study correlating trust and 

commitment in schools was held in Kutahya, Turkey (Yilmaz, 2008).  Another study was 

conducted in primary schools located in Tehran, Iran.  No significant correlation between trust 

and commitment was found in these primary schools (Zeinabadi & Salehi, 2011).  Thus, there 

are few, if any, studies relating trust and organizational commitment in elementary schools in the 

United States. 

 The unit of analysis in this study was schools. In particular, the research sample was 

composed of elementary schools. Further study examining these variables in high schools would 

be of interest. Elementary schools are different than high schools. Elementary schools tend to 

exhibit more staff collaboration. Elementary teachers also experience more supportive leadership 

styles.  Conversely, high school teachers generally have higher levels of teacher control over 

decision making (Miller & Rowan, 2003). Classroom autonomy and including teachers in 

decision making potentially could have altered this study. There exists a possibility that study 

results may have been different had this study been conducted in a high school setting.  

 Thirdly, SES was controlled in the analysis of the three variables. Several school related 

variables have been shown to positively influence student achievement despite low SES of the 

students. These include the following: teacher trust in clients, academic press, academic 
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optimism, and teacher efficacy, (Hoy & Sabo, 1998; Hoy et al., 1990; Smith & Sweetland, 2003; 

Goddard, Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001).  The overall SES of the study population was quite 

low.  Fifty-seven percent of the sample mean for this study qualified for free and reduced lunch. 

As Table 1 shows, the mean SES for the population was .43 with a minimum SES of .10 and a 

maximum SES of .92. The standard deviation for SES was .18. In other words, 68% of the study 

population had an SES between .25 and .61. This study found no correlations between SES trust 

in the principal, the OCQ, and the TCM.  Faculty trust has shown a positive influence on 

achievement when controlled for SES (Goddard, Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). Is there a 

reasonable explanation regarding how low SES contributed to study results? The possibility may 

exist. Further research would need to be conducted using these variables. The current study 

found no such relationship.  

Finally, the sample size of this study is small (N=60) and the descriptive data was 

averaged at the school level. This is referred to as restriction of range. If a research sample has a 

restricted range of scores the correlation will be reduced. According to Tabachnick and Fidell 

(2007), N should ideally be 104 + (k) when testing individual predictors (k is the number of 

independent variables). Since faculty trust in the principal was the only predictor variable in this 

study, the minimum sample size should have been 104. 

Conclusion 

Research contained in this study correlated a moderate, significant link between faculty 

trust in the principal and organizational commitment to schools.  Hypothesis 1 was confirmed. 

Hypothesis 2 was not supported. SES did not have a significant effect on any of the three 

variables.  Study results can be used by practicing district and school level administrators as a 

guide to increase faculty trust in the principal as well as commitment to schools. 
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APPENDIX B 

ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

(Mowday, Steers, & Porter, 1979) 

 

1. I am willing to put in a great deal of effort beyond that normally expected in order to help 

this organization be successful. 

2. I talk up this organization to my friends as a great organization to work for. 

3. I feel very little loyalty to this organization. (R) 

4. I would accept almost any type of job assignment in order to keep working for this 

organization. 

5. I find that my values and the organization’s values are very similar. 

6. I am proud to tell others that I am part of this organization. 

7. I could just as well be working for a different organization as long as the type of work was 

similar. (R) 

8. This organization really inspires the very best in me in the way of job performance. 

9. It would take very little change in my present circumstances to cause me to leave this 

organization. (R) 

10. I am extremely glad that I chose this organization to work for over others I was considering 

at the time I joined. 

11. There’s not too much to be gained by sticking with this organization indefinitely.  (R) 

12. Often, I find it difficult to agree with this organization’s policies on important matters 

relating to its employees. (R) 

13. I really care about the fate of this organization. 

14. For me this is the best of all possible organizations for which to work. 

15. Deciding to work for this organization was a definite mistake on my part. (R) 

 

Note: Responses to each item are measured on a 7-point scale with scale point 

anchors labelled: (1) strongly disagree: (2) moderately disagree: (3) slightly disagree: 

(4) neither disagree nor agree: (5) slightly agree: (6) moderately agree: (7) strongly 

agree. An "R" denotes a negatively phrased and reverse scored item. 
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APPENDIX C 

THREE-COMPONENT MODEL OF ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

Revised Version (Meyer, Allen, & Smith, 1993) 

Affective Commitment Scale 

1. I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this organization.  

2. I really feel as if this organization's problems are my own.  

3. I do not feel a strong sense of "belonging" to my organization. (R)  

4. I do not feel "emotionally attached" to this organization. (R)  

5. I do not feel like "part of the family" at my organization. (R)  

6. This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me.  

 

Continuance Commitment Scale 

1. Right now, staying with my organization is a matter of necessity as much as desire.  

2. It would be very hard for me to leave my organization right now, even if I wanted to.  

3. Too much of my life would be disrupted if I decided I wanted to leave my  

    organization now.  

4. I feel that I have too few options to consider leaving this organization.  

5. If I had not already put so much of myself into this organization, I might  

     consider working elsewhere.  

6. One of the few negative consequences of leaving this organization would be the  

     scarcity of available alternatives.  

 

Normative Commitment Scale 

1. I do not feel any obligation to remain with my current employer. (R)  

2. Even if it were to my advantage, I do not feel it would be right to leave my  

     organization now.  

3. I would feel guilty if I left my organization now.  

4. This organization deserves my loyalty.  

5. I would not leave my organization right now because I have a sense of obligation to  

    the people in it.  

6. I owe a great deal to my organization.  

 

Note. (R) indicates a reverse-keyed item. Scores on these items should be  

          reflected (i.e., 1 =7, 2 = 6, 3 = 5, 4 = 4, 5 = 3, 6 = 2, 7 = 1) before computing scale scores. 
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APPENDIX D 
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APPENDIX E 

INVITATION SCRIPT FOR PRINCIPALS 
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APPENDIX F  

INVITATION SCRIPT FOR TEACHERS 

 


