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Abstract 

In the era of increased accountability in education, there has been a specific movement by 

school systems to increase the professional development opportunities for new teachers in an 

attempt to support and retain them.  Schools have put a strong focus on the use of teacher leaders 

as a method to support the needs of new teachers.  Understanding the relationship between the 

use of formal teacher leaders and new teacher development will assist schools in meeting higher 

standards.  This study considered the role of trust in the relationship between new teachers and 

their teacher leaders.  Specifically, this study aimed to explore how the role of trust affected the 

perceptions new teachers hold for their teacher leaders.   

Using a qualitative case study design, the researcher gathered and analyzed data from the 

Omnibus T-Scale Survey (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003), the Teacher Leadership School 

Survey (Katzenmeyer & Katzenmeyer, 2005), along with interviews and focus groups to eight 

new teachers in two Pre-K-8 schools.  The researcher identified those characteristics that new 

teachers found most beneficial in their teacher leaders and how the presence or absence of trust 

affected their perceptions.  

Study findings support the proposition that trust has an effect on the relationships new 

teachers build with their teacher leaders, the support new teachers seek from their teacher 

leaders, as well as the benefit of teacher leadership roles for new teacher development.  The 

researcher begins to advance a theoretical framework that describes the need to improve the 

methods in which teacher leadership programs influence new teacher professional development 

within schools. 

Keywords: academic coach, mentor, new teacher, new teacher job satisfaction, new 

teacher retention, new teacher skills, new teacher knowledge, teacher leader, trust
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Chapter I:  Introduction 

A significant number of research studies show that student achievement is affected by 

retention of well-prepared teachers (Darling-Hammond, 2003).  Teachers new to the field of 

education need time and support to build their skills as it takes years to build their capacities 

(Darling-Hammond, 2003).  Teacher effectiveness has been found to increase during the first 

three years of teaching (Kain &Singleton, 1996).  Alarmingly, statistics show that the first few 

years of a new teacher’s career are the most crucial in determining whether or not a teacher will 

remain in the profession (National Center for Educational Statistics, 2015).  Turnover rates of the 

new teacher are relatively high compared to those of many other occupations (Ingersoll & 

Strong, 2011).  These rates include teachers who leave teaching altogether as well as those who 

move from one school to another (National Center for Educational Statistics, 2015).  Teachers 

report that their choice to leave teaching or to teach in a different school or system is directly 

correlated to resources, leadership support, and input into decision making (Ingersoll & Smith, 

2011).  High teacher turnover rates can hurt students’ performance and disrupt school reform 

efforts (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009).  Steep attrition rates force schools to recruit, hire, and 

train replacement teaching staff and impose high costs on school districts (Darling-Hammond, 

2003; National Center for Educational Statistics, 2015).  Therefore, school systems find it 

difficult to reap the long-term benefits from new teachers in whom they invest (Darling-

Hammond, 2003). 

Increasingly, policy makers as well as educators recognize the need to help new teachers 

become more effective in their repertoire of teaching skills to help increase retention rates 

(Darling-Hammond, 2003; Ingersoll & Strong, 2011).  Darling-Hammond (2003) supports the 

need for well-designed teacher support structures within the schools to support the need of new 
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teachers.  As a result, the popularity of formal programs with teacher leaders at the helm have 

become “the in thing” (Bullough, 2012, p. 57) in creating highly effective teachers as well as 

reducing leaving the profession at the end of the first year (Bullough, 2012; Crasborn, 

Hennissen, Brouwer, Korthagen, Bergen, 2011, p. 320; Darling-Hammond, 2003; Smith & 

Ingersoll, 2004, pp. 690, 702).   

According to the National Center for Education Statistics Institute of Education Sciences 

(IES), effects of mentorship on attrition rates of new teachers who have access to peer mentoring 

leave the profession at a much lower rate than those who do not.  It was concluded that after the 

first year in the profession, 92 percent of new teachers working with mentors were still teaching, 

compared with 84 percent without mentors.  Furthermore, after five years of teaching in the 

profession, 86 percent of new teachers who had worked with mentors in their first year were still 

teaching, compared to 71 percent without mentors. 

School systems make demands of beginning teachers without offering any means of 

support to accomplish these tasks, setting the beginning teacher up to fail (Gagen & Bowie, 

2005, p. 40).  Conversely, in response to teacher retention concerns, policy makers in many 

school systems are using the expertise of teacher leaders to support the specific teaching and 

learning needs of teachers (Berry, Johnson, & Montgomery, 2005).  Teacher leaders such as 

mentors and coaches have been shown to be successful at providing additional training, support 

and monitoring during the beginning years of teaching (Darling-Hammond, 2003).  In a book 

entitled, Awakening the Sleeping Giant: Helping Teachers Develop as Leaders, Katzenmeyer 

and Moller (2009) discuss the critical role of teacher leaders and the sustaining of teacher 

leadership relationships between adults in the school.  Kram (1985) suggests the importance of 

policy makers’ understanding of how the developmental relationships between teacher leaders 

https://nces.ed.gov/
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and new teachers support new teacher development and their retention in the early stages of their 

profession.  Furthermore, current research reveals that success of these formal relationships 

between teacher leaders and new teachers depends heavily on trust between the two (Norman & 

Feiman-Nemser, 2005; Tschannen-Moran, 2009).   

Statement of the Problem 

A number of researchers continue to identify gaps in the research based on the perception 

of new teachers’ relationships with their teacher leaders (Allen, Eby & Lentz, 2006; Hallam, 

Cho, Hit and Hite, 2012).  The extent of involvement in teacher leadership varies as determined 

by the context of the school (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009).  The degree to which these formal 

teacher leaders are successful at supporting new teachers varies (Hallam et al., 2012).  

According to Katzenmeyer and Moller (2009), important elements of teacher leadership 

include support of the teacher, developing teachers, recognizing teachers’ abilities, establishing a 

supportive culture, and influencing others toward school change.  There is agreement that the 

facets of trust including benevolence, honesty, openness, reliability, and competence are directly 

related to the needs of teachers and teacher leaders (Tschannen-Moran, 2009).  There are limited 

sources for understanding how trust plays a role between teacher leaders and teachers.  For 

example, Bryk and Schneider (2003) emphasize that having trust in other colleagues who work 

in one’s school is crucial for school improvement.  Norman and Feiman-Nemser (2005) find that 

although many factors affect the development of the new teacher, trust in a relationship with 

teacher leaders has been found to greatly contribute to how new teachers view their success.  

However, there is a lack of research investigating factors that lead to the development of trust 

between teacher leaders and new teachers.  Nor is there substantial research that indicates with 

any precision how trust develops between teacher leaders and new teachers.   
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Consequently, there is a need to shed light on how trust plays a role in the relationship 

between teacher leaders and new teachers.  Research in this area may have implications for 

policy makers who seek to find ways to develop supportive and nurturing environments in which 

new teachers can learn from their colleagues as they flourish and grow, which will influence the 

decision to commit to a school system.  

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this qualitative study aimed to explore how trust affected new teachers’ 

perceptions of their teacher leaders.   

Proposition  

The theoretical proposition (Yin, 2014) of this research study examined school support of 

new teachers that is substantiated by teacher leadership involvement.  Specifically, the 

theoretical proposition (See Figure 1) in this study explored how trust affected new teachers’ 

perceptions of their teacher leaders.    

Research Question 

How does trust affect new teachers’ perceptions of their teacher leaders? 

Significance of the Study 

This study has the potential to contribute to the ongoing inquiry into the issue of new 

teacher retention by increasing understanding of the relationship between teacher leaders and 

new teachers.  Teacher leaders have an important stake in supporting the school system as they 

help to increase retention rates of new teachers.  School policy makers and leaders responsible 

for developing new teacher programs and teacher leaders may gain useful information as they 

design and evaluate programs to support new teacher retention during the initial years of 

teaching.  Therefore, it is important to understand how the developmental relationship between 
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teacher leaders and new teachers supports new teachers (Kram, 1985) and encourages them to 

keep teaching in public schools.  

This study helps to identify the ways in which principals and other leaders in schools can 

support new teachers and teacher leadership involvement.  School administrators and teacher 

leaders may gain information regarding strategies that can support teacher leadership 

involvement with new teachers.  In fact, according to Darling-Hammond (2003), by leveraging 

trust, teacher leaders can help create a collaborative environment in which new teachers are 

willing to commit to their profession, which has been shown to greatly improve student 

achievement (Darling-Hammond, 2003).  Additionally, Creswell (2013) suggests that the study 

of a common phenomenon such as trust between individuals would be important to understand in 

order to develop practices and policies.  Since Katzenmeyer and Moller (2009) posit that school 

leaders are looking to teacher leaders as the missing link in school improvement and Bryk and 

Schneider (2003) state that strong relational trust makes it more likely that teachers will want to 

commit and learn from one another to create successful school reform, the results of this research 

study will assist school leaders, especially teacher leaders in that endeavor.  Thus, exploring the 

role of trust and how it develops between teacher leaders and new teachers should be considered 

as it has the potential to make a significant contribution in the exploration of new teacher 

commitment as a means to increase retention rates. 

Theoretical Perspective 

In order to examine how new teachers construct the meaning of teacher leadership and its 

association to trust, the researcher draws upon trust theory (Lewicki & Tomlinson, 2003) and 

teacher leadership dimensions (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009).  Trust theory is examined to 

explore its relationship to the construct of how teachers perceive teacher leaders.  As 
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assumptions of trusting relationships between new teachers and their teacher leaders are 

investigated, Lewicki and Tomlinson’s (2003), Bryk and Schneider’s (2003), and Hoy and 

Tschannen-Moran’s (2003) theories of trust helped guide the understanding and development of 

this inquiry.  It was theorized that the elements of trust and the concept of trust in relationships 

was supported by the analysis that such dyads require trust on the new teacher’s part in order to 

perceive effectiveness of the teacher leader (Wang & Fulton, 2012).  The use of these theories 

also helped to clarify how trust develops over time.  More specifically, the use of trust theories 

helped to examine the proposition of trust as a mitigating factor of the perceived effectiveness of 

the teacher leaders by new teachers.    

Katzenmeyer and Moller’s (2009) seven dimensions of teacher leaders were explored. 

Teacher leaders, as defined by Katzenmeyer and Moller (2009), are ones who “lead within and 

beyond the classroom; identify with and contribute to a community of teacher learners and 

leaders; influence others toward improved educational practice; and accept responsibility for 

achieving the outcomes of their leadership” (p. 6).  Katzenmeyer and Katzenmeyer (2005) 

developed a survey that measures how schools support teacher leadership based on the seven 

dimensions.  According to Katzenmeyer and Katzenmeyer (2005), the elements of teacher 

leadership include developmental focus, recognition, autonomy, collegiality, participation, open 

communication, and positive environment.  

Developmental focus refers to the engagement of teachers in learning new skills and the 

knowledge and ability to encourage others to learn.  With respect to this dimension, teachers are 

supported, assisted, guided and/or coached in order to help them gain the necessary knowledge 

and skills.  Supportive learning opportunities for all staff help teachers support each other 

personally and professionally (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009). 
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Recognition as a dimension refers to teachers being recognized for their roles as well as 

the contributions they make to students, other teachers, the school, and community.  Recognition 

by other teachers and leaders indicates that they place value and respect on one’s skills and 

knowledge as well as on their work (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009). 

Autonomy refers to teachers being encouraged to take initiatives and become active 

participants in creating schools’ visions for the future.  Resources are found and barriers are 

removed in order to support teachers’ efforts (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009). 

Collegiality as a dimension encourages collaboration among teachers when they focus on 

student and instructional centered issues.  Teachers who value this dimension place value on 

discussing teaching and learning, solving academic and behavioral problems related to the 

classroom setting, and engaging in positive conversations with other leaders (Katzenmeyer & 

Moller, 2009). 

Participation as a dimension is encouraged when teachers are actively involved in the 

decision making process in the school.  Teachers assist with important matters in the school as 

leaders seek opinions from teachers to help make the best decisions for the school (Katzenmeyer 

& Moller, 2009). 

Open communication as a dimension of teacher leadership encourages teachers to 

communicate in open and honest ways to better serve the students and families in the 

community.  When things go wrong, teachers are not blamed, but instead are engaged in problem 

solving to help resolve issues or improve future events (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009). 

A positive environment is supported when teachers feel respected by others in the 

organization.  Teachers are viewed as educational professionals and treated with respect in ways 

that show this belief.  Teachers perceive the environment to have strong leadership.  Teachers 
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Benevolence: The “confidence that one’s well-being or something one cares about will be 

protected by the trusted person or group” (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999, p. 187). 

Coach:  A “support from a qualified and knowledgeable individual who models research-based 

strategies and explores with teachers how to increase these practices using the teacher’s own 

students (Sailors & Shanklin, 2010, p.1). 

Collaboration: Extent to which school stakeholders work collectively to make decisions about 

school processes (Tschannen-Moran, 2001). 

Collegiality: Collaboration on instructional and student related issues such as discussion of 

teaching strategies, observation of peer teaching, and sharing materials (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 

2009).   

Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment peer: Teachers who are proximal to and teach the same 

subject as the new or transitioning teacher whose focus is to provide firsthand, accurate 

knowledge of the subject curriculum and support instructional excellence in the implementation 

of that curriculum.  

Developmental focus: Learning new knowledge and skills, and helping others learn by sharing 

ideas and strategies (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009). 

Distributed leadership: Method used to incorporate the leadership activities of many members of 

the school community who work at educating and guiding other teachers as a means to initiate 

instructional change (Spillane, Halverson & Diamond, 2004). 

Distrust: “Confident negative expectations regarding another's conduct.” (Lewicki, McAllister & 

Bies, 1998, p. 439). 
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Efficacy: Referenced from Bandura’s (1986) definition of self-efficacy:  “people’s judgments of 

their capabilities to organize and execute courses of action required to attain designated types of 

performances” (p. 391). 

Mentor: Experienced professional who is personally involved in the career development of a 

junior professional or mentee (Chao, 2009). 

New teacher: Certified teachers entering their initial three years of a teaching position. 

Omnibus T-Scale Survey: A short operational measure of three subsets of perceived trust which 

includes Faculty Trust in the Principal, Faculty Trust for Clients, and Faculty Trust for 

Colleagues (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003). 

Open communication:  Opportunity to engage in two-way, open and honest conversations, being 

informed, and engaged in problem solving on school related issues (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 

2009). 

Participation: Active involvement in the decision making process, and the engagement and the 

freedom to make choices on teaching related issues (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009). 

Positive environment: Perception by teachers that the school supports them through leadership 

and they are generally satisfied with their work environment (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009). 

Professional Development Points: Educational credits given in awarded to teachers in exchange 

for ongoing participation in job embedded activities (e.g. mentoring/coaching, professional 

learning communities/PLC's; (2) participation in a series of short-term activities in a given topic 

(e.g., workshops, seminars) and (3) long-term activities (e.g., university courses). (Massachusetts 

Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, 2015). 

Recognition: Being recognized, valued and respected by peers and administrators for leadership 

and contributions (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009). 
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Teacher leaders:  Teachers that “lead within and beyond the classroom; identify with and 

contribute to a community of teacher learners and leaders; influence others toward improved 

educational practice; and accept responsibility for achieving the outcomes of their leadership” 

(Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009, p. 6). 

Teacher Leadership School Survey: Study that consists of seven dimensions to measure attempts 

by teacher leaders to support collegiality with other teachers (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009). 

Transactional leadership: Leadership style in which one person invests in the initiative to make 

contact with others for the purpose of an exchange of valued things (Burns, 1978).  

Transformational leadership: Leadership practice which “occurs when one or more persons 

engage with others in such a way that leaders and followers raise one another to higher levels of 

motivation and morality” (Burns, 1978, p. 20). 

Trust: “Confident, positive expectations regarding another’s’ conduct” (Lewicki et al., p. 439., 

1998). 

Vulnerability: Placing of one’s interest in the hands of another party, who can potentially harm 

them (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 1998). 
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Chapter II: Literature Review 

 The following literature review documents studies on teacher leadership and trust in 

schools.  First, the research begins with a historical overview of teacher leadership, the history of 

the role of trust in schools, and the connection between the role of trust and the new teacher-

teacher leader connection.  Second, the research is positioned as it related to Katzenmeyer and 

Moller’s (2009) seven dimensions of teacher leadership.  Developmental focus, recognition, 

collegiality, participation, open communication, autonomy and positive environment as defined 

by Katzenmeyer and Moller (2009) are supported by the literature.  The third part of the 

literature review is based on current research on trust in schools.  As the research on trust in 

schools was analyzed, school reform efforts, teacher self-efficacy and job satisfaction, role 

expectations of teacher leaders, degree of teacher professionalism, bureaucratic orientation of 

school design, and professional norms were all related to the degree to which trust played a 

factor in the school environment. 

Historical Overview 

Teacher Leadership 

Almost a century ago, John Dewey, in his book Democracy in Education (1977), argued 

that public education should be organized so that “every teacher had some regular and 

representative way to register judgment upon matters of educational importance, with assurance 

that this judgment would somehow affect the school system” (p. 231).  Historically, in the United 

States, contrary to Dewey’s opinion, the principal has been the primary leader of schools (Fullan, 

1994; Wasley, 1991).  Recently, educational reform efforts support a widespread interest in 

developing teacher leadership roles.  Teacher leadership was spawned by a study in 1983 to 

examine the quality of education in the United States.  A Nation at Risk: The Imperative for 
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Educational Reform paid particular attention to many factors in our educational system including 

1) assessing the quality of teaching in private and public schools, colleges and universities; 2) 

comparing American schools to those of other successful nations 3) studying the relationship 

between high school student achievement and college admission requirements; 4) assessing 

student achievement as it relates to the social and educational changes in the last quarter century; 

5) noting the educational programs of student success; and 6) defining problems that must be 

addressed to pursue the course of excellence in education (NCEE, 1983, p. 1). This study became 

a change agent for what was to become a new way of thinking about teacher leadership reform.   

Three years later the Carnegie Report on Teaching, A Nation Prepared: Teachers for the 

21st Century (1986) was spawned out of the demands to prepare teachers for the future. 

Considered one of education’s most important documents, its major focus magnified the 

importance of the teaching profession. It called upon Americans: 

 to assert education as a primary factor of economic growth, equal opportunity and a 
shared national vision 

 
 to reiterate that the best hope for our nation to establish our values of excellence, 

continues to be with is the teaching profession, and 
 

 to point out that the next decade provides a very special “window of opportunity” for 
education reform. 

 
The report argued that key to improving our educational system was to create a well-

educated professional pool of teachers able to assume the ever-changing demands and 

responsibilities of reform efforts.  The report additionally proposed a different stratification of 

teachers in which teacher leadership positions were created to assume supervisory duties, 

instructional consulting with teachers, and advanced curriculum development.  Teacher leaders 

would have to demonstrate instructional excellence, receive an educational specialist degree or 
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doctorate, and pass an exam by a National Board for Professional Teaching Standards (Carnegie 

Task Force on Teaching, 1986). 

The task force supported teacher leadership and recommended that principals not be the 

sole leader in a school as they envisioned that teachers would run schools of the future.  They 

supported a collaborative effort in which lead teachers would take on leadership roles as a more 

efficient method to run a school.  More recent attempts to create teacher leadership positions 

have emerged as teachers take on roles that separate them from stereotypical roles.  Teachers 

have become developers of curriculum, team leaders, and designers of instructional materials. 

Still, the perception of the strength of top-down leadership and the weakness of teacher 

leadership continues due to the perception that these roles need to be micromanaged 

(Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009). 

Contemporary Teacher Leadership 

Currently, teacher leadership is a label for those who engage colleagues in various 

activities designed to enhance school climate and student performance. As distributed leadership 

becomes ever more popular in schools, the demand for teacher leaders has begun to exceed the 

supply.  Spillane, Halverson and Diamond (2004) state that distributed leadership is a way to 

include the leadership capacities of the many members of the school community who work at 

educating and guiding other teachers as a means to initiate instructional change.  Sergiovanni 

(2004) shares a similar view of distributed leadership in schools.  Members are important 

stakeholders in the success of a school as they are highly involved with work, trusted, and 

participate in decision-making practices.  

Wasley (1991) defines teacher leaders as those who mentor others, engage in school-wide 

decision-making and provide professional growth to other members of the organization.  
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Because the current focus of teacher leadership is based on procedural efforts and not necessarily 

positional roles, articulating the aspects of effective teacher leadership is difficult.  Lieberman 

(2011) postulates that teacher leaders should possess skills that are classified as follows: 

 Building trust, skills, rapport and confidence in others 

 Dealing with the process of school change 

 Managing work and using resources 

Still, Muijs and Harris (2007) define teacher leaders as those who focus upon improving 

learning that is based on collaboration, development and growth. They contend that teacher 

leadership involves: 

 Mentoring, coaching and leading working groups 

 Developing tasks to support learning and teaching 

 Leading and modeling best practices of teaching 

Furthermore, Katzenmeyer and Moller (2009) assessment of teacher leadership readiness has 

been suggested.  They posit that characteristics of potential teacher leaders include competency, 

credibility, and approachability.  

Teacher leadership has become a more familiar term as it has been recognized by the 

growth of instructional teacher leadership positions, evaluations based on teacher leadership 

roles, state-wide collaboration on teacher leader licensure, and teacher leadership literature. 

Teachers need additional support, as one-shot professional development does not change 

teachers’ behavior.  Additional follow through with support from coaches, mentors, or lead 

teachers provides the support necessary to help influence teacher learning (Katzenmeyer & 

Moller, 2009). 
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Developing a career-based system in which promoting teachers to assist and lead 

colleagues and teams with the needs of schools in mind is said to be in the best interest for 

school districts (Darling-Hammond, 2010; Fullan, 2001).  Thus, leadership can be represented by 

teachers’ needs to go above and beyond their self-interest to help guide and shape the interests 

and needs of the organization (Burns, 1975).  

An immense movement in educational leadership theory has brought about the need for 

teachers to assume more active leadership roles to support reform at all levels of the school 

system (Smylie & Denny, 1990).  The literature on teacher leadership suggests there is a need to 

develop teacher leadership roles and processes through research and practice as many teacher 

leaders are seen as transformational.  York-Barr and Duke (2004) point out that teacher 

leadership is the “…process by which teachers, individually or collectively, influence their 

colleagues, principals, and other members of the school community” (p. 274). This refers to 

teacher leadership as a role that improves teaching as well as the learning practices within the 

school that strive to improve student learning. 

Much of the success of school leaders depends on how well they interact with the larger 

social and organizational context (Leithwood, Day, Sammons, Harris & Hopkins, 2006). 

Hallinger and Heck (1996) explain that successful leaders practice with specific purpose, identify 

key people, and work in formal structures.  Leithwood and Jantzi (1999) categorize these 

practices as being able to set direction, develop people and help to redesign the organization.  

These types of leadership categories reflect a transformational approach.  

The goal of transformational leadership is to develop and encourage higher levels of 

commitment in members of an organization as visions and goals are shared among those 

constituents.  This type of leadership is attributed to the member’s aspiration and commitment to 
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inspiring the collective aspirations for the organization along with the desires for personal 

mastery and growth (Leithwood & Jantzi, 1999).   

Transformational leadership theory (Burns, 1978) has been an antecedent of many 

research studies in the field of organizational leadership over the past three decades.  In his 

seminal book Leadership (1978), James MacGregor Burns was first to identify two types of 

leadership models called transactional and transformational.  Within Maslow’s (1943) context of 

hierarchy of needs, transactional leadership is said to work at the basic levels of need 

satisfaction.  Leaders stress specific task performance and in exchange, rewards are given for 

good work and positive outcomes.  Conversely, leaders using the transactional leadership style 

punish those whose performance is poor until the problem is resolved.  

Transactional leaders can be effective in getting employees to accomplish tasks by 

managing each part of a task individually.  Studies found (Mayo, 1945) that although rigorous 

demands are placed on teachers to perform to higher standards, if there is success it cannot be 

sustained without continuous and excessive monitoring and enforcement efforts (Landsberger, 

1958).  These efforts, as they relate to student performance and teacher approval have not been 

successful (Darling-Hammond, 2010).  

Theorists (Crowther & Olsen, 1997) indicate that effective teacher leaders exhibit the 

qualities of transformational leadership styles as opposed to transactional leadership styles.  

Whereas transformational leaders are seen to be more inspirational and proactive, transactional 

leaders are seen to be passive and lack the leadership qualities seen as beneficial to new teachers 

(Hallam et al., 2012).  Motivating and collaborating with team members at all levels of the 

educational organization to create meaningful change is a goal of transformational leaders.  

Transformational leadership takes into account the ways in which leaders, followers, and the 
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organization benefit from a charismatic leader.  Transformational leaders bring together leaders 

and their followers, creating an environment of empowerment as they maintain collaborative 

cultures (Burns, 1978).  Leaders coax followers to perform at higher levels and provide staff with 

support structures necessary for personal and professional growth (Burns, 1978).  Additionally, 

Burns (1978) maintains that teacher leaders can inspire followers to great commitment through 

shared purpose.  These qualities are reflected in such teacher leader strategies as professional 

learning communities, mentoring, instructional coaching, teacher-initiated curriculum, and staff 

led support teams. 

In 1978, Burns introduced four components of transformational leadership known as 

Performance Beyond Expectations that describe the building blocks for yielding significant 

results of performance.  Figure 2 depicts how the attributes of idealized influence (attributes and 

behaviors), individualized consideration, inspirational motivation, and intellectual stimulation 

are valuable to the transformation process of teacher development as they relate to the perceived 

abilities of teacher leaders.  When teachers perceive their teacher leaders as having these 

components of leadership, transformation will occur as teacher leaders achieve system’s goals 

beyond expectations (Hallam et al., 2012). 
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the developmental needs of the new teacher.  Transformational teacher leaders are capable of 

motivating teachers to rethink and reconstruct non-effective methods of teaching.  This allows 

the intimacy necessary to share thoughts and ideas in a trusting environment (Bass, 1975).  Thus, 

teacher leaders who practice effective principles of transformational leadership can willingly 

create change within their organization.  They are capable of motivating others through critical 

social interactions: ones that highlight confidence and trust within the school.  

History of Trust in School Organizations 

Trust in Teacher Leaders.  Researchers have studied the concept and significance of 

trust in leadership for at least four decades.  Early work by Deustch (1958), Likert (1967), and 

empirical articles by Kram and Isabella (1985) have played an important part in building 

leadership theoretical frameworks.  For example, Bass (1975) concludes that within an 

organization, followers contribute to leadership effectiveness.  Bryk and Schneider (2003) and 

Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (1998) have measured the impact on trust in areas of philosophy, 

psychology, and education and have found that trust is an important part of these organizations’ 

cultures.  In fact, trust in schools leads to successful school reform, healthy work environments, 

teacher morale (Bryk & Schneider, 2003), and effective leader-follower relationships (Lewicki & 

Tomlinson, 2003). 

Trust in colleagues positively affects a sense of empowerment that has positive results for 

an organization.  When teachers feel valued as participants in their schools’ community and are 

empowered to make decisions in their best interest, they pass this empowerment on to their 

students and give them the skills they need to be effective in the future (York-Barr & Duke, 

2004).  Results of a present study highlight the positive role of teachers’ trust in colleagues for 

their participation in decision making as well as their professional growth and impact on other 
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colleagues.  A study 1646 teachers by Yim, Lee, Jin and Zhang (2013) explored the impact of 

teachers’ perception of trust in colleagues on their sense of empowerment.  The study indicated 

that a significant predictor to teacher empowerment was the level of trust one has in colleagues. 

To be specific, trust in colleagues significantly improved one’s self-efficacy, and this self-

efficacy influenced one’s sense of empowerment.  An increased sense of empowerment 

positively affected personal growth and one’s willingness to participate in decision making. 

Educational researchers Bryk and Schneider (2003) find that trust is gained by the 

deliberate act to make another feel less vulnerable.  Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (1998) contend 

that without the expression of vulnerability there would be no trust.  When one is vulnerable, the 

act of seeking guidance is not enough. In order for the support of a guiding figure to have an 

effect, it is suggested that new teachers expect four characteristics in their teacher leaders: 

competencies in teaching abilities and responsibilities, genuine listening skills, personal regard 

and willingness to extend oneself, and an ethical commitment to education (Bryk & Schneider, 

2003).  According to Bryk & Schneider, (2003) relationships are built on the understanding that 

each member has role obligations as well as expectations about the obligations and expectations 

of the other.  Accordingly, a judgment or attempt to read another’s motivations or intentions is 

basic to interpersonal exchange.  Within the dependencies of new teachers seeking guidance 

from teacher leaders, trust is necessary to achieve desired outcomes.  Therefore, when a member 

of the relationship deliberately acts in a way to reduce a sense of vulnerability in the other, it 

builds trust in the relationship (Bryk & Schneider, 2003). 

Bryk and Schneider (2003) found that schools with high levels of trust also had marked 

improvements in student learning and a collective decision making process.  The researchers 

found that when there was a broad teacher buy-in resulting from high rates of trust among its 
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staff, reform efforts could be diffused among constituents.  Schools deemed to have high trust 

levels possessed an environment conducive to risk-taking and positive social exchange efforts.  

Conversely, these researchers found schools with low levels of trust had little or no improvement 

in reading or math achievement. 

Researchers have examined how the role of trust changes over time as a method to 

understand how it may impact the relationships among people (Kram & Isabella, 1985).  Trust 

theorists Lewicki and Tomlinson (2003) explain that trust is able to grow to higher levels and 

changes in character as it becomes stronger and more resilient.  They too outline the elements 

necessary to strengthen another’s trust in them.  Performance and predictability, communication, 

shared values, goals and decision making, concern for others, and proximity have been shown to 

be the tenets of building trust over time.  Figure 3 represents the trust theories of Lewicki and 

Tomlinson (2003) and Bryk and Schneider (2003). 

Lewicki  and Tomlinson (2003) 
 
These traits have shown to be the tenets of 
building trust over time. 

 Performance and predictability  
 Communication  
 Shared values, goals and decision 

making 
 Concern for others 
 Proximity 

Bryk and Schneider (2003) 

These traits have shown to be tenets that 
increase trust within a schools’ community. 

 Competencies in teaching 
 Ethical commitment 
 Extending of oneself 
 Social exchange and sharing  
 Listening skills 

 

 
Figure 3.  Adaptation of Lewicki and Tomlinson’s (2003) and Bryk and Schneider’s (2003)  
theories of trust.  
 

Barriers to Trust and Rebuilding Trust.  Researchers recognize that distrust and 

suspicion in many organizations is common (Sitkin & Roth, 2008).  Distrust can be defined as 

“confident negative expectations regarding another's conduct.” (Lewicki, et al., 1998, p. 439).  

Suspicion has been found to be central to the distrust of another (Deustch, 1958).  Trust can be 
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witnessed as the perception of genuineness of another’s motives.  Additionally, research by 

Kramer (1999) identified factors that increase individual’s distrust and suspicion which included 

dispositional and situational factors that influenced an individual’s perception of being 

scrutinized by one’s organization.  

Sharing control and decision making has been shown to increase trust.  Acting with 

respect and refraining from engaging in behaviors that are thought of as being in the interest of 

the self or detrimental to others will increase trust within the relationship.  When control is not 

shared, others may feel that they are not trusted.  Acting to benefit ones’ own self-interest may 

be seen as a violation of trust.  When trust has not been developed, one will divert his attention to 

his self-interest as well.  This creates more conflict between the parties (Lewicki & Tomlinson, 

2003).  

When teachers spend little time with one another or their proximity to each other is 

limited, it can lead to an increase in prejudices and false stereotypes one holds for the other.  It 

can be said that creating co-locations or having proximity to another helps to break down the 

barriers between people as they witness more commonalities than differences (Lewicki & 

Tomlinson, 2003).  According to Wang and Fulton (2012) teachers seek support and build 

dependency on teacher leaders as the frequency of the interactions increase.  These interactions 

have a positive effect not only on building trust but also on building professional knowledge and 

skills (Wang & Fulton, 2012).  The teacher learns to trust or mistrust through repeated 

interactions as the awareness of shared visions and goals are established. 

Although school structures may establish collaborative decision making to try to solve 

complex issues, these structures depend on trust (Tschannen-Moran, 2009).  Distrust can lead to 

a breakdown of relationships that foster cooperation, information sharing, and exert negative 
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effects on teacher behaviors, job performance, turnover, and profits (Lewicki & Tomlinson, 

2003).  Lewicki and Tomlinson (2003) explain that a violation in trust develops when the 

trustor’s (i.e., the victim’s) confidence in expectations of the trustee’s (i.e., the offender) 

behaviors are disconfirmed.  If a violation in trust is a minor offense, it may simply result in a 

reduced level of trust.  The victim may avoid transactions with the offender, and withhold 

support and cooperation.  If a relationship in this situation is one that cannot be terminated and 

the parties have to continue to work together, a façade-like relationship will exist.  The victim 

may feel anger, disappointment, and frustration and blame the victim for the costs associated 

with the offense.  The victim may continue the relationship with superficial cooperation or 

interact with the other in a tightly controlled manner.  Lewicki and Tomlinson (2003) consider 

this level of trust to be a passive approach to managing a relationship in that the victim simply 

interacts with the other based on necessity, not want.  

When the severity of the offense is greater, the result is that the victim has stronger 

negative feelings towards the offender.  This can result in rapid distrust, retribution, escalating 

conflict, and complete destruction of the relationship or even termination of the relationship 

(Lewicki & Tomlinson, 2003).  

  Even while teacher leaders strive to build a common vision for the organizations with 

teachers, Scott, Cortina, and Carlisle (2012) provide evidence that without trust, cooperation 

does not occur and with a continued lack of trust, mutual support and sharing of information is 

minimized.  This has negative effects on behaviors throughout the school.  Additionally, without 

trust, teacher leaders do not inspire teachers to seek out instructional or pedagogical guidance. 

Hallam et al. (2012) notes that teachers need trust to cope with the stress of the ever-changing 

demands of accountability and expectations placed on them.  Thus trust has been shown to create 
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conditions that are beneficial for teacher relationships to reach higher levels of commitment 

(Tarter, Bliss, & Hoy, 1989) and school reform efforts (Bryk & Schneider, 2003).  

Rebuilding and repairing trust is necessary to resolve conflicts and rebuild fractured 

relationships and requires the commitment and effort by both individuals involved.  As 

rebuilding trust is considered to be a labor-intensive process, there are steps the offender can take 

to increase the chance that the victim may reconcile and further the trust rebuilding process to 

enhance the relationship.  Lewicki and Tomlinson (2003) state that either person in the 

relationship needs to take steps to minimize the risk that the other will act untrustworthy or to 

minimize those actions to ensure being perceived as trustworthy.  Sharing goals and interests and 

placing value on the relationship can help to reestablish a connection or emotional attachment for 

the other party.  Additionally, in order to regain credibility in the relationship, by demonstrating 

clear sacrifices, one must prove to the other that self-interest is not a top priority (Lewicki & 

Tomlinson, 2003).  

Trust and the New Teacher-Teacher Leader Connection.  Trust has been shown to 

create conditions that are conducive for individuals to initiate and sustain higher levels of 

engagement (Tarter et al., 1989) and reform (Bryk & Schneider, 2003).  Within a relationship, 

the presence or absence of trust can affect new teachers’ behaviors such as accepting support and 

sharing information with teacher leaders.  For example, Tschannen-Moran (2009) found that 

when teacher leaders are trusted, an atmosphere of shared commitment ensues within an 

organization, while Scott et al. (2012) provide evidence that without trust, cooperation between 

members of the dyad does not occur.  Hallam et al. (2012) notes that teachers need trust to cope 

with the stress of the ever-changing demands of accountability and expectations placed on them.  

Lewicki and Tomlinson (2003) assert that when there is a rapid growth of distrust in the 
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relationship, retribution, escalating conflict and termination of the relationship can occur.  

Furthermore, the authors posit that lack of trust in a relationship can result in leaving the job 

altogether (Lewicki & Tomlinson, 2003).  Thus, trust in the relationship between teacher leaders 

and new teachers is an important factor to consider as it has the potential to develop supportive 

work cultures which can lead to increased commitment of the new teacher. 

Teacher Leadership Dimensions 

In a book entitled, Awakening the Sleeping Giant: Helping Teachers Develop as Leaders, 

Katzenmeyer and Moller (2009) discuss the critical role of teacher leaders and the sustaining of 

their relationships between other adults in the school.  Katzenmeyer and Katzenmeyer (2005) 

developed a survey called the Teacher Leadership School Survey (TLSS) that measured and 

supported teacher leadership as a role based on seven dimensions.  In their study of over 5,000 

teacher leaders, the authors state that teacher leadership is sustained through developmental 

focus, recognition, autonomy, collegiality, participation, open communication, and positive 

environment.   

Developmental focus refers to the engagement of teachers in learning new skills and 

knowledge and the ability to encourage others to learn.  With respect to this dimension, teachers 

are supported, assisted and guided and/or coached in order to help faculty gain the necessary 

knowledge and skills to be successful teachers.  Supportive learning opportunities for all staff 

help teachers to support each other personally and professionally (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009). 

Recognition as a dimension refers to teachers being recognized for their roles and 

contributions to students, other teachers, and the school.  Recognition by other teachers and 

leaders indicates that they place value and respect on one’s skills and knowledge as well as on 

their work (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009). 
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Autonomy as a dimension refers to teachers being recognized as they take initiatives and 

become active participants in creating visions for the future of the school (Katzenmeyer & 

Moller, 2009). 

Collegiality as a dimension encourages collaboration among teachers as they focus on 

student and instructional centered issues.  Teachers who value this dimension take value in 

discussing teaching and learning, solving academic and behavioral problems related to the 

classroom setting, and engaging in positive conversations with other leaders (Katzenmeyer & 

Moller, 2009). 

Participation as a dimension is encouraged as teachers are actively involved in the 

decision-making process in the school.  Teachers assist with important matters in the school as 

leaders seek opinions from teachers to help make the best decisions for the school (Katzenmeyer 

& Moller, 2009).       

Open communication as a dimension of teacher leadership encourages teachers to 

communicate in open and honest ways to better serve the students and families in the 

community. When things go wrong, teachers are not blamed, but instead are engaged in problem 

solving to help resolve issues or improve future events (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009). 

A positive environment is supported when teachers feel respected by others in the 

organization.  Teachers are viewed as educational professionals and treated respectfully in ways 

that are demonstrated by this belief and perceive their schools’ community to have strong 

leadership.  Teachers work along with leaders as partners, have satisfaction in their work, respect 

others in the organization, and work as a team (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009).      
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Dimensions of Teacher Leadership 

Developmental focus.  Aimed at improving school reform efforts, there are competing 

models of teacher leadership programs with varied methods and types of support.  Using a non-

probability clustering sampling strategy, a study by Hallam, et al. (2012) found that there was 

confusion and frustration with other teachers about the objectives and goals of the teacher 

leadership positions.  The researchers of this three-year study of first year teachers collected 

qualitative and quantitative data using a comparative case study method.  Through interview and 

survey methods, the researchers sought to compare and contrast two mentoring models that were 

to contribute to teacher retention.  The sample consisted of new teachers from two school 

districts in the same state and followed these same teachers over their first three years of service.  

The Dane school system enrolled about 64,000 students in their 46 elementary schools, 

whereas the Asher School District enrolled about 28,000 students in their 26 elementary schools.  

Both of these districts’ schools used the PLC model and allocated time for colleagues to 

collaborate during team meetings to analyze student data and share ideas on coursework.  Both 

districts employed mentors who worked proximally to the new teachers and received financial 

incentives.  Asher mentors were paid more than their Dane counterparts.  Unique to the Dane 

District were teacher leader coaches assigned to provide support to 10-12 first year teachers.  

These coaches had no teaching assignments, were not familiar with the schools’ culture, and 

were limited in time to spend supporting the new teachers. Coaches visited and observed new 

teacher classes and provided monthly in-service training.  At the end of the first year of the 

research study, Dane School System eliminated the coaching positions and transitioned to 

mentor positions only.  Mentors in both districts taught in the same grade band (K-3, or 4-6) but 
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not necessarily the same grade.  These mentors helped model teaching techniques and support a 

collaborative structure.   

Using semi-structured, face-to-face interviews during their first year of teaching, it was 

reported by new teachers that they were reluctant to seek guidance from the instructional coaches 

in the school but not the mentors.  New teachers perceived the instructional coaches as not 

having the expertise and authority in pedagogy and content knowledge and thus, found them to 

lack long-term effectiveness for helping to develop teaching skills.  Hallam et al. (2012) 

indicated that the lack of developing a personal relationship with instructional coaches might 

have contributed to new teachers not being empowered to seek out guidance.   

Conversely, Hallam et al. (2012) found that the new teacher-mentors had been valuable 

for development of skills and knowledge of the new teacher.  In fact, the Asher School District 

that employed only mentors and not instructional coaches to assist new teachers’ development 

had a higher retention rate.  By the end of year three, the Dane School System that employed 

coaches had a 42% retention rate, while the Asher School District that employed the mentors had 

a 64% retention rate. 

In the same study by Hallam et al. (2102), it was found that pedagogical skills and 

knowledge used by teacher leaders were critical factors in establishing and sustaining school 

improvement.  Teacher leaders played an important role in motivating and developing teaching 

staff to aid the development of the educational system.  When the new teacher perceived teacher 

leaders as effective in school improvement policies and procedures, they were more likely to 

support and be engaged in that improvement effort (Hallam et al., 2012).  New teachers’ trust 

was developed and sustained when they perceived mentors or coaches to possess the necessary 

knowledge and skills to help with their personal development.  When the new teacher perceived 
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that the mentor or coach did not have these skills to meet their needs, the relationship was not 

appreciated and the new teacher withdrew from the relationship.  New teachers preferred when 

mentors helped them assess their skills and knowledge versus when the coach tried to guide the 

new teacher (Hallam et al., 2012).  As a result, it was suggested that the delivery of the methods 

used to guide new teachers is crucial in shaping pedagogical skills and increasing new teacher 

knowledge.  

In addition, it has been found that teacher leaders are involved in providing assistance to 

other teachers by developing curriculum knowledge, as well as managing in-service training.  In 

a study conducted by Grant, Gardner, Kajee, Moodley and Somaroo (2010), the perceptions of 

teachers on their understanding and experiences of teacher leadership were explored.  The 

researchers gained data from 1,055 teachers who worked in schools of diverse settings using a 

survey and questionnaire.  They found that while teachers supported the concept of shared 

leadership, the concept of teacher leadership was limited.  The data showed 19% of teacher 

leaders claimed to provide in-service training for teachers, 32% of teacher leaders led curriculum 

development training for their colleagues, while 47% of teacher leaders participated in extra 

activities in their schools. The results point to restricted forms of teacher leadership as the results 

show a lack of opportunities for authentic leadership and teacher empowerment.  As there was 

minimal collaboration, the results suggested that teacher leadership is understood as an isolated 

activity.  

Teacher leadership has an impact on school reform initiatives (Robinson, 2009).  In the 

qualitative research by Robinson (2009), a case study was performed to understand the nature of 

teacher leadership of a school-district reform initiative in Kentucky, the Bluegrass County 

Accelerating Student Achievement Project.  This initiative was unique to the district and was 
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directed towards improving scores on standardized tests.  Through this project, teacher leaders 

were identified at the middle school and high school to further develop the schools’ curricular 

and instructional practices for the purpose of improving student achievement.  In this participant 

observation study, observations and interviews of the teachers and administrators at the 

secondary level were conducted.  During the nine-month data collection, the researcher spent 

time interviewing and observing project participants as well as attending district and school level 

student-achievement team meetings.  Factors associated with effective teacher leadership 

practices and barriers to change were explored.    

The findings show that teachers respected these teacher leaders for focusing on 

instruction and curriculum.  Those teacher leaders who stood out as positive leaders used the 

transactional leadership approach and contributed to providing a positive support structure for 

work to be completed.  Additionally, they exhibited a high sense of self-efficacy and confidence 

in their abilities as teacher leaders.  The teacher leaders were clear about goals but valued the 

other teachers’ participation.  Teacher leaders working as peer coaches and mentors were found 

to have success in the reform efforts in their organizations.   

Positive environment.  Teachers’ perceptions of teacher leaders emerge as being 

supportive in nature.  In a study conducted by Pitman (2008) it was found that teachers identified 

a number of central beliefs regarding effective teacher leadership actions.  Sixteen teachers were 

interviewed for this qualitative study, which explored leadership practices that developed and 

sustained a professional learning community within the school.  Teachers responded with an 

emphasis on being supportive, taking risks, and taking a stand standing on those issues of 

importance.  Additionally, teacher leaders were described as being approachable and open 

minded.  Teachers interviewed stated that teacher leaders exercised clear communication skills.  
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Teachers also stated that they were able to seek input from stakeholders prior to making 

decisions.  Tied to that expertise, teachers reported that teacher leaders have the ability to 

develop skills in specific areas and take on roles where they provide examples of their practice.  

Teachers’ perceptions indicated that teacher leaders are willing to provide help and guidance to 

others in a given area.  

Research has been conducted in schools in more recent years to investigate the 

relationship between trust and other variables including school organizational cultures.  Hoy, 

Smith, and Sweetland (2003) explored the construct of faculty trust and organizational climate.  

The sample of the study included 97 high schools in Ohio, all from diverse areas in the state.  

The researcher developed an instrument to measure the organizational climate of highs school 

called the Organizational Climate Index.  This instrument consisted of a 27-item Likert scale that 

measured four general dimensions of school community domains.  The domains included 

teacher- teacher (professional behavior) and teacher- principal (collegial leadership).  The 

reliabilities were high, .87, .94, .88, and .92 respectively.  That the alpha-coefficient reliability 

were high (value ranges from 0 to 1) suggests that the results are not different from what was 

expected.  The instrument in this case is reliable and valid.  If the alpha coefficient reliability 

were low (0.05) or very different from each other, the results would not be valid or reliable.  The 

results demonstrated the reliability and validity of the measure of school climate.  

This research showed a considerable relationship between school climate and faculty 

trust. Hoy and Tschannen-Moran’s (1999) definition of trust and trust scales measured the tenets 

of trust including trust in the principal and trust in teachers.  Collegial leadership and 

professional teacher behavior were related to faculty trust in colleagues (r=.27, p<.05; r=.44, p.01 

respectively).  Investigators in this study concluded that professional teacher behaviors included 
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being open, supportive, and cooperative with each other.  These characteristics were found to be 

most significant in developing trust in colleagues.  These findings are important as they show the 

significance in supportive teacher behaviors as having impact on the development of trust 

between new teachers and teacher leaders.  

In a study mentioned previously, Hallam et al., (2012) found proximity was important to 

building positive relationships.  This study used a non-probability clustering sampling strategy of 

23 new teachers over a three year period.  The researchers conducted a comparative qualitative 

and quantitative case study using semi-structured, face-to-face interviews during the new 

teachers’ first three years of teaching.  The researchers found that new teachers’ perceptions of 

their relationships with their teacher leaders became stronger over time.  Additionally, it was 

posited that new teachers’ empowerment may have increased when their mentors taught in the 

same grade.  In fact, 80% of new teachers expressed the desire for increased collaboration and 

proximity as they experienced effective collaborative meetings when all parties were physically 

located in the same building. 

Autonomy.  The literature also reveals that understanding the power and influence 

structure within the school district impacts the main factors of the change process (Reichert, 

2010).  A study completed by Reichert (2010) involved gathering data on the political inner-

workings of a school district as the school developed teacher leadership programs.  As this was a 

phenomenological study, personal experiences were documented and analyzed for the purpose of 

gaining rich descriptions of the incidents involved.  In this research, an Elementary Advisory 

Group was created from five elementary Teacher Leading Teachers’ groups from across the 

Cedar Ridge Independent School district in Cedar Ridge, Texas.  Each group was made up of 

teacher leaders that had been practicing teacher leadership skills formally and informally in the 
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district for a minimum of two years.  Teaching experience among the five Teacher Leading 

Teachers ranged from three years to twenty-two years.  The data collection method included 

teachers documenting incidents within the change process.  Multiple forms of data were 

collected including surveys, feedback, observation and field notes and reflective journaling.  The 

purpose of the research study was to analyze findings and uncover patterns in the research.  

Themes and underlying factors were uncovered to identify the essence of the change process.  A 

vivid picture of the authors’ understanding and conceptualization of the change process related to 

the teacher leader profession was documented.  The idea that the teacher leader had power to 

create change within the district was noted.  The data found a lack of power among teacher 

leaders due to the political nature of the district.  Factors that influenced the change process were 

roles in the organization, ability to communicate, personal motivation, and agenda and resource 

control.  The ability to understand these four factors in the change process affected the results of 

the initiative.   

Open communication.  When communication patterns and dialogue techniques between 

mentors and new teachers were documented, Wang, Strong and Odell (2004) found that these 

discussions are dependent on the relationships built with mentors or coaches.  Drawing on 

observations, this qualitative study collected data from two U.S. and two Chinese mentor-new 

teacher pairs during their initial new teacher training programs.  This study explored the 

conversations new teachers had with their mentors about the delivery of their lessons. One new 

teacher lesson and one post lesson conversation from each of the four pair groups was 

videotaped, analyzed and coded for conversation topic and degree of specificity of speech acts. 

The participants were chosen because of their similarities and differences in their 

profession.  This offered the researchers the opportunity to relate their study questions regarding 
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communication to a cross-cultural comparison.  The participants from both countries taught at 

the elementary level and were in their first year of teaching.  In the United States the new 

teachers were expected to teach to the national standards but no mandates were in place to follow 

the set curriculum.  In China, the new teachers had to strictly implement the national standards 

imposed by their country (Wang, Strong & Odell, 2004).  

The mentors in the United States worked fulltime as teachers and had 12-15 years of 

experience in teaching before becoming a mentor and were required to meet weekly with their 

new teacher in which they were often observed delivering lessons and giving feedback to the 

new teachers.  The mentors had years of experience as teachers who taught the same subjects at 

the same grade level in the same school as the new teacher they were training (Wang et al., 

2004).   

The researchers found that students were the main focus in both the U. S. and China 

mentor-new teacher conversations.  However, the two U.S. mentor-new teacher pairs paid more 

attention to student issues as it related to students’ learning and thus had more opportunities to 

develop skills and knowledge related to student learning than their Chinese new teacher 

counterparts.  Conversely, Chinese mentor-new teacher pairs utilized their time more wisely 

when developing and critiquing solutions to the skills of questioning and explaining (Wang et al., 

2004). 

The perceived effectiveness of the conversations by new teachers was high because they 

perceived the mentors as engaging in trusting behaviors during the conversations.  Trusting 

conversations were ones in which the mentor was able to listen to new teachers and help them to 

critically reflect on their teaching.  Because the mentors used these types of reflective dialogue 

techniques to help develop the new teachers’ skills and practice, new teachers felt comfortable in 
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the relationship.  However, the researchers warn of contrived collegiality, where partnerships are 

imposed and structured.  The researcher suggests that although it is presumed that given the time 

and opportunity for mentors to talk to new teachers about pedagogy, developing new teachers’ 

skills are dependent on a broader context of teaching and schooling (Wang et al., 2004).  

The dimension of open communication as defined by Katzenmeyer and Moller (2009) 

encourages teachers to problem solve in the effort to help resolve issues or improve future 

events.   A case study conducted by Carver and Katz (2004) found that even though mentors 

were thought to be skilled in giving feedback to their new teachers, they had a “limited range of 

actions” (p. 458) from which to help guide the new teachers.  By using a qualitative method of 

gathering data from shadowing three mentors and new teachers in a California site, the research 

shows the need to train teacher leaders in supervisory skills in order to develop the skills of new 

teachers.  In completing this study to explore new teacher induction, the researchers interviewed 

and observed three mentors working with three new teachers and found that the mentors studied 

were reluctant to push the new teachers to think more critically about student learning.  Although 

it was evident that the mentors could articulate the shortcomings of the new teachers they were 

advising, the strategies used were not sufficient and more training was necessary.  The research 

thus found that the mentors’ need of training eventually contributed to the lack of progress in the 

new staff.  A negative impact on student achievement was found when a teacher leader “misses 

critical learning opportunities that have a direct impact on the students in these classrooms” 

(Carver & Katz, 2004, p. 459). 

In a study by Scott et al. (2012), research indicated that communication about teaching 

experiences helped guide new teachers to develop skills.  This quantitative mixed methods study 

examined instructional coaching during the inception of Michigan's literacy coaching program.  
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The researchers investigated instructional coaches’ professional training and knowledge, 

coach/teacher interactions, and teachers' perceptions of the factors related to instructional 

coaches’ effectiveness.  

Data were collected in the 2004-2005 school year from 105 predominately white, female, 

Master’s degree coaches with a range of teaching experiences who were employed as literacy 

coaches. Only 40 of 105 (38.1%) of the coaches were certified reading specialist.  Data was also 

collected from 1,135 teachers (94.7% of teaching staff) for the fall, 1,129 teachers (94.8% of 

teaching staff) for the winter, and 1,103 teachers (92.8% of teaching staff) for the spring. 

The researchers relied on four sources of data.  A  questionnaire asked coaches 10 Likert-

scale questions related to their teaching knowledge that ranged from ‘no knowledge’ to ‘expert’ 

Answers were collected into a single Knowledge Competency Rating scale. ‘Expert’ coaches had 

a rating of 90.  Additionally, the researchers used a Knowledge Survey from the Florida Center 

for Reading Research.  The survey asked 28 multiple choice questions designed to assess a 

coach’s knowledge about early reading instruction.  Thirty-seven coaches used coaching logs to 

document their interactions with teachers throughout the day.  Finally, participating teachers 

completed a researcher-designed survey documenting reading instruction, satisfaction with their 

work, and their attitude toward teaching and experiences working with their coaches.  

The data found that when coaches made it a priority to help develop an understanding of 

the assessment survey they were given, teachers were more satisfied with the coaches’ work.  

Teachers appreciated feedback about their teaching, demonstrating value in teacher leaders’ 

knowledge of teaching practices and curriculum.  The findings also suggested that teachers' 

knowledge in skills and pedagogy influenced the content of coach-teacher interactions.  It was 

found that when coaches were working with more knowledgeable teachers, these teachers were 
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more willing to collaborate on educational research studies. Conversely, it was found that 

coaches working with teachers who scored low on the survey were more likely to just model 

effective teaching practices.  This suggests that coaches might need to be sensitive to teacher 

development and consider the ways in which coaches can support the various levels of teachers' 

development.   

However, the authors found a negative regression weight on a teacher having a one-to-

one meeting with the literacy coaches.  It was found that new teachers do not value the one on 

one time with some teacher leaders.  As teachers' perceptions of instructional coach’s 

effectiveness were explored, it was found that when new teachers discussed pedagogy and the 

improvement of teacher skills one-to-one with a coach, new teachers felt uncomfortable.  The 

data collected from coaches found that new teachers felt coaches were trying to micromanage 

their teaching methods, which made them feel incompetent as a teacher.  The results may 

indicate that although teachers value teacher leaders’ knowledge and skill, they were not 

comfortable allowing teacher leaders to dictate how they used the assessment results in their 

classes (Scott, et al., 2012).    

Finally, the findings of this study have implications for coach training.  While there was a 

wide range of competencies across coaches, a majority of coaches felt most comfortable about 

their knowledge of assessment, and then spent a considerable percentage of their daily work 

focused on assessment.  The researchers indicated that if it is believed there are other aspects of 

coaches' work that are valued, for example, supporting teachers in implementing core 

instructional practices, then it is important that coaches are confident in their knowledge of these 

practices in order to help teachers focus on core practices in their work.  
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In a study by Lofstrom and Eisenschmidt (2009), new teachers' perceptions of their 

mentors, experiences of mentoring, and mentors' tasks were explored.  The researchers found 

that mentors realized the importance of providing a model of being honest and open in 

responding reflectively with new teachers and not just giving feedback.  

Using content analysis, the researchers found that the new teachers experienced support 

for feedback, personal development and professional knowledge development, collegiality, 

reciprocity of the relationship, mentor availability, and mutual trust as components of the 

mentor–new teacher relationship.  Because the concept of mentoring was adopted in an attempt 

to attractive new teachers to the profession only four and a half years prior to the survey, the 

researchers sought to find valuable information regarding development of such teacher leader 

programs.   

Qualitative data was collected using semi-structured interviews from sixteen new 

volunteer teachers who were in the last half of their first year of teaching.  The data indicated 

that although valuable in its supportive structures, there were areas of teacher leadership 

programs that needed to be developed: one such being the facilitation of reflection in dialogue.  

According to Lofstrom and Eisenschmidt, (2009), the use of reflective dialogue techniques was 

an important element used between teacher leaders and new teachers.  This process helped to 

guide teacher leaders in giving new teachers the support they needed.  These methods increased 

new teachers’ satisfaction and adaptability.  According to this research, new teachers tended to 

favor a responsive relationship in which they were allowed to set goals by using techniques of 

reflective dialogue which permitted teacher leaders to act as a guide, aide, advisor, cheerleader, 

or resource (Lofstrom & Eisenschmidt, 2009).  
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In a study mentioned earlier conducted by Hallam et al. (2012), researchers showed that 

proximity allowed for teachers to share school norms and cultures.  Evidence showed that when 

a teacher leader is assigned to the same school as a new teacher, they are better at sharing 

information regarding procedures and processes.  This was found to be important to new 

teachers.  Conversely, in the same study, it was found that a lack of proximity between teacher 

leader and new teachers hinders the relationship. New teachers reported that they did not have a 

close relationship with their teacher leaders when those teacher leaders were not assigned to the 

same school.  These teacher leaders were reported as not being helpful as they could not allot 

time for frequent visits to new teachers.  Therefore, 73% of new teachers reported that they 

found support elsewhere in the school (Hallam et al., 2012).  

Collegiality.  As collegiality is defined as one’s perception of another’s willingness to 

collaborate on educational issues (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009), a study done by Hawkins-

Revis (2007) is reviewed.  Hawkins-Revis ((2007) suggests that 78% of teacher leaders perceive 

their position to be that of a leader and therefore give suggestions to teachers without being 

asked.  In the study by Hawkins-Revis (2007), 43 questionnaire items were used to indicate 

social context, professional values, constructs and organizational structure of teacher leaders.  

Out of those 43 questions asked of teacher leaders, 34 questions indicated that these teacher 

leaders had a tendency towards openness and collaboration but nine items indicated that the 

traditional norms of leadership are evident in their practice.  Data indicated that 80% of teacher 

leaders believed their status was equal to their teacher colleague and that they should not judge 

another teacher’s skills, but 78% of teacher leaders stated that they gave suggestions without 

being asked.  This suggests that exchanging advice was acceptable to teacher leaders as long as 

judgments weren’t formed.  Still, the data indicated that 51% of teacher leaders disagreed that 
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teaching is a profession of equals which suggested teacher leaders perceive varying skills, 

abilities, knowledge and expertise among colleagues.  Sixty-two percent of those same teacher 

leaders also declared that teaching should be open to scrutiny.  

Additionally, a study by Smith and Ingersoll (2004) illustrates the importance of 

collaborative efforts between teachers.  Using the Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) of 1999-

2000, administered by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), the researchers 

found that when new teachers participated in a mentoring program, they were less likely to move 

to another school and less likely to leave the teaching profession after their first year.  Data from 

the survey was collected from all new teachers during the years of 1999-2000 and included 

questions regarding the induction process, mentoring, and other supports available to teachers.  

Such supports included teaching loads, collaborative planning time, and the availability and use 

of support structures such as professional development, teacher aides and mentors.  

The researchers used a two-stage process to analyze the data.   The first stage represented 

data on new teacher development programs, mentoring and turnover rates.  A multinomial 

logistic regression analysis was presented in the second stage to show the influence of mentoring 

and other activities on new teachers on the rate to which new teachers leave the profession within 

the first year.   

The results suggested 65% of all new teachers surveyed participated in a formal 

mentoring program while 62% took part in collaborative planning time.  The results showed that 

81% of new teachers reported being involved in supportive relationships with other teachers.  In 

public schools that had programs designed for collaboration between teachers, 11% were said to 

leave the teaching profession all together while 16% moved to a different school or different 

district.  Having a mentor reduced the leave rate of a new teacher by 30%. These results had a 
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90% level of confidence (rrr= 0.704, p= 0.084).  Finally, new teachers who spent time with a 

department chair also were associated with reducing the probability of both leaving and moving 

although these effects were not statistically significant.  Additionally, the authors found that 

collaborating with other teachers who taught in the same subject area or participating in 

pedagogical conversation with other teachers reduced the risk of leaving by about 43% 

(rrr=0.572, p<0.000) and the risk of moving by 25% (Smith & Ingersoll, 2004).    

Recognition and participation.  As both teacher empowerment and participation in 

decision making are directly related to the dimensions of recognition and participation as defined 

by Katzenmeyer and Moller (2009), the following research by Yim, Lee, Jin and Zhan (2013) is 

discussed in this section.  The researchers assessed teacher empowerment in relationship to trust 

in colleagues.  Focused on teacher efficacy, the researchers indicated that trust was found to be 

an indicator of teacher empowerment.  The researchers also found that trust in colleagues 

significantly improved other teachers’ self-efficacy which empowered them to participate in 

making decisions.  

 The researchers used a questionnaire survey to collect data from 1646 teachers from six 

municipalities and provinces in Mainland China.  The questionnaire consisted of three scales and 

was scored on a 6-point Likert-scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree).  This scale, 

adapted from Short and Rinehart’s (1992) School Participation Empowerment Scale, used 14 

items and three factors, i.e., professional growth, participation in decision-making, and perceived 

impact on colleagues.  The instrument assessed teachers’ perception of trust in colleagues and 

contained five items derived from the scale of Faculty Trust in Schools developed by Hoy, Gage, 

and Tarter (2006).   It measured five facets of trust: benevolence, reliability, honesty, and 

openness (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999).  The Teacher Efficacy Scale developed by 
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Tschannen-Moran, and Hoy (1998) was used to assess teachers’ sense of self-efficacy.  The scale 

measures five general and five personal efficacy items (Yin et al., 2013).  

The study highlighted the positive role of teachers’ trust in colleagues for their 

participation in decision-making as well as their perceptions of professional growth and impact 

on colleagues.  Descriptive statistics for the subscales resulted in the following: teachers scored 

trust in colleagues most positively (M= 4.60, SD= 0.99) while participation in decision-making 

in teacher empowerment received one of the lowest scores (M= 3.22, SD= 1.32).  Compared to 

the personal efficacy items (M=4.03, SD= 0.98), general efficacy items were relatively low 

(M=3.99, SD=1.09).  Furthermore, teachers reported a statistically high rate of their professional 

growth (M= 4.21, SD= 1.18) and the perceived impact they had on their colleagues (M= 3.99, 

SD= 1.17); (Yin et al., 2013).  This study provides empirical evidence that trust relationships 

among teachers facilitated teacher empowerment (Yin et al., 2013).   

The Role of Trust in Schools 

School Reform and Professional Norms 

A growing body of research studies has identified social trust to be an attribute for 

meaningful school improvement (Bryk & Schneider, 2003).  To realize their questions of “what 

is social trust, what shapes it and what are its benefits,” researchers Bryk and Schneider (2003) 

conducted an intensive case study research and longitudinal statistical analysis within a four year 

time period from over 400 Chicago elementary schools, representing 12 different school districts. 

They observed school related events and conducted interviews and focus groups with principals, 

teachers, parents, and community leaders.  Their findings between two of their cases showed 

how the dynamics of trust in relationships in the schools’ community influence the schools’ 

reform efforts (Bryk & Schneider, 2003).  
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 Additionally, the researchers explored the changing quality of relationships as well as the 

trends in student performance in math and reading achievement over a six-year period by using 

surveys to collect data from teachers, principals and students.  The analysis documented the 

extent to which each school added to student achievement.  The researchers called them ‘value-

added’ measurements, which measured improvements in a school’s contribution to student 

learning and was a direct measure of the school’s changing academic productivity (Bryk & 

Schneider, 2003). 

 Data were linked from the schools’ academic productivity with the survey results of 

school trust over a period of time.  This allowed the researchers to document how the role of 

trust among teachers played a vital role in school reform efforts.  The researchers documented 

the role of relational trust to respect, personal regard, competencies in core role responsibilities, 

and personal integrity.  Furthermore, the researchers documented the benefits of trust among 

teachers, and conditions that foster relational trust for successful school reform efforts (Bryk & 

Schneider, 2003). 

Bryk and Schneider (2003) continued to state that genuine listening skill, extending 

oneself beyond role requirements, showing competency in professional ethics and skills of 

school staff, and having a commitment to a moral and ethical perspective of others, increased 

trust within the community of schools.  Finally, the researchers pointed to the evidence that in 

schools in which relational trust was documented as improving over time, teachers characterized 

their colleagues as being committed, loyal and more eager to engage in practices that would help 

to increase student performance.  Not surprisingly, the researchers found that in schools where 

high relational trust existed among teachers, there was a higher rate in student performance.  

These schools recorded an increase in student performance of 8% in reading and 20% in math. 
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Comparatively, schools that demonstrated low levels of relational trust showed a one-in-seven 

chance of indicating school improvement.  Most significant to this study was that schools that 

demonstrated weak relational trust among teachers indicated no chance of improving student 

scores in math or reading (Bryk & Schneider, 2003). 

Teacher Professionalism and Bureaucratic Orientation 

Teacher professionalism and resisting bureaucratic orientation are characteristics which 

increase trust in a school community (Tschannen-Moran, 2009).  In a quantitative study by 

Tschannen-Moran (2009), it was found that teachers’ perceptions of their colleagues' 

professionalism were strongly related to the position of authority by administrators along with 

faculty trust in the principal.  Additionally, it was found that the degree of teacher 

professionalism in a school was related to the trust levels among others.   

Using a survey model and gathering data from 2,355 teachers in 80 middle schools in a 

mid-Atlantic state, the researchers explored the relationship between teacher professionalism in a 

school and (a) faculty perceptions of the school leaders’ professional orientation and (b) the level 

of faculty trust in three important constituencies: the principal, teacher colleagues, and parents.   

Using the Teacher Professionalism subscale of the School Climate Index (Tschannen-

Moran, Parish, & DiPaola, 2006), teachers’ perceptions of their colleagues’ behavior were 

assessed.   The eight item survey required participants to assess, on a 5-point Likert-type scale 

(1=never, 5=very frequently), how frequently the statement is true of his or her school.  The 

alpha coefficient of reliability for teacher professionalism was .94.  Sample items include the 

following: “Teachers respect the professional competence of their colleagues” and “The 

interactions between faculty members are cooperative.”   
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Furthermore, teacher trust was assessed using the Faculty Trust Scales (Hoy & 

Tschannen-Moran, 2003).  Survey results measured the trust level consistencies between 

teachers and their leaders, colleagues, parents and students.  The Faculty Trust Scales consist of 

26 items divided among three subscales. The first subscale, Faculty Trust in the Principal, 

included eight items.  The alpha coefficient of reliability for this subscale was .98.  Sample 

questions included the following: “The principal of this school typically acts with the best 

interest of the teachers in mind” and “Teachers in this school can rely on the principal.”  Faculty 

Trust in Colleagues is the second subscale and included eight items.  The alpha coefficient of 

reliability for this subscale was .87.   The sample questions included: “Teachers in this school 

have faith in the integrity of their colleagues,” and “Even in difficult situations, teachers in this 

school can depend on each other.”  Faculty Trust in Clients (students and parents) was the third 

subscale and included 10 items.  The alpha coefficient of reliability for this subscale was .97.  

Sample items included the following: “Teachers in this school are suspicious of students” 

(reverse-scored) and “Teachers can count on parental support.” 

The evidence showed statistical significance in all question items (p< .0001 level).   

Teachers’ perceptions of their colleagues' professionalism were strongly related to a professional 

orientation in the exercise of authority by administrators as well as to faculty trust in the 

principal (Tschannen-Moran, 2009).  Faculty trust in colleagues was found to contribute to the 

trust teachers had in their principal as well as teacher professionalism while faculty trust in 

students and parents was found to play a less vital role.  Their findings suggest that for schools to 

increase teacher professionalism, it is the school leader who plays a vital role.  School leaders 

could increase teacher professionalism by not engaging in a bureaucratic method of leadership 

but by exercising methods that lead to strong relational trust among the schools’ constituents. 
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Role Expectations of Teacher Leaders 

In a qualitative descriptive case study by Benedict (2009), it was found that leadership 

activities were crucial in building trust and professional norms.  The researcher used the lens of 

social capital to illuminate how teacher leaders build trust and professional norms in the school’s 

culture.  Purposeful sampling was used to choose formal teacher leaders at three different 

suburban high schools, working as department chairs and having the power to evaluate teachers. 

These original six participants were chosen by principals’ recommendations of those who built 

trust and contributed to the schools’ professional validity, but after Hoy and Tschannen-Moran’s 

(2003) Omnibus Trust Survey was used to determine teacher-to-teacher trust, and teacher-to-

principal trust in these teacher leaders, the researcher chose only four leaders because they were 

deemed to have high levels of trust.  However, after further analysis, all but one of the teacher 

leaders had supervisory status and had the ability to evaluate teachers.  Therefore, the one 

department head without supervisory status was eliminated from the study. After the teacher 

leaders were chosen, the researcher conducted interviews, transcribed, and analyzed data with 

three sets of participants in each school: one department chair, three teachers within the chair’s 

department, and one school administrator.  Two in-depth interviews with each department chair, 

one interview with each of the three teachers being supervised, and an administrator of both the 

department chair and teachers were conducted.  Observations and documents were also collected 

in the individual schools to triangulate data (Benedict, 2009).   

The teacher leaders identified three leadership activities that were critical in building trust 

and professional norms within the schools.  Teacher leaders first used the hiring process to 

recruit teachers who believed in and valued practices that were critical to building professional 

communities such as collaboration and peer observations.  Second, the teacher leaders modeled 
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behavior and attitudes that were congruent with trust and professional communities.  Third, all 

three teacher leaders engaged in frequent conferences with their teachers.  As the teacher leaders 

conducted their informal and formal conferences, they saw themselves as mentors.  All three set 

and monitored expectations and nurtured the tenured and new teachers whom they guided.  

These attributes were seen to be vital to building a community of learners.  Based on the data 

collected, the researcher argued that the role of department chair in building social trust in 

schools is a critical factor in building collaboration, reducing barriers between themselves and 

others, and embracing common teaching practices (Benedict, 2009).  

Teacher Self-efficacy  

Furthermore, it has been demonstrated that school trust is positively related to collective 

teacher efficacy (Peterson, 2008).  In a study by Peterson (2008), data addressed which aspects 

of organizational trust are the best predictors of collective efficacy.  Data were collected from 

teachers at 31 middle schools in south central Texas using the Omnibus T-Scale (Hoy & 

Tschannen-Moran, 2003) that was designed to measure teachers’ collective perceptions of trust 

in the context of school.  Additionally, the Collective Efficacy Scale was used to measure the 

extent to which the faculty believes it can influence its organization’s performance (Goddard, 

2002).  Participants were considered based on whether or not their school employed 25 or more 

faculty members. Out of 1,990 teachers, 1,923 completed the surveys.  Half of the teachers 

completed The Omnibus T-Scale and the other half of teachers completed the Collective 

Efficacy Scale.  Schools that participated in the study represented the entire range of 

socioeconomic status.  The grade levels taught by the teachers spanned both 6-8 and grades 7-9 

(Peterson, 2008).  
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A research team of five doctoral students help with the collection of data for Peterson 

(2008) over the course of two semesters. This team approach to the research study was utilized 

so a large number of schools could be used for the sample.  All researchers used scripted 

instruction to provide consistency and maintain integrity.  Correlation coefficients were 

calculated for each of the aspects of faculty trust and with collective teacher efficacy.  Factor 

analyses were also performed on variables from the Omnibus T-Scale and the Collective 

Efficacy Scale.  

The results of the Omnibus T-Scale, with 26 questions gauging three dimensions of 

faculty trust including trust in principals, trust in colleagues and trust in clients (students) 

revealed the three dimensions of trust had an alpha coefficient of reliability of .97, .98 and .97 

respectfully.  These strong results also accounted for 83.3% of the variance and the items loaded 

on the appropriate factors.  The general hypothesis that school trust is positively related to 

collective teacher efficacy was sustained; however, a more refined analysis of the relationships 

indicated that faculty trust in students emerged as the best predictor of collective teacher 

efficacy.  Furthermore, the instruments employed in this study were found to have solid factor 

structures comparable with their theoretical foundations.  The results of the Collective Efficacy 

Scale (Goddard, 2002), explained 70.3% of the variance and the factor loadings varied from .698 

to .919, thus showing construct validity for this research.  The reliability was high at .95 

(Peterson, 2008). 

 The linear relationships between collective teacher efficacy and aspects of faculty trust 

were computed.  The results were statistically and significantly related to trust in clients (r=.872, 

p<.01) trust in colleagues (r=.683, p<.01), and trust in the principal (r=.628, p<.01). Because the 

finding using the scales mimicked previous findings of Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (2003) and 
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Goddard (2002), the researcher hypothesized that trust in colleagues would make statistically 

significant contributions to the variance in collective efficacy (Peterson, 2008).  However, the 

results did not entirely support the expectations of the researchers.  Trust in students was the only 

variable that significantly predicted collective teacher efficacy (Peterson, 2008). 

 The researchers hypothesized that due to the fact that middle school teachers were 

participants, their perspectives of teamwork and trust in the workplace might be due to the 

students they serve.  It was also hypothesized by the researcher why principal trust did not 

emerge as a factor of teacher efficacy.  Peterson (2008) explained it could be due to the fact that 

there was a lack of teacher trust in colleagues.  It was hypothesized that when teachers do not 

trust their colleagues, it is more likely they do not trust their principal.  As evidenced by the 

results in this case, it is possible that teachers believe their collective efforts have a greater 

influence than the principal’s efforts on achievement as they put greater trust in their students 

than their leader (Peterson, 2008).  

Teacher Job Satisfaction  

In another recent study conducted by Van Maele and Van Houtte (2011) that related trust 

to teachers’ job satisfaction, teaching experience was explored as a mediator of the trust-job 

satisfaction relationship.  In a multilevel analyses of data, it was shown that there was a positive 

relationship between teacher trust in colleagues and administrator satisfaction.  Although this 

study did not see results of years of experience in teaching affecting job satisfaction, Van Maele 

and Van Houtte did find results matching the need to improve the quality of teachers’ social 

relationships in the workplace as it were found to enhance teacher job satisfaction (Van Maele & 

Van Houtte, 2011).  
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 Using an anonymous questionnaire, data were gathered using multistage sampling from 

2091 teachers across 80 secondary schools in Flanders, Belgium during the 2004-2005 school 

year.  Forty-eight schools were chosen by their size.  Only large municipalities were chosen and 

the size was determined by the number of schools within a postal code.  Only schools in which 

five teachers responded were considered.  From those schools, all the third and/or fifth grade 

teachers were asked to complete the questionnaires.  In all, 2104 teachers, yielding a 60% return 

rate, returned the questionnaires.  Eventually 2091 teacher questionnaires were used for the study 

(Van Maele & Van Houtte, 2011).  

 Teacher trust was measured by 29 items of the trust scales developed by Hoy and 

Tschannen-Moran (1999).  Items were rated using a Likert scale of absolutely disagree (1) to 

definitely agree (5) with the highest score indicating the highest trust level.  It was found that 

teachers differentiate between trust in students, parents, colleagues or the principal and therefore 

further analyses differentiated among teacher trust (Van Maele & Van Houtte, 2011).  

 The Job Description Index (Smith, Kendall & Hulin, 1969) was used to measure teacher 

job satisfaction.  The survey consisted of 18 items rated on a Likert scale from absolutely 

disagree (1) to definitely agree (5) with the highest score indicating the highest level of job 

satisfaction (Van Maele & Van Houtte, 2011). 

 Teaching experiences were measured by the number of years a teacher had been working 

in their school. Measures related high to teacher age (r= 0.85; p< .001) and their previous 

teaching years (r=1.00; p< .001).  These data indicated Flemish teachers that did not transfer 

between schools (Van Maele & Van Houtte, 2011). 

 Teacher efficacy was also measured to help analyze teacher job satisfaction with the use 

of Tschannen-Moran’s (2001) Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale.  This survey measured 12 
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items using a 9-point continuum scale.  Questions within this survey asked participants to 

indicate the level to which teachers perceived themselves as capable of conducting a particular 

action successfully.  Teacher socioeconomic status and school sector size were also measured for 

this study (Van Maele & Van Houtte, 2011). 

 The results showed a bivariate correlation among teacher characteristics that 

demonstrated significant associations between teachers’ job satisfaction and their level of trust in 

each of the referent groups of school members.  Furthermore, teachers’ job satisfaction 

correlated negatively with their years of experience (r= -0.23; p< .001) and positively with their 

sense of efficacy (r= 0.33; p< .001).  Job satisfaction correlated between the subjects taught. This 

data showed that teachers who taught real-world courses expressed higher levels of trust than 

colleagues who taught theoretical classes (y=.12; p< .001).  Additionally, years of service 

correlated to job satisfaction.  Lower levels of satisfaction were reported by teachers that had 

been working at a school for a longer period of time (y= -.21; p< .001).  Equally strong 

associations were found between job satisfaction and self-efficacy (y= 0.25; p< .001).  That is to 

say, when teachers felt successful in their job, they were more likely to be satisfied with their 

work.  Finally, contrary to the researchers’ beliefs, no interaction between the measurement of 

teacher trust and years of teaching experiences showed a significant association with teachers’ 

job satisfaction.  Moreover, having less than five years of experience at a school versus having at 

least five years demonstrated the same results.  The researchers’ findings suggested that the trust-

job satisfaction relationship of newer teachers is as important to the more experienced teachers 

(Van Maele & Van Houtte, 2011). 

 The researcher found that years of teaching experience had no impact on the importance 

of trust in developing teachers’ job satisfaction.  Teacher satisfaction at work was fostered by 
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other members of the school.  Therefore, the results of the study suggested that when teachers 

trust other school members, there is an increase feeling of being satisfied with their jobs.  The 

researchers’ findings suggested the positive side of school members focusing on trust within 

relationships, such as mentors for new teachers, in order to increase job satisfaction as a means to 

promote optimal support in accomplishing teacher driven goals (Van Maele & Van Houtte, 

2011). 

Summary of Literature 

 The literature review was comprised of detailed and timely data and information from 

researchers in the field of education.  Data from researchers in the area of teacher leadership and 

the roles of trust in the school organization was analyzed for the discussion. 

Specifically, results of the literature review on teacher leadership detailed the data from 

sources related to the history of teacher leadership.  The literature review also reported on the 

areas of developmental focus, communication, collegiality, positive environment, recognition, 

and participation in the domain of teacher leadership attributes. Furthermore, the literature 

review revealed a correlation of trust in schools to building teacher job satisfaction, teacher self-

efficacy, and teachers’ role expectations.  Data from research in the area of trust in schools also 

revealed that leadership activities and social trust increased meaningful school reform efforts.  

Lastly, the literature review revealed that characteristics such as professionalism, collegiality, 

and listening skills had a positive effect on increasing trust in schools.  

Educational Contribution of this Study 

 This study will contribute to the current understanding of the relationship between new 

teachers and their teacher leaders.  As such, policy makers and school leaders will have access to 

insightful information that may be used to guide future new teacher development programs that 
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are meant to support, enhance and help retain new teachers.  This study supported, enhanced, and 

developed methods to support the new teacher and teacher leader relationship.  Thus, the 

exploration into the roles teacher leaders played in the development of trust in new teacher and 

teacher leader relationships can make a significant contribution in the exploration of the new 

teacher commitment and means to increase job satisfaction and retention rates of those new 

teachers. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



55 
 

Chapter III: Methodology 

This study is a qualitative case study to investigate new teachers’ perceptions of teacher 

leaders.  According to Yin (2003), a case study should be considered when the focus of the study 

is to answer ‘how’ or ‘why’ questions and when the researcher wants to examine contextual 

conditions that are relevant to the phenomenon in the study.  Miles, Huberman and Saldana 

(2014) stated a case study explores a phenomenon that occurs in a bounded text.  Thus, this study 

qualitatively explored the perception of new teachers by examining their views on teacher 

leadership roles in their individual schools.  By looking closely at what new teachers perceived 

as effective qualities and skills of teacher leadership and the commonalities or inconsistencies 

that exist among new teachers’ perceptions, we can begin to develop a sense of the “universal 

essence” (Creswell, 2013, p. 76) of the phenomenon of trust in the relationship between new 

teachers and teacher leaders. 

This study explored the conceptualization of a theoretical proposition (Yin, 2014).  A 

proposition is defined by Sutton and Straw (1995) as “a [hypothetical] story about why acts, 

events, structure, and thoughts occur” (p. 378).  The theoretical proposition of this research study 

explored how trust affected new teachers’ perceptions of their teacher leaders.  Specifically, the 

study explored the proposition (Yin, 2014) that when new teachers perceived their teacher 

leaders to have the Teacher Leadership Dimensions outlined by Katzenmeyer and Moller (2009), 

trust (Bryk & Schneider, 2003: Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003; Lewicki & Tomlinson, 2003) 

was perceived by new teachers between their teacher leaders and themselves, resulting in 

enhanced job satisfaction and commitment of the new teacher.  

In this form of research it is important to understand several individuals’ common or 

shared experiences of the phenomenon of the role of trust (Creswell, 2013).  In-depth and 
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multiple interviews are typically conducted as well as the use of other methods to understand the 

common experiences of the participants (Creswell, 2013).  Utilizing the methods of face-to-face 

interviews, focus group, the qualitative Omnibus T-Scale Survey (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 

2003), and the qualitative Teacher Leadership School Survey (Katzenmeyer and Katzenmeyer, 

2005) (TLSS) with new teachers, the researcher was able to draw conclusions to the proposed 

research question by relating levels of trust of new teachers to new teachers’ perceptions of their 

teacher leaders. 

The surveys, interviews and focus group combined with current research in the area, 

informed answers to the following question: 

How does trust affect new teachers’ perceptions of their teacher leaders?   

Scope of the Study 

 This study was designed to explore the extent to which trust affects new teachers’ 

perceptions of teacher leaders.  Of particular interest was exploring the dimensions of teacher 

leadership as defined by Katzenmeyer and Moller (2009) that new teachers perceive to be 

supportive for job satisfaction.  The sample included eight new teachers employed by one school 

district, and all had similar contact with teacher leaders.   

Participants 

The following explains the method of choosing the participants for the research.  The 

selection process followed the general guidelines of purposive and convenience sampling and 

considered the participants, types of sampling, and the sample size (Creswell, 2013). 

Because the research was interested in exploring how trust affects new teachers’ 

perceptions of teacher leaders, purposive and convenience sampling processes were used as a 

method of choosing the participants.  The process of sampling included several steps.  First the 
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selection of the new teachers was based on recommendations by the districts’ administrators.  

Specifically, the researcher asked the districts’ Superintendent for approval through the Informed 

Consent Form for Superintendent (See Appendix C).  Then, principals of the individual school 

were contacted and asked approval through the Informed Consent Form for Principal (See 

Appendix D) and names of teachers who were in their first three years of service was requested. 

The participants that were named were given an Invitation to Participate request form (See 

Appendix A), an Informed Consent to Participate form (See Appendix B), a demographics 

questionnaire (See Appendix F), and the Omnibus T-Scale Survey (See Appendix G) through 

email.  The author of the Omnibus T-Scale granted permission for it to be used for this research 

(See Appendix J).  When a new teacher chose to participate, the new teacher was asked to return 

the signed Agreement to Participate, the Omnibus T-Scale survey, and a validation that they 

worked with mentors and coaches throughout the year, to the researcher through email.   

The researcher narrowed the sample by new teachers affirming they wanted to participate 

in this study by submitting the completed survey and IRB forms.  In its inception, it was difficult 

to estimate how many new teachers would volunteer to participate at a single school.  Because 

there were only eight volunteers that submitted forms and fit the criteria of having worked with 

mentors and coaches throughout their years of service, the researcher chose all eight new 

teachers to participate.  The researcher’s sample was four new teachers from one school and four 

from another, all teaching in the same district.   

To increase validity, all participants were chosen based on the fact that they were new 

teachers in the first through three years of service, worked in the same school system and worked 

with students in Pre-K-8.  Moreover, each participant had similar working conditions with 

teacher leaders.  According to the educational system guidelines, all new teachers were certified 
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in their teaching assignment and were highly-qualified.  In order to meet the definition for 

highly-qualified, a teacher was certified in the area in which they were teaching and 

demonstrated content mastery through one of several options: HOUSSE requirements 

(continuing learning units), Praxis or transcripts, or National Board Certification in the 

content/subject area taught. 

The results of the study did in no way identify individual participants.  Participant 

confidentiality and rights were protected.  Pseudonyms were used for the school system, school, 

participants and all other names referenced.  Educational background, gender, and years of 

service were recorded.  All data collection processes were kept in a locked file cabinet located in 

the researcher’s home. 

Data Sources and Collection Process 

Creswell (2013) suggested the use of a “variety of sources of data” (p. 52) to conduct a 

qualitative study.  Additionally, Yin (2014) explained that propositions would shape the data 

collection plan and process which would yield some analytic priorities.  Therefore, the 

researcher’s theoretical proposition helped to organize relevant sources for gathering data.  This 

study relied on four sources of data including two surveys (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003; 

Katzenmeyer & Katzenmeyer, 2005), interviews, and focus groups. 

Survey Methods 

 The following two surveys were used to gather data from participants related to trust in 

colleagues (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003) and perceived levels of the Teacher Leadership 

Dimensions as defined by Katzenmeyer and Moller (2009) of teacher leaders by new teachers.  

Survey 1.  As a part of the process of gathering qualitative data related to the research 

question, the Omnibus T-Scale Survey (See Appendix G) by Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (2003) 
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was utilized.  The Omnibus T-Scale Survey was a short operational measure of three subscales of 

trust in elementary or secondary schools using 26 Likert items to measure these subscales.  The 

design of this survey was well aligned to the conceptual framework of this study.  Faculty trust in 

principals, teachers, and clients was measured with the reliabilities typically ranging from .90 to 

.98 (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003).  Only the results for the subset of Faculty Trust in 

Colleagues (TCo) were used to gather data for this study because these questions represented the 

theoretical framework from which this study was designed.  Survey items were piloted by Hoy 

and Tschannen-Moran (2003) prior to their use in this research study.  Factor analytic studies of 

the Omnibus T- Scale supported the construct and discriminant validity of the concepts of trust 

(Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003). 

The survey was administered to all new teachers responding to the researcher’s request to 

participate in this study.  The researcher asked the new teachers to complete the survey and 

submit the results through email.  Although the Omnibus T-Scale Survey was not used to gather 

quantitative data, it was operationally used to explore and measure perceived levels of the T-

Scale of Faculty Trust in Colleagues (TCo).  Data collected from the subset of TCo was 

computed individually for each of the eight new teachers in one school district.  In analyzing the 

scores of each participant the researcher was able to draw conclusions about the significance of 

supportive teacher leaders’ behaviors as having impact on the development of trust between new 

teacher and teacher leaders.   

Secondly, the researcher calculated the participants’ scores from the subset of TCo (See 

Appendix G) using the method described by Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (2003).  From the data 

analysis, the researcher was able to compare trust levels that new teachers had for teacher leaders 

between the two schools.   
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Additionally, the data from the survey guided the researcher in adapting previously 

formulated questions to use for interviews questions.    

Survey 2.  The Teacher Leadership School Survey (TLSS) (Katzenmeyer 

&Katzenmeyer, 2005) (See Appendix H) was used to explore new teachers’ perceptions of 

teacher leaders’ support.  Katzenmeyer and Katzenmeyer (2005) developed a survey that 

measured how schools support teacher leadership based on seven dimensions.  According to 

Katzenmeyer and Katzenmeyer (2005), the elements of teacher leadership included 

developmental focus, recognition, autonomy, collegiality, participation, open communication, 

and positive environment. 

According to Katzenmeyer and Moller (2009), the authors of Awakening the Sleeping 

Giant, they and a panel of individuals with teacher leadership expertise developed the survey 

items they believed would be useful in assessing teacher leadership dimensions based on 

developmental focus, recognition, autonomy, collegiality, participation, open communication, 

and positive environment.  Through this process, content validity was determined.  The 49 Likert 

scale items in the survey were combined and examined by the members of the panel as some 

items were eliminated and a few were added by the collective members of the panel 

(Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009). 

The TLSS (Katzenmeyer & Katzenmeyer, 2005) was selected to measure perceived 

teacher leader support structures that promoted new teachers’ job satisfaction.  The eight 

volunteers chosen for the study were asked to complete the survey before the face-to-face 

interview.  Participants were given the survey through email and asked to return the survey to the 

researcher via email.   
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Although the TLSS (Katzenmeyer & Katzenmeyer, 2005) was not used to gather 

quantitative data, it was operationally used to explore and measure the seven Teacher Leadership 

Dimensions defined by Katzenmeyer and Moller (2009).  First the participant surveys were 

analyzed individually.  The results assisted the researcher in assessing new teachers’ perceptions 

as they related to the differences in new teachers’ perceptions of the teacher leaders’ dimensions 

as described by Katzenmeyer and Moller (2009).  Second, the surveys’ data was summarized and 

used to compare perceptions of the Teacher Leadership Dimensions (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 

2009) as perceived by the participants at each of the two schools.  Finally, the researcher used 

the data as a guide to adapt previously formulated questions to use for the focus group questions.   

Interview Process  

All eight new teachers selected to participate in the study were asked to participate in a 

face-to-face interview with the researcher.  Using open ended interview questions (Creswell, 

2013) the participants were asked questions related to the types of leadership roles and 

expectations they had for their teacher leaders in the building (See Appendix E).  During the 

interviews, the researcher recorded all conversations between participants and the researcher 

using a Live Scribe pen.  The in-depth interviews were conducted in face-to-face format, one 

participant at a time, in a designated area established in partnership between the researcher and 

interviewee. The participants were asked the questions verbally and were given the written 

questions for reference.  The interviewer established a collaborative process to avoid asymmetry 

and to protect the natural responses of the interviewee.  Any clarifications about the interview 

questions were made by the researcher at the time of the question. 
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Focus Group 

All participants were asked to participate in a focus group discussion (See Appendix I) 

after they completed a personal interview.   During the focus group, all participants were asked 

to share and compare answers to their individual Teacher Leadership School Survey (TLSS) 

(Katzenmeyer & Katzenmeyer, 2005) that was completed by the participants prior to the focus 

group session.  Using the survey as a spring board for discussion guided the participants in 

assessing their own school contexts related to the school’s support structures from teacher 

leaders in the areas of developmental focus, recognition, autonomy, collegiality, participation, 

open communication, and positive environment.  Teachers shared their results, noted the 

similarities and differences, and discussed the practices in their schools as they drew upon their 

information.  Additional questions were asked of the participants by the researcher (See 

Appendix I).  The focus group provided the participants the opportunity to assess their 

perceptions of teacher leadership in their school district.  These conversations assisted the 

researcher in the exploration of the research question guided by this study.  As during the one-

on-one interviews, all conversations and interactions during the focus group between the 

researcher and participants were recorded with Live Scribe Pen method and analyzed for patterns 

in responses.  

Data Analysis 

This study explored a theoretical proposition, one which did “enable the complete 

research design to provide surprisingly strong guidance in determining the data to collect and the 

strategies for analyzing the data” (Yin, 2014, p. 38).  Hence, the data collection process for this 

study consisted of a series of interrelated activities including surveys, interviews and focus group 

participation all of which focused on answering the proposed research question, “how does trust 
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affect new teachers’ perceptions of their teacher leaders?”  Additionally, these activities included 

locating individuals to interview, gaining access and developing rapport with the interviewee, 

collecting data, recording information, resolving field issues and storing data.  

In order to begin the coding process, the researcher used the provisional coding method 

(Miles et al., 2014) to analyze the participants’ scores from the surveys and statements from the 

interviews and focus groups.  Miles et al., explains that this approach begins with a “’start list’ of 

research-generated codes, based on what preparatory investigation suggests might appear in the 

data before they are collected and analyzed” (p. 77).  This method was used as it allowed the 

researcher to corroborate the research results to previous investigations and research.  Because 

the researcher was open to what the evidence had to say rather than “force fit” (Miles et al., 

2014, p. 81) the data into provisional codes, the provisional codes were then extended in a 

method that Miles et al. (2014) describes as inductive coding.  Inductive coding was used in this 

study to further investigate “common threads in participants’ accounts” (p. 87).  The process 

allowed the researcher to compartmentalize the data into significant categories (Miles et al., 

2014) based on the researcher’s theoretical proposition (See Figure 1).  

Building on data from the survey results (See Tables 1-5), interviews and focus groups, 

the researcher analyzed scores, and highlighted statements, quotes, and sentences that provided 

an understanding of how the participants experienced the phenomenon of the role of trust as it 

affected their relationship with their teacher leaders.  This required the researcher to show a 

relationship among the Teacher Leadership Dimensions (Katzenmeyer & Katzenmeyer, 2005) 

with Bryk and Schneider’s (2003) trust theory, Lewicki and Tomlinson’s (2003) trust and 

distrust theory, and Hoy and Tschannen-Moran’s (2003) trust theory as defined by the Omnibus 

T-Scale Survey.  Subsequently, the researcher developed a table that compared terms used by 
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trust theorists Bryk and Schneider (2003), Lewicki and Tomlinson (2003), and Hoy and 

Tschannen-Moran (2003) with Katzenmeyer and Moller’s (2009) Dimensions of Teacher 

Leadership as outlined in Figure 4 and more thoroughly in Chapter four (See Table 6). 

Teacher 
Leadership 
Dimensions 
(Katzenmeyer & 
Moller, 2009) 
 
Developmental 
focus 
Positive 
environment 
Open 
communication 
Collegiality 
Recognition 
Participation 
Autonomy 
 
 

Lewicki and 
Tomlinson (2003): 
Trust and distrust 
 
 
 
Performance/lack of 
Predictability/lack of 
Shared goals/lack of 
Shared values/lack of 
Shared decisions/lack 
of 

Bryk and Schneider 
(2003):  Trust 
 
 
 
 
Competencies in 
teaching 
Ethical commitment 
Extending of oneself 
Social exchange and 
sharing 
Listening skills 
 

Hoy and 
Tschannen-Moran 
(2003):  Trust 
 
 
 
Competent 
Reliable 
Benevolent 
Open 
Honest 
Vulnerability 
 

 
Figure 4.  Data gathering guide based on the components of the researcher's theoretical 
proposition.  
 

Themes were created and used to write a description of what the participant experienced 

and the context or setting that influenced the participants to experience the phenomenon of the 

role of trust (Creswell, 2013) as perceived by new teachers of their teacher leaders.  The 

researcher then wrote a composite from the structural and textural descriptions that represent the 

“essence” (Creswell, 2013) of the phenomenon of the role of trust as perceived by new teachers 

of their teacher leaders.  The researcher presented the data based on the participants’ perspectives 

and partly based on the researchers’ interpretation while avoiding a personal judgment on the 

data.  The researcher recognized the “interrelated process” (Creswell, 2013) of the use of 

interviews, focus group, and surveys and used the data to explore how trust played a role in new 
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teachers’ perceptions of their teacher leaders.  The framework from which this research was 

originally explored continued to be developed and completed as the study progressed.  From 

themes that emerged from the data collection, a final conceptual framework was formed.  The 

software ATLAS.ti was used to code the data. 

Communication of Findings 

The results were transcribed in a single report that was accessible to all participants and 

Southern New Hampshire University.  Multiple perspectives including contrary findings were 

reported.  Pseudonyms were used for the school district, school names, participants’ names and 

any other mention of other individuals.  The results may assist policy makers, leaders, and 

teacher leaders as they consider effective methods to train and retain new teachers. 

Ethical Considerations 

 Ethical considerations in qualitative studies included the relationship of this study to 

qualitative research, the quality of the process conducted during the research, the relationship 

with the participants, and the relationship to research integrity and data reporting (Miles et al., 

2014).  The process involved the analysis of this work into current research, the awareness of 

potential harm or risks to participants, assurance that the researcher provided informed consent, 

and lastly, confidentiality and privacy (Miles et al., 2014). The participants had full information 

regarding the study and were given an estimate of the time involved.  This study did no harm and 

had no risks to the participants.  The relationships established with the participants were based on 

honesty and trust.  Participants interviewed were asked to ensure a location for privacy during 

the interview and focus group to ensure that the information was guarded.  The identification of 

the individuals and the organizations studied are guarded.  From an ethical perspective, it was 

important to check back with the participants as to how information gathered was represented in 



66 
 

the study and thus, the researcher allowed all parties involved to review all information gathered.  

Finally, the researcher recognized and specified the broad philosophical assumptions of a case 

study and therefore the researcher bracketed as much of her own experiences in the area of this 

study as possible. 

Potential Contributions  

 This study will contribute to the investigation of new teacher job satisfaction, skills 

development, and retention by increasing the understanding of the relationship between new 

teachers and teacher leaders.  School leaders, administrators, and teachers will gain information 

from this study regarding the barriers, challenges, and positive insights encountered by new 

teachers and teacher leaders that may facilitate or hinder development, job satisfaction, and 

retention of the new teacher.  School leaders responsible for the design, implementation, and 

evaluation of new teacher programs to support new teachers will gain useful information from 

this study.  Additionally, teacher leaders will gain insights that may benefit their role as they seek 

to explore how to improve their schools’ culture, new teacher development, and student 

achievement.  

Limitations 

This study has limited generalizability (Yin, 2014) because of the methods used by the 

researcher.  First, the types and the extent of the professional development experienced by the 

participants, mentors, coaches, and CIAs may be a limitation to this study.  Throughout the 

course of their education and experience, they all may have had different approaches and content 

in the areas of mentoring, coaching, mathematics, English language arts, or teaching skills 

training which may pose a threat to the validity of the study.  
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Subject characteristics are this study’s second limitation.  Participants included two 

general education classroom teachers and six specialist teachers.  General education and 

specialist teachers had different teaching responsibilities.  The general academic teachers taught 

all classroom subjects including mathematics and English language arts, while specialist teachers 

taught specific subjects such as art, music, special education, and physical education.   

A third limitation in this study was the sample size.  Therefore, the results of this study 

have limited generalizability (Yin, 2014) to other new teacher populations.   

A fourth limitation was location threat.  Therefore, the study’s setting was a limitation.  

The participants worked at different schools and therefore worked with different academic 

coaches, mentors, and CIAs.   

The fifth major limitation and possible threat to external validity would be generalizing 

the study results to all new teachers in their first three years of teaching in a different setting.  

Results of this study have limited generalizability (Yin, 2014) as they can only be generalized to 

settings with similar demographics.   

The sixth limitation is related to the researcher’s bias towards the research.  Because the 

researcher was fully aware of the proposition proposed and worked in a public school setting 

with teacher leaders and new teachers, there may have been bias towards the theoretical 

proposition of this research.  To her best ability, the researcher limited all biases during the 

conducting, analysis and communication of findings of the research study.  The researcher took 

care not to interpret events as more patterned and congruent than they really were, and did not 

leave out any data.  Additionally, the researcher took care not to overweight information from 

participants that were perceived to be more articulate, well-informed, or representative of higher 

status teachers.  Furthermore, the researcher took care not to assume a personal agenda which 
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would skew the ability to represent the data in a trustworthy manner.  Finally, the researcher took 

care to bracket out any perceptions and explanations of local participants related to the research 

(Miles et al., 2014). 

Validity and Reliability 
 

According to Creswell (2013), validation of case study research refers to the notion that 

an idea is well grounded and well supported with accurate structural connections in the collected 

data driven materials.  The researcher understood the tenets of case study and had a clear 

conception of identifying the role of ‘trust’ in new teachers of their teacher leaders while she 

stated a theoretical proposition for this case study.   

Creswell (2013) suggests the use of a “variety of sources of data” (p. 52) to conduct a 

qualitative study.  Additionally, Yin (2014) explains that propositions would shape the data 

collection plan and process which would yield some analytic priorities.  The researcher’s 

theoretical proposition helped to organize relevant sources for gathering data.  Subsequently, this 

study relied on four sources of information including a literature review, surveys, interviews, and 

two focus group sessions to increase the validity of the study.     

The selection of participants for this study was completed with minimal influence from 

the researcher.  After being granted permission by the superintendent of the school district, and 

two school principals within the school district, all participants were chosen based on the fact 

that they were new teachers in the first through three years of service, worked in the same school 

system and worked with students in Pre-K-8.  Moreover, each participant had similar working 

conditions with teacher leaders.  Each of the eight participants supported and contributed to the 

data collection process because they had all experienced the concept of teacher leadership 

(Creswell, 2013).  Privacy, confidentiality, and autonomy were promised to all participants.   
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Time Line 

 The following was a summary of dates that the researcher proposed as an identifiable 

model for conducting and gathering data.   

Phase one: October-December, 2014 

o Select one school system to participate, send out invitational letters, and secure 

interviews.  

o Collect Omnibus T-Scale Survey and choose participants. 

Phase two:  December-March, 2015 

o Conduct interviews with all participants.  Collect and analyze data. 

o Conduct second survey.  Collect and analyze data.  

o Conduct focus group.  Collect and analyze data. 

Phase three: April-September, 2015 

o Analyze data to identify patterns in new teachers’ perceptions of the teacher leader.  

Summary 

Policy makers as well as leaders in the educational organization recognize the need to 

support new teachers’ transition into the school culture as well as becoming more effective in 

their repertoire of teaching skills and classroom management.  Research evidence suggests that 

guidance and support for novice teachers enables them to feel more competent and motivated 

which indicates they are more likely to remain in the teaching profession (Bullough, 2012; 

Crasborn et al., 2011; Smith & Ingersoll, 2004).  This research study explored the perceptions 

new teachers hold for their teacher leaders.  Specifically, this qualitative research study 

examined to what extent trust affected the perception by new teachers of their teacher leaders.  

The development of the research question guided the process of the study which included 
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participants to reflect on their interactions with teacher leaders as they completed two surveys, 

one interview, and one focus group session.  

The subjects of the study were new teachers, including all in their first through third year 

of teaching.  The non-randomized sample population worked in the education field as full time 

teachers of students in grade Pre-K-8.  They were recognized as highly qualified teachers by 

state guidelines and receive guidance, support and assistance from full time teacher leaders and 

those that work as teachers and work part time as teacher leaders in their school.  

In closing, while previous researchers have provided data on the perceptions of new 

teachers on different roles of teacher leaders (Bullough, 2012; Crasborn et al., 2011; Smith & 

Ingersoll, 2004; Wilson, Dykstra, Watson, Boyd, & Crais, 2012) this research explored the 

extent to which trust in the teacher leaders impacted new teachers’ perceptions of their teacher 

leader.  For new teachers to be successful there is a greater need to clarify and document through 

research, how teacher leaders’ roles, responsibilities, and outcomes affect new teachers 

(Bullough, 2012).   
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Chapter IV 
 

Results 
 
 In response to teacher retention, policy makers in many school systems are using the 

expertise of teacher leaders to support the specific teaching and learning needs of teachers (Berry 

et al., 2005).  The degree to which these formal teacher leaders are successful at supporting new 

teachers varies (Hallam et al., 2012).  Trust in a relationship with teacher leaders has been found 

to greatly contribute to how new teachers view their success (Norman & Feiman-Nemser, 2005).   

Even while teacher leaders strived to work collaboratively with new teachers, Scott et al. (2012) 

provided evidence that without trust, cooperation between members of a dyad does not occur and 

with a continued lack of trust, mutual support and sharing of information is minimized.  Hallam 

et al. (2012) indicated that the lack of developing a personal relationship with teacher leaders 

might have contributed to new teachers not being empowered to seek out guidance, therefore 

limiting the development of the new teacher (Hallam et al., 2012).  Conversely, Hallam et al. 

(2012) found that some teacher leaders were perceived by new teachers to be more valuable in 

the development of their skills and knowledge due the positive relationships that developed 

between the new teacher and teacher leader.  The positive relationships led to increased retention 

rates of the new teachers.    

This study proposed that trust would affect how new teachers perceived their teacher 

leaders.  New teachers developed trust in those teacher leaders whom they perceived to possess 

Katzenmeyer and Moller’s Teacher Leadership Dimensions (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009).  The 

following concept map (Figure 5) was created to conceptualize the theoretical proposition (Yin, 

2014) from which this research was explored.  





73 
 

Section I:  Participants 

 Participants were chosen based on many factors: the willingness of the superintendent 

and principals to allow the participation of new teachers, willingness of new teachers to 

participate, years of service, and whether or not the new teachers received mentoring or 

coaching.  After approval by the superintendent of a school system in one New England school 

district, letters via email went out to three of the four principals in that system requesting new 

teacher participation. Two of the three principals responded to the request to participate.   

 Next, a list of new teachers in years one through three was obtained from the principals 

of the two schools who responded to the request to participate. School 1 employed eighteen new 

teachers and School 2 employed five new teachers matching the researcher’s criteria.  An 

electronic survey was sent to these new teachers in both schools requesting participation only if 

they received services from a formal mentor or an academic coach.  They were asked to describe 

the discipline and grade level taught (See Appendix F) and to complete the first of two surveys, 

the Omnibus T-Scale Survey (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003) (See Appendix G).  In each of 

the two schools, the researcher received four responses from new teachers matching the 

researcher’s criteria which totaled eight participants.   

 Participants in each school ranged in years of service, grade level and discipline taught.   

School 1 included two teachers who taught at the Kindergarten through grade four levels, one 

music teacher who taught in grades five through eight, and one special education teacher who 

taught at the Kindergarten through grade four level.  Two participants were male teachers and 

two were female teachers.  Two participants were in their third year of teaching, and the others 

were in their first year.  Of the four participants, all four stated they received guidance from 
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formal mentors while only three out of the four stated they received guidance from academic 

coaches that were employed by the school (See Table 1).  

School 2 included one grade four teacher, one physical education teacher who taught in 

grades five through eight, two special education teachers who taught at the Pre-Kindergarten 

through grade four levels. Of those teachers, two were in their third year of teaching, one in their 

second and one in their first. One participant was a male teacher and three participants were 

female teachers. Of the four participants, three stated they received guidance from a mentor 

while three out of the four stated they received guidance from a coach (See Table 1).  

Table 1 displays comparative data of the participants including the school at which they 

were employed, years of teaching, grade level, subject matter taught, and whether or not they 

received direct guidance from a formal mentor or an academic coach that was employed by the 

school.  
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Table 1 

Comparative Data on Discipline, Years of Service and Guidance from a Formal Mentor and/or  
Academic Coach   
 

School 1: 
Participants 

Years 
teaching 

Grade 
level 

Subject (s) 
taught 

Receives 
guidance 
from mentor 

Receives guidance from 
academic coach (ELL, 
SEI, Mathematics, etc.) 

Steven 3 5-8 Music            Yes No 

Elise  1 3 

*All elementary 
academic 
curriculum            Yes Yes 

Jeremy  1 K-4 
Special 
Education            Yes Yes 

Candy  3 3 

*All elementary 
academic 
curriculum            Yes Yes 

School  2: 
Participants 

Years 
teaching 

Grade 
level 

Subject (s)  
taught 

Receives 
guidance 
from mentor 

Receives guidance from 
academic coach (ELL, 
SEI, Mathematics, etc.) 

Danielle 3 Pre-K 
Special 
Education            Yes No 

Cassandra 3 2 

*All elementary 
academic 
curriculum           Yes Yes 

Kira 1 K-4 
Special 
Education            Yes Yes 

Jose 2 5-8 
Physical  
Education No Yes 

 
Note.  Elementary academic subjects taught by the teacher were mathematics, English language 
arts, social studies, and science. 
 

Participating schools were similar in size, demographics, racial composition, and setting.   

School 1 enrolled 1,371 students: 48.5% white, 41.6% Hispanic, and 9.9% other. There were 

89.6 teachers in the school with a student/teacher ratio of 15.3 to 1. Ninety nine percent of 

teachers were licensed in their teaching assignment.  School 2 enrolled 1,352 students: 47.8% 

white, 42.9% Hispanic, and 9.3% other. There were 86.8 teachers in the school with a 
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student/teacher ratio of 15.2 to 1.  One hundred percent of the teachers in this school were 

licensed in their teaching assignment.  Similarly, each school employed academic coaches and 

mentors to help transition, train and guide new teachers in their first years of service.  

Section II: Results of the Omnibus T-Scale Survey 

  Eight participants, four participants from School 1 and four participants from School 2 in 

one school district completed the Omnibus T-Scale Survey (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003) 

(See Appendix G) via Google Forms.  All eight participants were in years 1, 2 or 3 of teacher 

service. The Omnibus T-Scale Survey is a short operational measure of three subsets of 

perceived trust: Faculty Trust in the Principal, Faculty Trust for Clients, and Faculty Trust for 

Colleagues (TCo).  Vulnerability, benevolence, reliability, competence, honesty, and openness 

characterize each of these dimensions of trust.  The reliabilities of the three subscales typically 

range from .90 to .98.  Survey items have been piloted by Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (2003) 

prior to their use in this research study.  The survey results were used to qualitatively compare 

the normed data provided by Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (2003).  Hoy and Tschannen-Moran 

(2003) conducted the survey in Ohio and this study standardized the participants’ scores against 

the normative data provided in the Ohio sample.  Factor analytic studies of the Omnibus T-Scale 

Survey (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003) support the construct and discriminant validity of the 

concept.   

Each of the 26 items required participants to assess, on a 6-point Likert scale (1=strongly 

disagree, 6=strongly agree) perceptions of trust in their personal teacher leaders (mentor and 

coaches), principals and students.  Participants were told that the term ‘colleague’ used in the 

survey was to refer to their formal mentors and academic coaches that were both employed by 

the school.  The researcher analyzed the results of the questions related only to new teachers’ 
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perception of their colleagues (TCo).  These eight survey questions directly aligned to the 

conceptual framework.  However, from these questions other categories emerged and were used 

to advance the research. 

Although the Omnibus T-Scale Survey (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003) was not used to 

gather quantitative data, the survey was operationally used to measure the subset of trust new 

teachers had in their teacher leaders (TCo) and to inform the researcher’s one-on-one interview 

questions. The analysis of the data revealed a great deal of information to inform the researcher's 

interview questions as well as the trust participants had of their teacher leaders. Tables 2, 3, and 

4 collate the information gathered from the survey based on the eight participants’ responses.  

The Tables are followed by a discussion of new teachers’ perceptions of trust of school-based 

teacher leaders.  

Part 1: Individual and school results.  Participants answered all 26 Likert scale 

questions on the Omnibus T-Scale Survey (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003) related to three 

subsets of trust: Faculty Trust in the Principal, Faculty Trust for Clients, and Faculty Trust for 

Colleagues.  Only the results for the subset of the T-Scale of Faculty Trust in Colleagues (TCo) 

were used to gather data for this study because these questions represent the theoretical 

framework from which this study was designed. These questions were numbered 2, 5, 8, 12, 13, 

16, 19 and 21 (See Table 2).  To determine the subset of Faculty Trust in Colleagues (TCo), two 

processes were completed.  

First, the results gathered from the participants were computed by adding the values for 

the items composing that scale.  Next, the number was divided by the number of items.   For 

example, Faculty Trust in Colleagues (TCo) = scores for items 2, 5, 8, 12, 13, 16, 19, 21 are 

summed and then divided by eight.  Number eight was reverse scored because it was a 
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negatively expressed question.  As a result, the total trust levels for each participant varied. 

Therefore, the highest total score that could be obtained was a 48 and the lowest score that could 

be obtained was that of six. Additionally, after dividing the total scores by eight, the highest 

score that could be obtained was a 6.0 and the lowest could be a zero.  

Table 2 shows participants’ answers based on the Likert scale and the individual trust 

levels of each participant.  In analyzing the individual scores of each participant, scores ranged in 

totals from a 4.0 to a 5.85.   It was evident by the high scores that new teachers had high levels of 

trust for their teacher leaders.  Additionally, the researcher analyzed participants’ scores from 

each school.  Comparative results suggested that trust levels were not significantly different as 

School 1 scored a 158 while School 2 scored a 159 in trust for their teacher leaders.  These 

findings are important as they show the significance in supportive teacher leaders’ behaviors in 

School 1 and in School 2 as having impact on the development of trust between new teachers 

and teacher leaders.  
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Table 2 

Comparative Data of Participants’ Trust Levels  

School 2: 
Participant 

2. 
Teachers 
in this 
school 
trust 
each 
other 

5. 
Teachers 
in this 
school 
typically 
look out 
for each 
other 

8. 
Teachers 
in this 
school are 
suspicious 
of each 
other 
(Reversed 
scored) 

12.  
Even in 
difficult 
situations 
teachers 
in this 
school 
can 
depend 
on each 
other 

13.  
Teacher 
leaders 
in this 
school 
do their 
job well 

16. 
Teachers 
in this 
school 
have faith 
in the 
integrity 
of their 
colleagues 

19. 
Teachers 
in this 
school 
are open 
with 
each 
other 

21. 
When 
teachers 
in this 
school tell 
you 
something 
you can 
believe it 

Total 
TCo score 

Steven 4 4 3 (4) 5 6 4 3 6 36/8=4.5 

Elise 6 6 2(5) 6 6 6 6 6 47/8=5.85 

Jeremy 5 6 2(5) 5 5 5 5 5 41/8=5.125 

Candy 4 4 2(5) 4 5 5 3 5 35/8=4.375 

Total 19 20 19 20 22 20 17 22 159 

School 2: 
Participant 

2. 
Teachers 
in this 
school 
trust 
each 
other 

5. 
Teachers 
in this 
school 
typically 
look out 
for each 
other 

8. 
Teachers 
in this 
school are 
suspicious 
of each 
other 
(Reversed 
scored) 

12.  
Even in 
difficult 
situations 
teachers 
in this 
school 
can 
depend 
on each 
other 

13. 
Teacher 
leaders 
in this 
school 
do their 
jobs 
well 

16. 
Teachers 
in this 
school 
have faith 
in the 
integrity 
of their 
colleagues 

19. 
Teachers 
in this 
school 
are open 
with 
each 
other 

21. 
When 
teachers 
in this 
school tell 
you 
something 
you can 
believe it 

Total TCo score 

Danielle 5 5 2(5) 5 5 5 5 5 40/8= 5 

Cassandra 5 6 2(5) 5 5 5 5 5 41/8=5.125 

Kira 4 3 3(4) 4 5 4 4 4 32/8=4 

Jose 6 6 2(5) 6 5 5 5 5 43/8=5.375 

Total 20 20 19 22 20 19 19 19 158 

 
Note.  Number eight was reverse scored because it was a negatively expressed question. 
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According to the researcher’s literature review, trust is a component that is directly 

related to the needs of new teachers and their teacher leaders (Tschannen-Moran, 2009).  As 

teacher leaders are perceived to possess professional skills, trust is high among new teachers 

(Tschannen-Moran, 2009).  Respect, openness, and cooperation among teachers promote trust 

while trust among colleagues also tends to build openness and cooperation in the relationship 

(Hoy, Smith, & Sweetland, 2003).  When trust levels are high among teachers, there is broad 

teacher buy-in which results in an environment conducive to risk-taking and positive social 

exchange efforts (Bryk & Schneider, 2002).  Additionally, the benefits of strong relational trust 

among staff members facilitates teacher empowerment (Yim et al., 2013) as well as makes it 

more likely that teachers will want to commit and learn from one another (Bryk & Schneider, 

2003). 

Part II: District results.  Secondly, the researcher standardized the participants’ scores 

from the subset of Faculty Trust in Colleagues (TCo) from the Omnibus T-Scale Survey (Hoy & 

Tschannen-Moran, 2003) (See Appendix G) using the method defined by Hoy and Tschannen-

Moran (2003).  These scores were used for purposes of comparing trust levels against the 

normative data.  The Faculty Trust in Colleagues (TCo) score, as explained in Section 1, Part 1, 

was first used to determine the trust levels each new teacher had for their teacher leaders. The 

researcher then needed to convert the participants’ subtest scores to standardized scores with a 

mean of 500 and a standard deviation of 100 in order to align the scores against the normative 

data provided in the Ohio sample (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003).  

The computation was completed by using the following formula: standard score for 

Faculty Trust in Colleagues (TCo) = 100(TCo-4.46)/ .443+500.  The researcher first found the 

difference between school scores in Faculty Trust in Colleagues (TCo) and the mean for the 
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normative sample (TCo-4.46). Then the researcher multiplied the difference by one hundred 

[100(TCo-4.46)]. The researcher then divided the product by the standard deviation of the 

normative sample (.443). Finally, the researcher added 500 to the result. These calculations 

allowed for a standardized score for Faculty Trust in Colleagues (TCo) to be computed.  

The score of the combined sample ranked in the 98.73rd percentile, ranking the 

participants’ trust in colleagues in the top 1.27% compared to the normative sample (Hoy & 

Tschannen-Moran, 2003). It was evident the new teachers in this research study had high trust 

levels of their teacher leaders (See Table 3).  
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Table 3 

Results from the Omnibus T-Scale Survey (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003) 

 
School 1: 
Participant 

Mathematical 
explanation of 
participant 
scores as they 
were  summed 
and then 
dividing by 8  

Participant 
score  

Standardized 
scores against 
the Ohio 
sample (Hoy & 
Tschannen- 
Moran, 2003) 

Probability or 
percentage of 
trust new 
teacher had 
for teacher 
leaders as 
compared to 
the Ohio 
sample 

Percentile 
for trust 
from 
sampled 
population 
as compared 
to the Ohio 
sample 

Steven 36/8= 4.5 4.5 656.1997   

Elise 47/8= 5.85 5.85 873.5910   

Jeremy 41/8= 5.125 5.125 756.8438   

Candy 35/8= 4.375 4.375 636.0709   
 
School 2: 
Participant 

Mathematical 
explanation of 
participant 
scores as they 
were  summed 
and then 
dividing by 8 

Participant 
Score 

Standardized 
scores against 
the Ohio 
sample (Hoy & 
Tschannen- 
Moran, 2003) 

Probability or 
percentage of 
trust new 
teacher had 
for teacher 
leaders as 
compared to 
the Ohio 
sample 

Percentile 
for trust 
from 
sampled 
population 
as compared 
to the Ohio 
sample 

Danielle 40/8 = 5 5 736.7150   

Cassandra 41/8=5.125 5.125 756.8438   

Kira 32/8=4 4 575.6844   

Jose 43/8=5.375 5.375 797.1014   

 Total from all 
participants’ 
scores 

4.91875 723.6312 0.9873 or 
98.73rd 
*Ranks as 
high trust 

0.0127 
*Sample is 
in top 1.27% 
in trust 

 
Note. High trust (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003) in sample was evident from data. 
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Part III: Comparison between schools.  Next, the researcher computed the standardized 

scores for the T-Scale of Faculty Trust in Colleagues (TCo) subset of the Omnibus T-Scale 

Survey (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003) for purposes of comparison between the two schools.  

The Faculty Trust in Colleagues (TCo) score, as explained in Section 1, Part 1, was first used to 

determine the trust levels for each participant.  The researcher then used data from participants 1-

4 (School 1) and then 5-8 (School 2) to determine standardized scores for the T-Scales for each 

of the schools.  To do this, the researcher converted the participants’ subtest scores (participant 

1-4 and 5-8) to standardized scores with a mean of 500 and a standard deviation of 100.  The 

computation was completed by using the following formula: standard score for Faculty Trust in 

Colleagues (TCo) = 100(TCo-4.46)/ .443+500.  The researcher first found the difference 

between school scores on Faculty Trust in Colleagues (TCo) and the mean for the normative 

sample (TCo-4.46).  Then the researcher multiplied the difference by one hundred [100(TCo-

4.46)].  The researcher then divided the product by the standard deviation of the normative 

sample (.443).  Finally, the researcher added 500 to the result.  This computed a standardized 

score for Faculty Trust in Colleagues (TCo) for each school.  

It was determined that each school had high trust for colleagues as each of the two 

schools scored in the 98th percentile.  The probability or percentage score for School 1 is a 

0.9895, while the probability or percentage score for School 2 is a 0.9848.  Therefore, trust levels 

for School 1 and School 2 are in the .01 percentile of trust as defined by Hoy and Tschannen-

Moran, (2003).  As evidenced in the researcher’s literature review, strong trust levels are 

necessary for relationships between new teachers and teacher leaders to grow.  Tschannen-

Moran (2009) found that when teacher leaders are trusted, an atmosphere of shared commitment 

ensues within an organization, while Scott et al. (2012) provide evidence that without trust, 
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cooperation between the members of the dyad does not occur.  Norman and Feiman-Nemser 

(2005) find that although many factors affect the development of the new teacher, trust in a 

relationship with teacher leaders has been found to greatly contribute to how new teachers view 

their success.  Therefore, the results suggest that both schools within the school district would be 

successful in fostering new teacher and teacher leaders’ cooperation, and shared commitment 

which would ultimately strengthen new teachers’ success rates.  

The data from the Omnibus T-Scale Survey (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003) guided the 

researcher in formulating the questions for the personal interviews. The interview questions were 

developed to help the researcher determine the factors influencing: 1. the differences among 

participant scores; 2. the differences in perceptions among participants; and 3. the high scores of 

trust in both schools (See Appendix E). 
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Table 4 

Comparative Data from the Omnibus T-Scale Survey (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003) from Participants from School 1 and School 2 
 
School 1: 
Participant 

Mathematical 
explanation of 
participant scores as they 
were  summed and then 
dividing by 8  

Participant 
Score  

Standardized score 
against the Ohio 
sample (Hoy & 
Tschannen- Moran, 
2003) 

Probability or percentage 
of trust new teacher had 
for teacher leaders as 
compared to the Ohio 
State sample 

Percentile for trust 
from sampled 
population as 
compared to the 
Ohio State sample 

Steven 36/8=4.5 4.5 656.1997   

Elise 47/8=5.85 5.85 873.5910   

Jeremy 41/8=5.125 5.125 756.8438   

Candy 35/8=4.375 4.375 636.0709   

  Results:  730.6763 0.9895 0.0105 

    *These participants  have 
98% trust compared to 
the Ohio State sample 

*School is in .01 
percentile compared 
to the Ohio State 
sample 
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Table 4 Continued 

School 2: 
Participant 

Mathematical 
explanation of 
participant scores as they 
were  summed and then 
dividing by 8  

Participant 
Score  

Standardized score 
against the Ohio 
sample (Hoy & 
Tschannen- Moran, 
2003) 

Probability or percentage 
of trust new teacher had 
for teacher leaders as 
compared to the Ohio 
State sample 

Percentile for trust 
from sampled 
population as 
compared to the 
Ohio State sample 

Danielle 40/8 = 5 5 736.7150   

Cassandra 41/8=5.125 5.125 756.8438   

Kira 32/8=4 4 575.6844   

Jose 43/8=5.375 5.375 797.1014   

 Results: 4.91875= 716.5862 0.9848 0.0152 

    *These participants  have 
98% trust compared to 
the Ohio State sample 

*School is in .01 
percentile compared 
to the Ohio State 
sample 

 
Note.  Each school ranks high in trust (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003) according to the data.
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Section III: Results of the Teacher Leadership School Survey  

Each participant also completed the Teacher Leadership School Survey via Google 

Forms.  Although the Teacher Leadership School Survey (TLSS) (Katzenmeyer & Katzenmeyer, 

2005) (See Appendix H) was not used to gather quantitative data, it was operationally used to 

explore and measure the seven Teacher Leadership Dimensions defined by Katzenmeyer and 

Moller (2009).  The survey’s questions measured new teachers’ perception of how their teacher 

leaders reflect these dimensions.  According to the researcher’s literature review, the elements of 

teacher leadership include developmental focus, recognition, autonomy, collegiality, 

participation, open communication, and positive environment (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009).     

Each of the 46 responses required participants to assess, on a 5 point Likert scale (1= 

never, 5= always) their perceptions of how their teacher leaders reflect the seven dimensions as 

defined by Katzenmeyer and Moller (2009).  The researcher asked the participants to respond to 

the questions based on perceptions of teacher leaders employed by their schools, specifically 

mentors and coaches.  Participants’ surveys were analyzed individually.  Questions were 

categorized by dimensions of teacher leadership: questions 1-7 determined perception of 

developmental focus, 8-14 determined perception of recognition, 15-21 determined autonomy, 

22-28 determined collegiality, 29-35 determined participation, 36-42 determined open 

communication, and 43-49 determined positive environment. The categories of the seven 

Teacher Leadership Dimensions (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009) were given a value score by 

summing the Likert scale answers.  Receiving a total high score of 35 and a low score of zero for 

each dimension was possible.  Each participant received seven scores, one for each of the seven 

dimensions. 
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 The analysis of the data from the TLSS (Katzenmeyer & Katzenmeyer, 2005) revealed a 

great deal of information to inform the researcher's focus group questions as well as give 

measure to new teachers’ perceptions of how their teachers leaders reflect the Teacher 

Leadership Dimensions (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009).  Table 5 summarized the information 

gathered from the survey based on the eight participants’ answers from the two schools. It is 

followed by discussion of new teachers’ perceptions of the Teacher Leadership Dimensions 

(Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009). 
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Table 5 
 
Results of the Teacher Leadership School Survey (Katzenmeyer & Katzenmeyer, 2005) 
 

School 1: Participant 
Developmental  
Focus Recognition Autonomy 

Positive  
Environment Collegiality Participation 

Open 
Communication Total 

Steven 22 18 21 21 22 17 21 142 

Elise 24 22 22 35 19 18 18 158 

Jeremy 19 23 23 28 22 19 24 158 

Candy 
 22 19 17 24 18 17 20 137 

School Total        595 

School 2: Participant 
Developmental  
Focus Recognition Autonomy 

Positive  
Environment Collegiality Participation 

Open 
Communication Total 

Danielle 
 27 25 23 27 31 27 27 187 

Cassandra 23 26 20 30 26 17 26 168 

Kellie  35 29 27 30 26 26 25 198 

Jose 35 21 29 30 29 23 32 199 

School Total        752 
 
Note.  Scores based on 46 responses scored on a 5 point Likert scale (1=never, 5=always).  Possible high score for each dimension 
was 35. Possible lowest score was zero.  Scores determined perceptions of the seven teacher leadership dimensions new teachers hold 
for their formal mentors and academic coaches.
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Individual participant scores varied.  Accordingly, participants’ scores based on new 

teachers’ perceptions of their teacher leaders as defined by the Teacher Leadership Dimensions 

(Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009) were considered to be average as scored by a 17 to 25, to high as 

scored by a 26-35.   

Participants at School 1 had noticeably lower scores than School 2.  Individual Teacher 

Leadership Dimension (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009) scores from School 1 ranged from 17 to 

35.  These scores indicated a range from average to high as participants rated their perceptions of 

their teacher leaders based on the Teacher Leadership Dimensions as defined by Katzenmeyer 

and Moller (2009).  The following represents a range of summed scores from the Teacher 

Leadership Dimensions (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009) from participants at School 1.  The 

scores from the dimension of developmental focus ranged from 22-24.  The dimension of 

recognition scores ranged from 18-23.  The dimension of autonomy scores from participants 

ranged from 17-21.  The dimension of positive environment scores from participants ranged 

from 21-35. The dimension of collegiality scores from participants ranged from 18-22.  The 

dimension of participation scores from participants ranged from 17-19.  Finally, in the dimension 

of open communication, participants’ scores ranged from 20-24.  Total scores per individual 

participant ranged from 137 to 158 which indicated varying perceptions of the seven Teacher 

Leadership Dimensions (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009) among participants in the same school.  

School 1 had a combined participant score of 595.   

Data showed that School 2 had higher regard for their teacher leaders as measured by the 

seven Teacher Leadership Dimensions (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009).  Participant scores in 

School 2 ranged from 21 to 35.  Katzenmeyer and Moller (2009) would suggest that the culture 
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in School 2 would be more satisfying for teachers and therefore teachers may achieve increased 

job satisfaction, collegiality and student performance.   

The following represents a range of summed scores from the Teacher Leadership 

Dimensions (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009) from participants at School 2.  These scores 

indicated a range from average to high as participants rated their perceptions of their teacher 

leaders based on the Teacher Leadership Dimensions as defined by Katzenmeyer and Moller 

(2009).  The scores from the participants in the dimension of developmental focus ranged from 

23-35.  The dimension of recognition scores from participants ranged from 21-29.  The 

dimension of autonomy scores from participants ranged from 20-29.  The dimension of positive 

environment scores from participants ranged from 27-30. The dimension of collegiality scores 

26-31.  The dimension of participation scores from participants ranged from 17-26.  Finally, in 

the dimension of open communication, participant scores ranged from 25-32.  Total scores per 

individual participant ranged from 168 to 199 which suggested varying perceptions of the seven 

Teacher Leadership Dimensions (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009) among participants in the same 

school.  School 2 had a combined participant total score of 752.  Since the overall scores among 

participants at School 2 were higher than at School 1, these scores suggested that the teacher 

leaders at School 2 are perceived to have greater skill sets than those at School 1. 

The data gathered from the TLSS (Katzenmeyer & Katzenmeyer, 2005) guided the 

researcher in formulating the questions for the focus group interviews (See Appendix I). The 

focus group questions were developed to help the researcher determine the factors influencing: 1. 

the differences among participant scores; 2. the differences in perceptions among participants; 

and 3. the higher scores of School 2.  
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Section IV: Results of the Interviews and Focus Groups 

 Participants were interviewed individually and then again with their peers at their 

respective schools to determine their perception of trust for teacher leaders (Hoy & Tschannen-

Moran, 2003) and how their teacher leaders reflect the seven Teacher Leadership Dimensions 

(Katzenmeyer & Katzenmeyer, 2005).  

Part I: The coding process.  The coding method explained in Chapter 3 required the 

researcher to correlate the Teacher Leadership Dimensions (Katzenmeyer & Katzenmeyer, 

2005), with Bryk and Schneider’s (2003) trust theory, Lewicki and Tomlinson’s (2003) trust and 

distrust theory, and Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (2003) trust theory as defined by the Omnibus T-

Scale.  As outlined (See Table 6), new teachers perceived their teacher leaders to possess the 

Teacher Leadership Dimensions (Katzenmeyer & Moller 2009) when new teachers perceived 

their teacher leaders to possess any or all of the trust correlates.  Additionally, Hoy and 

Tschannen-Moran (2003) would argue that a new teacher needs to possess vulnerability in order 

to have trust in their teacher leaders.  Although an open coding method was used, by correlating 

the terms used by these authors, it allowed the researcher to compartmentalize the qualitative 

interview results based on the researcher’s framework.  



93 
 

Table 6 
 
Organizational Format for gathering Data based on the Components of the Researcher's’ Theoretical Framework 
 

Teacher Leadership 
Dimensions (Katzenmeyer & 
Moller, 2009) 

Trust and Distrust (Lewicki 
& Tomlinson, 2003)  

Trust (Bryk & Schneider, 
2003) 

Trust (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 
2003) 
*New teacher vulnerability needs to 
be present in order to trust 

Developmental Focus Performance/Lack of   Competent  

 Predictability/Lack of  Reliability 

  Competencies in teaching  

Recognition  Performance/Lack of  Benevolence 

 Predictability/Lack of  Reliable 

  Ethical commitment   

Collegiality Shared goals/Lack of  Open 

 Shared values/Lack of   

 Shared decision 
making/Lack of 

  

  Extending oneself  

  Social exchange/ 
Share 
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Table 6.  Continued 
 

Teacher Leadership 
Dimensions (Katzenmeyer & 
Moller) 

Trust and distrust (Lewicki 
& Tomlinson, 2003)  

Trust (Bryk & Schneider, 
2003) 

Trust (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 
2003) 
*New teacher vulnerability needs to 
be present in order to trust 

Autonomy Performance/Lack of Competencies in Teaching Competent 

Open Communication Communication/ 
Lack of 

Listening skills Honest/Open 

  Social exchange  

Positive Environment Concern for others/  
Lack of 

 Open 

  Proximity/Lack of Social exchange  
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Part II: Representation of teacher leaders.   In the individual and focus group 

interviews teachers discussed the trust they had in teacher leaders, how trust was reflected in the 

seven Teacher Leadership Dimensions (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009) as well as how they 

perceived their teacher leaders to have the seven Teacher Leadership Dimensions as described by 

Katzenmeyer and Moller (2009).  In analyzing the interviews, key findings from this study 

revealed that all participants felt more competent and capable in their teaching because they 

accessed and received guidance from teacher leaders.  However, after the interviews, it was 

evident that participants’ high scores from the Omnibus T-Scale Survey (Hoy & Tschannen-

Moran, 2003) and the Teacher Leadership School Survey (TLSS) (Katzenmeyer & Katzenmeyer, 

2005) did not compare with the perception new teachers had for formal mentors and academic 

coaches that were employed by the school. 

Key findings suggested that the participants trusted, accessed, and received guidance 

from different teacher leaders in the school.  These key findings were important in understanding 

how new teachers perceived their teacher leaders and therefore gained trust in their teacher 

leaders.  As explained by the participants, both coaches and mentors in the participants’ schools 

were to provide guidance and support to new teachers.  Each school employed a full-time 

mathematics, English language arts, and English language learner coach who were reported to 

guide the teachers in examining student data, coordinate coursework, and share ideas on 

pedagogy.  These coaches did not have a classroom or teaching load.  Each school also employed 

two mentors who were reported to provide curriculum guidance, instructional strategies, monthly 

planning meetings, and help answer any new teachers’ questions.  Mentors received a minimal 

financial incentive for mentoring as their main position was that of full time classroom teacher.  
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Mentors did not always teach in the same grade level or the same discipline and were not always 

in close proximity to the new teachers.   

After analyzing the data it was evident that there was confusion from the participants as 

to whom they perceived as formal teacher leaders.  The results of the interviews suggested that 

new teachers gained the most support from other teachers.  These teachers were not formal 

mentors or academic coaches, but professional peers who supported the needs of the new 

teacher.  As a result, participants spoke to the high levels of trust (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 

2003) they had for their Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment peers (CIA) and their expertise 

as described by the Teacher Leadership Dimensions (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009) and not 

solely of their formal mentors or academic coaches.  Steven, for example, explained that when he 

was completing the survey, he “saw teacher leaders in a broader form of the word” and therefore 

responded to the survey differently than what was expected.  

At the beginning of the school year, mentors requested that each first year teacher choose 

a CIA.  These CIAs were classroom teachers, but did not hold the role of a formal mentor, did 

not receive compensation for the position, but taught similar curricula, grade level, or discipline 

as the new teacher.  The CIAs’ role was to help the new teacher with the demands and struggles 

of being a new teacher as they provided curriculum guidance, instructional strategies, and data 

examination.  Moreover, the CIAs, for most of the participants, were proximal to and taught the 

same subject and grade level as the new teacher.   

Participants reported spending much time with their respective CIA.  The data showed 

that all participants perceived their CIA to be part of the surveys.  The results suggested that data 

from both surveys were not truly representative of the levels of trust new teachers had solely for 

their teacher leaders but indicators of new teachers’ perceptions of CIAs as well.  



97 
 

Although six of the eight participants stated on their initial survey they worked with a 

coach, these six participants stated in their interview that they did not consider their coaches 

when answering the survey questions.  Although Steven had a higher trust score of 4.5 as defined 

by Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (2003) he illustrated the confusion of the survey questions by 

stating “Ah (pause), what kind of coaches?  I almost couldn't tell you who they are.”  Danielle 

also had a high trust score of 5.0 but when asked during her interview why she hadn’t mentioned 

trusting her coaches she stated “I don’t know who my coach would be,” and “I wouldn’t go to 

the coaches only because ….they aren’t useful to me.” 

Similarly, seven of eight participants stated on their survey that they worked with a 

mentor, but when interviewed stated that they rarely or never meet or speak with them.  

Although Elise had a high trust score of 5.8, when asked to clarify her responses to the survey, 

stated: 

I actually wasn’t even thinking of the other two.  I was kind of answering the questions 

with her (CIA) in mind... I kind of felt that as a new teacher the only individual I can go 

to is my personal CIA.   

Jose similarly had a high trust score of 5.3 and echoed Elise’s response: “I was talking about my 

CIA when I talked about my teacher leader.  I never work with them (mentors, coaches). I don’t 

know them.”   

The results also concluded that the CIAs offered more support to the new teachers, 

followed by mentors and coaches.  Ironically, Jeremy had a high trust score of 5.1 but when 

asked about seeking guidance from his formal teacher leaders, he stated “I don’t depend on them 

at all. The way I view the coaches and mentors is if I need them I expect that they will be of 

some value...I haven’t...I don’t go for her to help.” Candy had a higher trust score of a 4.3 but 
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clarified who she sought out and trusted as a teacher leader as she stated: “I think of my CIA as 

my coach and Milka (mentor) as my mentor. So when I think about whether they (coaches) do 

their job well, I am not thinking of my coaches. I don’t think of them.” 

Kellie had a low trust score of 3.2 which suggested she had limited trust (Hoy & 

Tschannen-Moran, 2003) for her teacher leaders.  When the researcher asked who she considered 

the teacher leaders in the school she stated:  

Umm...there is one of the building mentors I talk to...I also have a CIA that I talk to a lot 

and...that is pretty much it...we have coaches.  I may have gone to them before…but...I 

don’t have too many interactions with them. 

Although the scores of the Omnibus T-Scale (Hoy & Tschannen- Moran, 2003) and 

Teacher Leadership Dimensions as defined by Katzenmeyer and Moller (2009) were high among 

all participants, all participants spoke to the CIA position more often than to the perceptions they 

had for academic coaches or mentors.  Key findings suggested that new teachers trusted, 

accessed, and gained more knowledge and skills from these CIAs who did not hold a 

professional teacher leader title but were chosen by the participants as an academic peer to help 

provide guidance and support.  Specifically, CIAs were peers who taught the same subject and 

same grade level and were perceived to be most beneficial in helping to guide the new teachers 

throughout their first three years of service.   

Part III: Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment peers (CIA).    Hallam et al. 

(2012) reported that new teachers’ trust was developed and sustained when they perceived their 

teacher leaders to possess the necessary knowledge and skills to help with their personal 

professional development.  Results revealed that new teachers demonstrated a desire to extend 

trust to colleagues who were competent, willing to communicate effort, inclined to commit to the 
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new teacher, and strive for student success.  As such, results from this research suggested the 

CIAs were most instrumental for participants’ development as CIAs worked in conjunction with 

the new teachers in helping to shape their skills, develop knowledge, and create a supportive 

atmosphere.  What follows is data that shows how CIAs were trusted by new teachers as they 

demonstrated all seven Teacher Leadership Dimensions as defined by Katzenmeyer and Moller 

(2009). 

Developmental focus.   Results indicate that the similarity in grade level and discipline 

between the new teacher and the CIA increased the level of developmental focus a new teacher 

perceived of a teacher leader.  Seven of eight participants chose their CIA because they taught in 

a similar grade level and had discipline expertise.  As a result, for those seven participants, the 

CIA became most instrumental in developing new teacher skills, increasing knowledge, and 

guiding their decision making in matters related to curriculum and instruction.   

 Participants reported depending on their CIA for skills and knowledge they needed to be 

successful as a new teacher. They reported being able to ask the CIA specific questions related to 

grade level and discipline.  Jose reported “If I have an issue she is there to guide me and answer 

the questions...I depend on her... She has great insight into how I should go about things.  She is 

very informed.” 

Furthermore, CIAs were able to provide the best guidance and therefore were able to 

build trusting relationships with the new teachers.  These trusting relationships helped to build 

the skills and knowledge of the new teacher.   Kellie stated that she trusted that her CIA gave her 

proper guidance and direction at any time she pursued her opinion.  Kellie explained why she 

trusts her CIA:  “because she is really knowledgeable about what we teach and I can go to her 

with anything for any questions and she can point me in any direction.” 
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However, when there was a difference in professional expertise between the new teacher 

and the CIA, the new teacher became untrusting of the CIA.  Compared to the positive 

experiences of the other participants, Steven’s experiences with his CIA differed due to the fact 

that his CIA taught a different grade level.  Consequently, Steven regularly sought out other 

teachers to help guide him in his professional work.  Steven gave advice as to how to choose a 

CIA to best fit the needs of any new teachers:  

I would tell the mentors to hook up a teacher with someone who is similar to them at the 

school…same sense of ideas and outlook, so as the years go on, they have someone to 

feel connected to.  

Additionally, during the interviews, participants compared their administrators’ lack of 

skills and knowledge in specific discipline and grade level expertise to that of their CIA.  New 

teachers felt their CIAs had more developmental focus (Katzenmeyer & Katzenmeyer, 2003) 

than administrators.  Therefore, new teachers felt comfortable receiving information from the 

CIAs over the principals in the building.  In an effort to acknowledge why a participant accessed 

a CIA over an administrator for skills and knowledge, Jeremy stated:   

My CIA is more knowledgeable. My administrator didn’t teach what I teach. So in 

teaching you have similar things you look for in the classroom- discipline, how the kids 

behave.  As far as teaching wise, there are different skills that he doesn’t have and 

knowledge that you need to have.  

Kellie echoes this perception and stated: 

There have been times I walked into an administrator and say ‘hey, this doesn’t make 

sense’ and ‘why not?’ and I explain it and they say ‘Oh, my, I had no idea!’  So to me, 
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there is a certain level of information that they need to hold on to and they can’t possibly 

know everything for everybody.   So my CIA I go to for information.  

New teachers were also aware of their administrators’ unfamiliarity with specific subject 

matter and therefore were more comfortable and trusting of their CIAs to guide best practices 

used in the classroom.   Danielle stated that in her classroom her “CIA is more talented than (her) 

administrator.”  Cassandra continues the theme and explains that the limited time administrators 

are in the classroom makes it difficult to trust their expertise in giving advice about teaching 

versus the greater knowledge of a CIA. She states:   

It is typically a ten minute period time during the day. They don’t come in for long.  They 

are getting a short glimpse. When the administration come in it is for a short time.  I 

would take my CIAs advice more than an administrator that is in my room who has never 

taught in my grade or near my grade. I think my CIA is more knowledgeable and could 

help me with my teaching.  

Positive environment.   According to Hoy et al. (2003), professional teacher behaviors, 

including being open, supportive, and cooperative with each other are key to developing trust in 

colleagues.  Trust theorists Lewicki and Tomlinson (2003) assert that trust develops when there 

is a concern for others, and Bryk and Schneider (2003) suggest there needs to be a social 

exchange for a dyad to develop trust.  Results of this study suggested that new teachers 

responded with an emphasis on CIAs’ supportive, approachable, and collaborative behaviors 

when they accomplished professional tasks.  Therefore, within the relationship between the CIA 

and the new teacher, it was evidenced that trust affected new teachers’ perceptions of their CIA 

to respond in a way that reflects Katzenmeyer and Moller’s (2009) definition of positive 

environment. 
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Supportive character traits allowed for new teachers to build positive relationships with 

their CIA and therefore were more satisfied with their work.  From “warm and inviting” to 

“super positive,” the CIAs were perceived as being a peer that new teachers could easily 

approach.  Jose spoke to the positive relationship he had with his CIA: “She seems super happy 

about things that I am bringing into the class and things that she does I like to see too.”  Jose also 

noted that CIAs in the school make an impact on providing a positive environment within the 

school by keeping an upbeat professional attitude. Jose stated: “When you walk around everyone 

says hi. It is a nice positive atmosphere.  It is definitely the CIAs who contribute more than the 

other mentors or teacher coaches.” 

Trust in CIAs’ work ethic provided for a positive work environment allowing participants 

and CIAs to work collaboratively and be proactive in order to accomplish common tasks.  

Jeremy stated that he and his CIA “work strongly as a team and that they cover for each 

other.”Danielle explained the collaborative relationship she has with her CIA: 

I think my CIA, if we have common issues within the building that need to be dealt with, 

she definitely would be proactive...we would work as a team in order to accomplish the 

task as best we could. We may not accomplish it, but we would work together.  

Moreover, supportive structures provided by the CIA allowed participants to trust their 

CIA with information more so than any other teacher leader in the school.  Jose stated “Any 

issue I have, I talk to her. (Smiling) If I am telling her about an issue, it’s not like she is going to 

go run around and tell.” 

Proximity was a factor in building trust between the CIA and new teachers.  According to 

Wang and Fulton (2012) teachers seek support and build dependency on teacher leaders as the 

frequency of the interactions increase.  Because CIAs were proximal to the new teachers, the two 
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were able to spend much time together discussing and working on teacher related issues.  As 

such, dependency on part of the new teacher occurred and thus trust (Lewicki & Tomlinson, 

2003) developed.  Cassandra explained that her relationship with her CIA “is wonderful” 

because she is “right next door” and “easily accessible.”  Cassandra explains having her CIA 

next door: “I think it is very convenient…from the first day we have been very close. She 

welcomed me when I was setting up the classroom.  I think having her so close does makes a 

difference.”  She continues:  

I don’t turn to the coaches. I turn to my CIA more so and more quickly. Maybe because it 

is proximity. My CIA is next door to me so it is easier to open the door and say “Hey, the 

kids aren’t getting this concept and how would you teach it?” Otherwise, you would have 

to email, connect with them and track them down somehow and find them. 

Open communication.  Within the relationship between the two it was evident that the 

presence of trust affected new teachers’ being able to share information with teacher leaders 

through what Katzenmeyer and Moller (2009) define as open communication. All participants 

had a relationship with their CIA in which they felt their conversations were trusted and 

therefore would openly communicate and confide in matters of importance.  Jose stated 

“Anytime I had a question I would talk to (my CIA).”  Kellie, during her one-on-one interview 

also elaborated on confiding to her CIA by stating: 

I trust that she (CIA) has my best interest when she gives me an answer. She and I can 

share different experiences and talk about what is going on and she comes to me to ask 

questions.  It is a mutual understanding. 

Jeremy reiterated the ability to openly communicate with his CIA:    
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She has really in times gone out of her way to keep me abreast in areas I may have not 

understood as well or know to do or how to do something.  Just giving me advice and 

asking me if I am familiar or what this is, or if we are going to have a meeting- why don't 

you come- we would love for you to come- and if you have questions let us know- just 

very open. (She is) someone I can go to if I had a question and she would give me a level 

straight answer. She is that kind of person and she helps me on things in school and non-

academic things like charitable things for organizations. She is involved and cares about 

people. So...I know that I can go to her. There were times that I had a question...I know I 

can go to her and ask advice, or just to clarify, make sure I understand something correct.  

Additionally, six of the eight participants formed friendships with their CIA not only at 

work but outside of the school environment.  In fact, all participants discussed matters with their 

CIAs on a daily basis. Being in a location that was proximal to the CIA allowed for more 

interactions.  The time spent with their CIAs created a trusting environment in which the dyad 

was able to be open and honest with each other.  Cassandra explained her professional and 

friendship status with her CIA: 

We have become friends as well as coworkers. So she is there to support me. We text 

outside of school as well. My whole team has a friendship outside of the school so it 

makes it easier to come to school when you have friends as well as coworkers. 

Collegiality.  Results suggested that new teachers initiated collaborative efforts regarding 

student related matters and teaching strategies.  CIAs participated in lesson planning, shared 

resources and collaborated on instructional matters.  As trust has been shown to create conditions 

that are conducive for individuals to initiate and sustain higher levels of engagement (Tarter et 

al., 1989), it can be stated that new teachers trusted their CIAs.    
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New teachers reported that CIAs supported them through observations more than mentors 

or coaches.  CIAs gave advice regarding teaching strategies after observing lessons.  Because 

CIAs behaved in this manner, they were trusted and gained the respect by new teachers more 

than other teacher leaders.  As described by Elise:   

I want them (coaches) to initially come into my room and say you did a great job with 

this and this but you need to work on this and this…I feel like we don’t get a whole lot of 

that and I feel like it’s the trust factor.  I trust (my CIA) more because she has done these 

things for me.” 

Participants perceived their CIAs to be crucial to their professional career because they 

consistently shared grade level resources, ideas and information. Cassandra stated about her CIA: 

“She is constantly putting resources on my computer during the day. I don't know what I would 

have done without her this year.”  New teachers appreciated the guidance they received and 

readily accepted the information from their CIA.  One participant explained that as a new teacher 

he was eager to do things “his way,” but after taking advice from his CIA after she observed one 

of his classes, his repertoire changed.  Jose stated about his CIAs role in leading him to be a 

better educator: “Now she has changed me.” 

Recognition.  Trust theorists assert that when it is predicted (Lewicki & Tomlinson, 

2003) that one will perform to one’s capabilities, and it is perceived that one’s performance is 

reliable (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003) trust between members in a dyad develops.  Findings 

from this study suggested a correlation between new teachers’ high trust for their CIAs and 

recognition of the roles and the contributions they made to new teacher development.  New 

teachers reported that CIAs were most instrumental in guiding the new teacher with the 

necessary skills and knowledge, support, structure, and friendship as they created an “open door 
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policy” where they welcomed a “pop in” by the new teachers to discuss any issues or concerns 

throughout their first three years of service. 

Key to these findings is that the position of the CIA was similar to the job description, 

discipline and work responsibilities of the new teacher.  Cassandra explained that she recognized 

the strength in the CIA position due to the “more specific stuff” her CIA provided.  Kellie 

recognized her CIAs assets by stating that “she sees things from the perspective that I am usually 

coming from.”  

Participants acknowledged and gave respect to the CIA position as being instrumental in 

job satisfaction and retention as well.  For example, Cassandra questioned whether or not to stay 

in the profession after her first year of service.  When asked what changed her mind about 

teaching she stated “I think it is the support, the knowledge and the resources that you have to go 

to.  These people (CIAs) that know the profession and have been in the profession that can help 

you.”  Cassandra continued to recognize her CIAs capabilities and explained how her CIA was 

recommended to her by her mentor: 

My mentor knew me for a day and then paired me with whom she thinks would be good. 

My mentor knows her work ethic so I think she is a great second grade teacher. I was 

paired with her because she was knowledgeable…She has been phenomenal! It worked. I 

am sure I wasn’t paired with another in the second grade because maybe they don’t work 

as hard or are as knowledgeable as (my CIA). 

Similarly, when asked what Jose would have done without the guidance of his CIA during the 

first years of service, he stated that “It would be tough to work every day.”   He continued to 

discuss his respect for his CIA during his second year of service and stated “I think back to my 
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first and second year teaching. It was hard.  We helped each other, but I think I would have 

struggled a lot more if I didn’t have her this year…She is very important.”  

Ironically, although CIAs were instrumental in acclimating and supporting new teachers 

to the school environment, curricula, lesson plans and testing procedures, results indicate that 

CIAs were not well known  for their work by other teachers in the building and therefore were 

not recognized for the benefits they provided to the new teacher. Kellie stated, the CIAs “fly 

under the radar. “  As a result, other teachers in the building did not know the relationship 

between the CIA and the new teacher nor its benefits and therefore did not recognize the need for 

the new teacher to spend time with the CIA. This resulted in a negatively perceived 

acknowledgement of the relationship by the new teacher. Cassandra stated the perceived 

negative remarks from other teachers as they witnessed her speaking with her CIA.  She stated 

“what are they chit chatting about! Why are they hanging out together?”  

All eight participants explained that the lack of acknowledgement of the CIAs’ position 

by others teachers is perceived as detrimental to the CIA-new teacher relationship.  For example, 

because Kellie accessed her CIA almost on a daily basis, other teachers commented negatively 

about the two being together much of the time.  Kellie insisted that she benefited from the 

knowledge of the CIA-new teacher relationship. These same eight participants thought that their 

CIA should receive more acknowledgement than their position allows.  However, it was 

perceived that the CIAs did their job not for the recognition, but for fulfillment.  According to 

Jose, “ It would be nice to give them (CIA) more recognition, but maybe they don’t want 

recognition and they just want to help and that is why they are teachers and not coaches.” 

Participation.  New teachers perceived the CIA to be actively involved in making 
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decisions and having input on important matters which correlated to Katzenmeyer and Moller’s 

(2009) definition of the Teacher Leadership Dimension of participation.  According to Lewicki 

and Tomlinson’s (2003) theory on trust, new teachers developed trust when they shared values, 

goals and similar struggles with their CIA.  Therefore, results suggested that new teachers’ high 

trust in their CIAs resulted in the participants seeking out their CIAs, knowing they would find 

resolution to problems they shared as professionals.  As Jose explained: 

My CIA and I have similar struggles, seemingly unresolved for extended periods of time. 

So just knowing that when something comes up related to that specific issue, and I go 

there, she knows exactly what I am talking about. She may end up down here in my room 

because we are dealing with the same issue and she wants to talk about the issue.  

Again, the theme of sharing a similar job description allowed trust to grow between the  

CIAs and the new teacher participants.  Because the CIA and the new teacher share a job 

description, new teachers perceived the CIAs to be willing to work together to solve similar 

issues. As Danielle explained:  

The CIA does the same job you do so they can relate to the struggles you have and you 

can relate to them and their struggles...I think my CIA, if we have common issues within 

the building that need to be dealt with, she definitely would be proactive.  We would 

work as a team in order to accomplish the task as best we could. We may not accomplish 

it, but we would work together. 

Autonomy.  CIAs were reported by participants to be autonomous in their position. In 

contrast to the well-defined positions of the mentors and coaches, the position of CIA had no 

strict guidelines as to how to guide the new teachers (See Appendix K).  As a result, CIAs were 

perceived by the new teachers to be flexible, self-sufficient and able to make important decisions 
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that directed new teachers in the methods that best supported their needs.  Additionally, new 

teachers’ perceptions of their CIAs followed along with what trust theorists Lewicki and 

Tomlinson (2003) state to be important in building trust between individuals.  Lewicki and 

Tomlinson (2003) would contend that trust is built when another is perceived to be competent in 

making decisions of important matters.  Thus, over the first few months of the new teachers’ 

careers, the relationship between the CIA and new teachers developed to a point where the new 

teacher trusted the CIAs opinions to make important decisions that would affect the new 

teachers’ professional career.  Jose spoke to the autonomy of his CIA:   

 My (CIA) does have a voice. If anyone could make a change, she would be the one to go 

to the principal. She is the opposite of saying “don’t even bother.” If there is something 

that she wants to be done, she doesn’t care how loud she is in order to get things done. It 

is good. She is the first one out there to fight for what we need. 

Although new teachers reported that they typically rely on their own efforts, judgment 

and intuition, participants perceived the CIAs to be able to provide leadership advice to the new 

teacher.  New teachers reported that they asked for advice from their CIAs before asking advice 

of any other teacher leader and trusted the CIA to properly guide them throughout their first 

years of teaching.  Jose specified his reasoning for seeking advice from his CIA and stated that 

“she has great insight into how I should go about things... She is very informed.”   Additionally, 

Kellie spoke to how she made important decisions and placed trust in her CIA:  

My CIA is very supportive if that needs to happen and usually I talk to her before I do it. 

If I asked her to come and have that conversation with me, she absolutely would. Because 

my program is specific, if I need something done, I take it on myself. But the support 

from my CIA is there. It is easier to go in and ask for something when you have already 
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had a constructive conversation about it and they tell you are not crazy. They (CIAs) tell 

you that you have all your ducks in a row before you have the opportunity to talk to the 

administration. 

New teachers reported that their CIAs were able to remove barriers for the new teacher, 

as they helped them through some of their most challenging times.  In this example, Elise, who 

had been very sick in the beginning of her first year, reported not knowing how to go about the 

procedure of asking to be relieved of her teaching duties to go home.  Her CIA was instrumental 

as she guided Elise and made a decision that was in Elise’s best interest and not in the best 

interest of the principal:   

I mentioned something to (my CIA).  I was sick and I didn’t know what to do...sign 

out…or not. She instructed me to use my half day card. So I went to the office and when 

I went to the principal and said I need to sign out she took it in a negative way and she 

had said that those cards are only if needed. I said I need it today and my whole team 

noticed how sick I was. The principal said she couldn’t find coverage and that I should 

have called in sick. I told her I thought I could have made it through the day and if I had 

known how sick I was I wouldn’t have come in and I would have stayed home. When I 

went upstairs I was really discouraged and I didn’t think I should leave and should stay. I 

was going to call the principal and tell her I would stay. (My CIA) instructed me to leave 

and that it would all work out. So it was nice. I was glad she was there. 

It was evident that the CIAs were trusted with valuable information as they provided the 

support that new teachers needed in their first three years of professional growth.  As Cassandra 

stated “I think that when I talk to her I know what I say is going to stay between us.  It means a 

lot.” 
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Summary.  Key findings reflected high levels of perceived Teacher Leadership 

Dimensions as defined by Katzenmeyer and Moller (2009) by the participants of their CIAs.  As 

such, results suggested that new teachers had trust in their CIAs and that a trusting relationship 

between members of the dyad existed.  Data showed a spirit of mutual respect and caring that 

existed between new teachers and their CIAs.  Respect for the CIA by the participants resulted in 

the CIA to be perceived as one who was supportive, approachable and collaborative.  New 

teachers shared confidential information, asked input on important matters, and depended on 

their CIA to guide them in developing their skills and knowledge as it related to teaching and 

student success.  New teachers pursued the guidance and support of the CIA because they were 

proximal, readily available and had specific discipline and grade level expertise.  Finally, the 

results suggested that high levels of trust for the CIAs by the participants created relationships 

between the two that increased job satisfaction for the participants.  

Part IV: Mentors.  Results revealed that mentors were less likely than CIAs to gain trust 

by the new teacher.  As evidenced in the researcher’s literature review, strong trust levels are 

necessary for relationships between new teachers and teacher leaders to grow.  According to 

Tschannen-Moran and Hoy’s (1998) theory on trust, if new teachers perceived themselves to be 

vulnerable, they would reach out to the mentors.  Because the participants’ needs were met by 

their CIAs, the participants did not feel vulnerable and therefore did not have a need to build a 

strong relationship with their mentor.  As such, results from this research suggested the mentors 

were perceived to be less effective in helping new teachers develop skills and knowledge, and 

creating a supportive atmosphere for new teachers.  What follows is data that shows how 

mentors were trusted by new teachers as they demonstrated seven dimensions of teacher 

leadership. 
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Developmental focus.   Key findings suggested that new teachers accessed their mentors 

more during their first year in their profession.  Mentors were the first teacher leaders assigned to 

new teachers to assist them in the development of their skills and introduce them to their new 

surroundings.   According to Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (2003), because the participants were 

new to their positions and were vulnerable, they perceived their mentors to be competent and 

therefore relied on them.  Mentors became a vital resource for the participants in the beginning 

of their careers in regards to gaining knowledge about the policies and procedures of the 

organization as well as learning new skills necessary to be a skillful teacher. Jose stated of his 

mentor: “I think that if I did need something, she would be someone I would go to and ask an 

opinion.” Cassandra expressed how she perceived her mentor to be competent in her profession 

and therefore trusted her mentor as an asset to her professional development:  

I feel like there is somebody (mentor) who has been here for a long time, who you think 

has their act together, and you think, ‘Oh, gosh I don’t have my act together’...no, it’s not 

that I don’t have my act together it is just that nobody can get to this, or it is unattainable, 

or it is happening for everybody, or it isn’t just because I haven’t figured out the right 

method or have myself organized the right way.  It isn’t just me. 

Participants’ comments demonstrated that they perceived mentors to be eager to help 

guide the new teacher and, as Jose stated, “talk about what is working.”  Kellie explained in 

more detail the type of assistance and guidance she received from her mentor: 

A lot of timelines, how to(s), where to get things, umm...a lot of the stuff I didn’t know 

that I didn’t know. For example, in the beginning of the year she came to me and said 

‘here is a whole packet for you, here is what I want you to do to keep track of certain 

information and this is when I want it by.’  She would come and check on it. It is very 
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helpful to have someone in the building who knows the ins and outs of where to get 

something, the types of things I need help with…I got a lot of what I needed from her last 

year, the general need to know stuff.  Now I am looking for the more specific stuff I need 

from the CIA.  

Results also suggested that new teachers understood that the purpose of their mentor was  

to provide advice regarding teaching strategies.  New teachers welcomed mentors’ advice on 

teacher skill-building especially during the first few months of their first year teaching.  As 

Danielle explained:  

Most of the time she (her mentor) would compare what we are doing to what she is 

doing.  She can look at a lesson I am doing here and relate it to what she is teaching at a 

different level.  She can give me an idea of something else I could do.  She never really 

had any negative feedback.  She may say ‘You can try this, or try using this, or use this 

book’ but nothing negative.   

Additionally, participants demonstrated awareness of the difficulty in working with the 

mentors due to dissimilar teaching backgrounds.  Six of the eight participants had mentors who 

were not assigned to teach the same discipline or the same grade level.  New teachers perceived 

these mentors to lack the skills and knowledge necessary to trust their guidance in areas 

involving developmental focus.  The differences in teaching backgrounds made the participants 

want to seek out others who had similar experiences in teaching.  Jeremy, a special education 

teacher, stated that he “would go to people who are in (his) direct department more so for 

advice” because, he stated, “mentors are regular classroom teachers. Um...I mean this is a 

classroom, but it is a different program.”  Steven expressed how he navigates the mentors’ 

recommendations even though they teach dissimilar curricula and grade levels.  He stated he has 
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“to glean how they feel with their personal perspective and how it is really going to affect 

(him).”   

The ability to encourage new teachers is a characteristic of developmental focus as  

defined by Katzenmeyer and Moller (2009).  Results suggested that mentors did encourage new 

teachers and therefore new teachers trusted and appreciated the advice.  Steven stated that his 

mentor had a positive attitude and would say to him and the other new teachers “you can do a 

good job! You can have fun; I am sure, good luck. I hope that goes well for you.”  Danielle also 

expressed her trust for her mentor as it related to received advice:  

She isn’t afraid to tell you what we are good at and what we are not good at.  

Someone that always tells you that everything is fantastic- nothing is always fantastic… 

It’s not like she is mean.  She is helpful. 

However, four of the eight participants expressed their lack of trust for their mentor even 

though these mentors had positive attitudes towards the new teachers.  Mentors were perceived 

to be working for the principal and not the new teacher.  For this reason, new teachers were 

discrete with whom they shared information about themselves in fear of being exposed by the 

mentor.  Regarding this point, Kellie stated “I am very cautious who I talk to for what and 

when.”  Jose explained his caution when speaking to his mentor as well: 

It wasn’t like I was giving her my deepest darkest secrets. It was like I just had 

conversations about what is working.  She was more just there if I had a question about 

anything within the system.  

Participants expressed that having a mentor available to guide the new teachers during a 

vulnerable time was, as Steven stated, “comforting.”   However, it was well known by the 

participants that mentors received an extra stipend for their position and therefore the 
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relationship between the mentor and the new teacher was perceived by the new teacher as forced. 

 Therefore, new teachers didn’t always trust that the mentors would provide the specific skill set 

or knowledge new teachers deemed necessary and beneficial.  Steven stated:  

In the past when I started with the mentor program I did depend on them for a lot of 

things.  There were a lot of questions, but they were getting paid, so I knew it was in their 

job description. 

Finally, new teachers perceived that minimal time was spent between them and their 

mentors during the first year. Participants stated that mentors would meet once a month and 

share ideas and information regarding general school policies and teaching issues.  As such, all 

eight new teachers reported they accessed their CIA more than their mentor.  As such, the limited 

amount of time the mentors spent with the new teachers reflected the trust new teachers had of 

their mentors in regard to skill building.  

Positive environment.  Perceptions of positive relationships between the mentor and 

principal were perceived to benefit the new teacher.  New teachers requested guidance related to 

administrative policies and procedures and expected that their mentor would speak on behalf of 

the new teacher to the principal.  Steven spoke to how he used the mentors during his first year in 

regard to helping him plan his concerts:  

They helped me out with interpersonal relationships with administration and other 

teachers...I come out and say this is my situation...like when I need to get my kids 

together for a concert and I needed to see the kids together and the teachers are giving me 

a hard time, and the administration is backing the teachers up, but I need them.  How far 

do I push? So the mentors told me, send an email with specifics, told me what I can get 
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away with. But if I push it too far I need to make sure I maintain a good relationship with 

everybody.  

Participants also utilized mentors to gain information about decisions being made by their 

principals.  Results suggested that new teachers trusted the mentor not to disclose questions they 

had about processes and procedures with administrators.  Elise explained her perception of trust 

in this matter:  

If I have a question about what is going on with administration, I would hope that she 

would keep that confidential, which she has in the past…I have said something to her in 

confidence and...I hope that she wouldn’t go running to them with what I said.  I 

wouldn’t want them to get the wrong impression...If I say there is something I have an 

issue with or I don’t agree with (what) administration is doing, I will ask her about it and 

see if it is procedure and it is the way things work...I feel confident that she won’t go 

back and tell them that ‘oh she asked that.’ 

However, Elise also noted a genuine concern her principal had for her receiving guidance 

from her mentor.  Elise noted of her principal:  “He (principal) is really great at asking questions 

if (my mentor) is being helpful in any way...I think he (principal) is genuinely interested in it and 

wants to know things are running smoothly.”  However, Elise questioned her principal’s motives 

when he asked Elise’s opinion of her mentor.   She recognized that the relationship between the 

mentor and the principal wasn’t as strong as she assumed.    

In some ways I feel it is a good thing because he is questioning me to get my opinion of it 

and in another way he doesn’t know if (my mentor) is being helpful. But I think he 

should know (laughter).  
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Mentors were perceived to complain about the school and their position which led new 

teachers to believe that they are not respected by administration.  Participants stated that “the 

mentors are as jaded as any other teacher,” they don’t have “the happy fun perspective of 

teaching,” and mentors complained that “it was them against everything: the administration, the 

other teachers.” These perceptions limited the trust new teachers had in their mentors because 

mentors were “look(ing) out for themselves first.”  Steven elaborated:  

I can tell from their talk about how the administration treats them that they feel 

underwater. They just want to teach the kids and they don’t know how they are going to 

get through it.  They felt like they were always messing up and one of them was looking 

for a new job...They were happy that I was in teaching. But if push comes to shove, they 

would back themselves up before helping me out. I can’t see a situation where they 

would say I did the right thing.  But they would say I did mess up and maybe this was 

him and kind of pushing it off on someone else to protect themselves.  It’s kind of the 

idea that people will make sure that they keep a job and they look good at the end of the 

day and if anything else around them goes awry, then they make sure that they are 

protected...When there is a fire, he will run for the door.  No matter how much we 

practice.  People are people, they are going to protect himself.  I haven’t worked with 

many people, but a lot of the teachers everywhere are nice to you in the hallways, and 

they smile, but while I am here, don’t mess me up.  They want to keep their job, so 

people are kind of scared and they react. 

Open communication.  According to trust theorists Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (2003),  

for there to be trust, one person needs to perceive that the other is open and honest. Without the 

perception of the other possessing these traits, trust does not exist.  Results suggested that all 
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eight participants perceived that their mentors were honest and open when participating in 

sending and receiving information relevant to the effective function of the school.  For example, 

Steven spoke of his trust for his mentors:  

I thought they were actually really good about that.  One of the things I liked about them 

was that they were open and honest and they weren't’ callous and...they weren't too kind 

about things…kind of like.  ‘I am not going to be a jerk to them, but I am not going to say 

everything you do is fantastic.’  They would say this is what is happening in the school. 

 (My peers) and others in the same program with me, it was good, because every time we 

had a problem, and asked how we could deal with it, they were happy to help us.  

Additionally, Candy explained how her mentor, after the first meeting of the school year 

with their principal, was vital in supporting the new teachers’ needs by being honest and open 

with the principal: 

For a new teacher the message that was given at our opening segment by the principal 

was negative.  We were open with her and she brought it to administration in a positive 

way.  It is difficult for a new teacher to hear something like this just coming into the 

building.  She brought it to our administrator and there were apologies.  She is always 

looking out for us. 

However, results suggested that lack of communication was a reason for participants to 

report the limitation of perceiving their mentors to be as open and honest.  According to Lewicki 

& Tomlinson (2003), when there is a perception of lack of communication by one person, trust is 

limited.  Jose reported that “there isn’t much communication with my mentor or coach. I mean 

we had a meeting in the beginning of the year, but nothing else,” and for these reasons he 
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wouldn’t go to his mentor unless it was for some “stupid things” like asking about sick days or 

procedures.   

Collegiality.  Results suggested that mentors were perceived by participants to  

collaborate on instructional methods, student related matters and strategies as the mentors shared 

materials and completed observations with the participants.  According to Darling-Hammond 

(2003), by leveraging trust, the mentors helped create a collaborative environment in which new 

teachers were willing to commit to their profession and work with their mentor to achieve greater 

teaching skills and knowledge.  Jeremy explained that his mentors “have gone out of their way at 

times to get the new teachers their materials that may be helpful” and that “they give us advice 

(and) demonstrate things.”  

However, although new teachers were to be observed by mentors as part of their 

mentoring experience, interactions were few and as little as once during the first year of 

teaching.  As a result, all eight participants indicated that the mentors provided less guidance and 

support as it related to student achievement than their CIA but more than that of the coach. 

Nonetheless, all participants but Steven welcomed the minimal advice of their mentor as they 

trusted that the mentors had the new teachers’ best interests in mind.  New teachers stated they 

wanted to “grow” as a teacher and improve their teaching techniques.  The minimal exposure 

they had with mentors in collaborating on teaching techniques was well received.  Jeremy stated: 

The mentor came in one time, and I didn’t ask for her help, but it was a scheduled event 

in the first month and she gave me one piece of feedback which I found valuable and 

something I was meaning to get to as I was aware of it.  She put it in my head again and 

said that I need to make sure it is there.  It was a daily goal.  It pushed me to make it a 

priority.  So that was fine.   
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Recognition.  Results suggested that participants perceived that mentors performed well 

at their duties, were predictable (Lewicki & Tomlinson, 2003), reliable, benevolent (Hoy & 

Tschannen-Moran, 2003), and showed commitment to their work (Bryk & Schneider, 2003). 

These traits, as defined by the theoretical framework of this study, allowed for the mentors to be 

trusted by the new teachers.  Participants stated that their mentors did their job “very well,” and 

they “go beyond” what they needed to do to help new teachers excel.  Results suggested that 

seven of eight participants recognized that their mentors were hard workers.  The participants 

stated that they trusted the mentors and perceived their mentors to be “team” members working 

towards common goals.   For example, when asked which teacher leader she trusted more, 

Danielle, a special education teacher, recognized her mentor first and then her CIA.  Danielle 

explained that she trusted her mentor not because of her specific content area, but for her “global 

understanding of how the culture of the school works.”  When asked to elaborate on which 

teacher leader she trusted, Danielle stated: 

I guess with (my mentor) I trust her more.  I trust her more for the overarching everything 

way whereas my peer across the hall I trust her for special ed. questions; more specific in 

a limited focus. I trust (my mentor) under the umbrella for everything.  My CIA is the 

person I would go to for specific questions related to preschool.  But if I had a building 

question I would ask my CIA too, but I would ask (my mentor) too. 

Participants recognized their mentors’ predictability and reliability as teacher leaders.  

For new teachers, it was important that they had “someone you can go to” to support them on a 

consistent basis. Cassandra explains:  

It is more known who the mentors are than the CIA because they have been more 

consistent and working in the system and she has been doing it for quite some time.  
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She was my CIAs mentor when she came in years ago.  In the lower school the 

consistency matters. 

Additionally, results suggested all eight participants trusted their mentors more than their 

coaches because mentors were perceived to possess all the traits of recognition as defined by 

Katzenmeyer and Moller (2009). Statements such as “I think they (mentors) do a lot more than 

coaches” and “teachers say go talk to the mentor, you don’t hear them say go talk to the coaches” 

were commonly stated throughout the interview process.  In fact, participants felt that mentors 

“don’t get much recognition” and that they would benefit from and “deserve more.” 

Participation.  Results suggested that four participants perceived the mentors to be  

actively involved in making decisions and having input on important matters which correlated to 

Katzenmeyer and Moller’s (2009) definition of the Teacher Leadership Dimension of 

participation.  Additionally, Lewicki and Tomlinson’s (2003) theory on trust asserts that new 

teachers developed trust when they shared values, goals, and similar struggles on important 

matters with their mentor.   Interestingly, the results suggested a division in perception among 

participants in each school. Even though the new teachers shared the same mentors, two from 

each school perceived to share goals, decisions and values with their mentors, while two 

participants in the same school did not. 

Participants expressed the ability of the mentors to listen, redirect and give honest 

answers when helping the new teacher to make decisions.  These qualities were perceived to be 

necessary and important for the new teacher.  Danielle stated of her mentor that she “can ask her 

anything” and that “she will give me an honest answer.”   Candy discussed the trust she has for 

her mentor: 
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With (my mentor) you know...if you have any issue and you go to her with the issue and 

you want her to only be the listener that is where it ends.  But if you want her to be a 

mediator...she will go between. She is great at doing that.  Like when I need something 

done, and I can’t come out and say it myself.  So if you are open with the idea, she would 

be that mediator.  If not, and you just want to vent, you know you can trust her to listen. 

However, the decision making capabilities of their mentors as described by other 

participants were not as positive.  Working relationships were compared to those of their CIAs. 

Participants stated that because they did not work with their mentors on a regular basis, they 

perceived that goals, values, and decision making were not shared.  Participants perceived that 

the mentors could be trusted with making decisions but they indicated that they would not access 

mentors for important matters.  Cassandra elaborated when asked whether or not she relies on 

her mentors as much as her CIA: 

I would say no. Because I don't know her as well. I talk to her not as much. I don't talk to 

her one a daily basis, but a weekly basis. I think she is a very trustworthy person, it’s not 

that I wouldn’t confide in her, it is just that I don’t. 

Furthermore, Kira stated that she doesn’t recognize her mentors as someone who she is about to 

go to make important decisions.  She elaborated:  

Going to my mentor didn’t even cross my mind. This is going to sound bad but she is my 

housekeeping person. Who do I speak to for whatever, where do I get this, and what do I 

do.  She is like an administrative assistant. 

Autonomy.  Norman and Feiman-Nemser (2005) found that although many factors 

affected the development of the new teacher, trust in a relationship with teacher leaders had been 

found to greatly contribute to how new teachers viewed their success.  Results of this study 
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suggested that all eight participants perceived their mentors to have no autonomy and therefore 

lacked trust in the belief that their mentors had the power to remove the barriers that affected the 

new teacher.  

Although all participants stated that their mentor was initially perceived to support the 

new teacher and connected with supportive resources, all eight participants perceived that their 

mentors had no voice in challenging school policy or being instrumental in creating the 

necessary changes new teachers perceived would be helpful to their success.  Cassandra 

explained that when she needed help speaking to classroom teachers about her special education 

students, she was ill received.  She commented that she would have appreciated “a bridge to the 

general ed. teachers” and that “it would be that my mentor could help (with) that piece.” 

However, her mentor didn’t support her with these issues as much as she would like and 

therefore she felt isolated and not in control of her students’ learning.  Cassandra commented on 

the desire to build relationships with other teachers and her perception of limited support by her 

mentor to help with this specific issue:  

I need it (relationships) to be successful.  My success directly affects the kid’s success; 

just making things easy for kids.  I don’t want others’ negative thoughts about me to be 

reflected upon the kids and I don’t’ know what to do about that. That is one of the 

difficult things about being a new teacher...some relationships come along and some do 

not.  It is too bad the mentoring program didn’t help to build all that stuff.  

Participants agreed that mentors, although they may have a good working relationship 

and are “definitely respected” by their principal, did not try to approach their principal to remove 

barriers that affected the new teacher. The mentors, as explained by Danielle “listened to my 

ideas and said ‘let’s talk to administration’, but the barriers aren’t removed.  I think the mentors 
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don’t try to change things.”  Danielle elaborated on her frustration with her mentor not being 

able to create change: “To be able to go to someone and have them as a resource is fine, but I 

wish I could have them to remove a barrier.”  

Due to lack of autonomy, participants indicated they sought the advice of a mentor as 

they would a “housekeeping person” or a “cruise director.”  For example, Kellie gave an 

example of what any mentor would say to a new teacher: “this is where you park, bathroom is 

down the hall, and you need to be here at this time.”  Ironically, knowing they had no mentor to 

help remove barriers, new teachers learned to remove barriers for themselves within their own 

classroom.  As stated by Cassandra, “You do what you can in your classroom and your 

environment. That is all you can do.” 

Summary.  Key findings reflected participants’ lower levels of trust as they perceived 

that their mentors did not possess many of the Teacher Leadership Dimensions as defined by 

Katzenmeyer and Moller (2009).  Additionally, new teachers perceived that their mentors 

possessed fewer Teacher Leadership Dimensions (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009) than their 

CIAs.  As such, results suggested that a strong trusting relationship between members of the 

dyad did not exist.  However, data reflected a spirit of mutual respect and caring that existed 

between new teachers and their mentors typically during their first year of teaching.  After that, 

participants minimally sought after their mentors for advice and guidance.    

Mentors were perceived to be less than capable to provide continued support in areas of 

curriculum support and teaching techniques due to different teaching responsibilities.  New 

teachers minimally shared confidential information, asked input on important matters, and 

depended on their mentor to guide them in developing their skills and knowledge as it related to 

teaching and student success.  However, participants spoke to the high level of skills and 
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knowledge mentors had over the building principals.  The results suggested that levels of trust 

for the mentors by the participants created relationships between the two that minimally 

increased job satisfaction for the participants. 

Part V: Coach.  According to Grovier (1994), distrust is defined as “lack of confidence 

in the other” and “a concern that the other…does not care about one’s welfare” (p. 240).  Data 

from this research study suggested that all eight participants trusted their academic coaches that 

were employed by the school less than their CIAs or mentors because they perceived their 

academic coaches were not addressing or attending to their needs.  Additionally, new teachers 

did not demonstrate the desire to extend trust to their coaches because coaches were perceived to 

be less than competent to provide specific academic support, lacked effort, or commitment to the 

new teacher, or didn’t share similar values or goals.  Furthermore, according to Lewicki and 

Tomlinson’s (2003) theory on distrust, vulnerability needs to exist for these new teachers to trust 

in their coaches.  Because the new teachers in this study had gained the support of and placed 

their trust in their CIA and mentor as the year progressed, they did not feel vulnerable and as 

such did not establish trusting relationships with their coaches.  Therefore, these results 

suggested that coaches were not as instrumental in the professional development of the 

participants as the CIAs and mentors.  What follows is data that specifies how academic coaches 

were not perceived to provide the necessary skills, knowledge and supportive atmosphere that 

were recognized as essential in developing trust between the coaches and the new teacher 

participants.    

Developmental focus.  Trust theorists (Bryk & Schneider, 2003; Hoy & Tschannen-

Moran, 2003; Lewicki & Tomlinson, 2003) contend that without the perception of another’s 

competencies in performance or reliability, distrust exists.  Key findings from this research 
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indicated that all eight participants perceived their coach did not provide all the academic support 

that new teachers wanted and considered necessary.  Although participants perceived their 

coaches to be helpful if utilized, the trust new teachers had in their coaches to provide academic 

support was minimal. 

Participants stated that their coaches did provide some necessary resources in the first 

few months of the school year.  Resources consisted of students’ performance data, curricula 

support materials, and technical information.  For example, Cassandra stated how her coaches 

supported her in her first year:  

My ELL coach has helped me with my language and content objectives because it is 

completely new to me.  My math coach has helped me set up different programs to help 

with fluency and set up the continental math league for the higher level students. The 

literacy coach had checked in and made sure I had all the materials I needed.  I didn’t 

have any phonics books so she gave me a copy of that.  

However, although accessible upon request, and helpful in providing some direction, materials 

and resources, participants noted that they needed more from their coaches in order for the 

coaches to be perceived as supportive.   Participants compared the position of a coach to that of 

‘just a resource’ or a ‘library’.   As such, participants were perceived by the researcher to be 

dissatisfied at the ways in which the coaches were limited in providing support to them. Elise 

noted this about her coaches: “besides giving curriculum to everybody, they haven’t come in and 

done anything beneficial.”   Candy, disappointed by the lack of coaching support stated:  

I always thought that a coach was that, a coach. And I think the school has made the 

coach that job:  more research based, something administration should be doing because 

they seem to do a lot of research on material...It’s not so much the materials we need. 
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Additionally, because academic coaches employed by the school did not have similar 

teaching backgrounds in discipline or grade level, the participants felt it difficult to obtain proper 

information regarding specific grade level or discipline information from the coaches. 

Furthermore, participants were discouraged that coaches were not teaching in a classroom and 

therefore were out of touch regarding skills and knowledge needed to successfully teach 

students.  Therefore, new teachers “haven’t a need to go to them (coaches) so much” stated 

Jeremy.  Cassandra compared the limitations of her coaches to the strengths of her CIA and 

mentor stating “I don't think they (coaches) have the skills that I need, whereas my mentor and 

CIA, who are at my grade level, have the skills and knowledge.”  Additionally, participants 

expressed disappointment that coaches were assigned to assist all other teaching staff in English 

language arts, mathematics, and other relevant teaching strategies, and therefore did not have 

enough time to spend with the participants.  The new teachers perceived that the coaches were 

incapable of supporting their needs because they had so many other responsibilities.  

Participants stated that curricula support should have been one of the most important 

aspects of a coach’s job description and that coaches should had been helping the participants in 

curriculum content areas during the first three years of their careers.  However, results suggested 

that six out of eight participants didn’t even know who was assigned as their coach and therefore 

didn’t know how to gain the support they wanted.  Because there was no interaction between 

coaches and most of the participants, the participants couldn’t recognize the capabilities of their 

coaches.  Furthermore, the participants didn’t rely on the coaches to provide support.  Therefore, 

teachers weren’t supported, assisted and guided and/or coached in order to help gain the 

necessary knowledge and skills to be successful teachers (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009).  When 
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asked of participants if they trusted the coaches to provide the curricula support, Danielle stated:  

“I feel like they (coaches) may be good for everyone else, just not me.”  Jose elaborated:   

It is hard to say about coaches because I am not sure what they do in this school.  

I assume that they help certain students in class, but it is so hard for me because  

I have never worked with them.  I think they would be willing to do it and help me come 

up with my curricula writing prompts.  As far as coming into a class, I don’t think they 

would fit in our setting as far as getting their insight. 

Positive environment.  Data from this study revealed that new teachers perceived their 

coaches to have no concern for their professional development because they did not work as a 

team member with the new teacher.  As noted by trust theorists Lewicki and Tomlinson (2003), 

when new teachers perceive a lack of concern by coaches in the new teachers’ professional 

development, distrust between the new teacher and the coach occurred. Therefore, the Teacher 

Leadership Dimension of positive environment, as defined by Katzenmeyer and Moller (2009) 

was not perceived by new teachers of a coach because of the lack of trust new teachers had of 

their coaches.  

Unfortunately, all eight teachers responded that engagement with their coach was 

minimal.  The lack of social exchange, as trust theorist (Bryk & Schneider, 2003) suggested, 

limited trust between members of the dyad.  Participants stated that the professional environment 

created by the coaches didn’t contribute to their job satisfaction because of this lack of 

interaction.  While Jeremy stated that his coach didn’t interact with him, Jose stated it was “a 

little weird” that he never saw his coaches and he felt that the coaches excluded him.   

Participants’ results suggested that the four participants who taught specialty subjects of 

music, physical education and special education, perceived that the coaches interacted with them 
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the least amount of time compared to classroom teachers of core subjects.  Their perceptions 

were that the coaches did not want to waste time on professional development or know how to 

guide the specialist teacher.  Cassandra stated: “because I am a support person I don’t see the 

coaches,” while Danielle stated a reason for the limited interactions with her coaches was that 

“they (coaches) don’t know what to do with us.”  Steven elaborated on the professional 

relationship with his coach as a specialist:  

Other teachers who teach core subjects don’t typically interact with us.  It is on a need 

basis. They (coaches) usually see teachers who teach core subjects as the real teachers, 

and see the specialist teachers as a prep time for students: a relax time. They (coaches) 

see it like ‘you do your thing, because I really don’t understand it. But we (coaches) are 

important so when we (coaches) need something to get done, we (coaches) are going to 

do it, and we (coaches) will take up more of your (specialist teacher) time, because it is a 

prep time for (specialist teachers)’. 

However, specialist teachers felt they would benefit from guidance from their coaches even 

though they did not teach mathematics or English language arts.  These four participants stated 

that because they worked with many more students than a classroom teacher, their different 

expertise applied to other subjects and therefore they would benefit from professional 

development from the coaches. 

 Coaches were also said to be constantly “busy” and were perceived to have limited time 

to spend with any of the participants.  Elise stated:  “I can’t tell you how many times I hear them 

say that they are so busy that they don’t have time to breathe.”   The coaches’ expression of 

being too busy to help any of the participants made the participants not want to request guidance. 
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Cassandra stated that because “they (coaches) have a whole different set of expectations and a 

whole lot on their plate” made it “hard to ask them ‘hey, can you do this for me?’”  

Finally, due to the limited proximity of the new teachers to coaches, the interaction 

between members of the dyads was limited and therefore trust in the coaches by the new teachers 

was limited.  Participants stated they would rather seek immediate guidance from their CIAs who 

were located nearby or next door than to have to wait, as Elise stated, “three weeks” for the 

coaches to find time in their schedule. However, although the participants stated that the coaches 

were constantly stating that they were “busy,” the participants stated that “if you (new teacher) 

reach out to them (coaches) they are accessible,” said Cassandra.  But sadly, new teachers didn’t 

expect their coaches to go out of their way to provide support to them.  Cassandra elaborated:  “I 

don’t expect them to come here and say ‘hey, what are you doing in your class?’ But it would be 

nice for them to say ‘how can we work on this?’”  As such, all participants wished that more 

time would be provided by the coaches to help guide the professional development of the new 

teachers. 

Open communication.  Key findings of this research indicate that six out of the eight 

participants did not communicate with their coaches on a regular basis.  Trust theorists Lewicki 

and Tomlinson (2003) assert that without communication between members in a dyad, distrust 

exists. Additionally, trust theorists Bryk and Schneider (2003) maintain that the perception that 

one is not being listened to does not create trust between members in a dyad.  Therefore, results 

suggested lack of trust by the new teachers of their coaches in the dimension of open 

communication.  

A lack of honesty was perceived by seven out of the eight participants of their coaches. 

Trust theory (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003) would insist that when the coach is perceived to 
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not send and receive information relevant to the effective function of a new teacher in open or 

honest ways, trust will not develop between members of the dyad.  Participants explained that 

they didn’t discuss any matters of importance with their coaches because they felt that they were 

working for the school principals and therefore couldn’t trust them with personal information.  

Elise stated:    

I feel like I haven’t created that bond with them (coach) because if I said something to the 

coach she would go back to the administrator and say ‘this is what was said’...I feel like if 

I said anything to one of them it may get back to my principals. 

Steven stated why he didn’t speak candidly to his coach: “You want to be yourself and know 

what I say isn't leaving the room. You want to be able to trust that person.”  Therefore, fear of 

information ‘getting back to their principals’ set limits on the way in which new teachers 

communicated with their coaches.   

 Additionally, to add to the distrust new teachers had for their coaches, new teachers heard 

from senior teachers that coaches were not to be trusted.  For example, Candy spoke of 

conversations she and her peers had during meeting times and stated:  

During our meetings it is all about what they (coaches) don’t do. They (teachers) 

complain about the coaches. We talk about what we don’t have from the coaches or I 

don’t talk at all. It is almost like a high school type feeling: like I want to fit in. What I 

really want to say is ‘just shut up and do your job’.  I think that the others (teachers) feel 

like they should do more too. 

Additionally, results of this study suggested that coaches were perceived by participants 

to not listen or take part in social exchanges, which led to distrust between members of the dyad.  
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Participants indicated that coaches did not listen to suggestions, issues or advice given.  Candy 

elaborated on the issue:  

There has been information that we are going over (with the coaches) and it is 

(stated as being) black and white. And we (teachers) know it is not black and white: 

there is gray. And they are not open to listening to the teachers.  So it is difficult to 

trust someone when you are just trying to say ‘I need you to hear me out too’ and 

they (coaches) say ‘no, this is what it is.’ 

Likewise, coaches were said to ‘shut down’ when asked questions or given 

comments by new teachers.  New teachers stated that the coaches didn’t know how to 

respond to certain issues related to curricula.  The responses by the coaches were perceived 

to be negative which increased distrust by the new teachers of their coaches. Candy stated:  

She (coach) hasn’t used or seen our math curriculum that we use.  So it is like she 

shuts down because ‘this is not what I use’ attitude.   So it’s like she is not going to 

give me the feedback that is actually going to help me when their first thoughts are 

‘I don’t do this.’ 

Furthermore, coaches were perceived by the participants to be inappropriate when 

finding time to discuss matters with new teachers.  New teachers felt that the coaches 

didn’t respect their teaching times when they gave out materials during instructional time.  

Elise spoke of the many instances this occurred and the frustration it caused: 

I have talked to her (coach) about that and it still happens. I think it goes by the 

wayside. But I feel it is not an appropriate time to do it. I feel as a new teacher I 

shouldn’t have to do that (tell the coach not to come in the classroom during 



133 
 

instruction time). I feel that, as a coach, she should know to come during my prep 

and not during my instruction time.  

When the new teachers were asked what they would recommend to improve the 

relationship with the coaches, Elise stated “If we had a better communication system I would be 

able to tell them what I needed.”  Candy added to Elise’s suggestion and stated that she “would 

like to see more openness.”  When asked what caused of the lack of communication among 

coaches and new teachers, Elise asserted that “it is a breakdown of feeling comfortable with 

them.” 

Collegiality.  According to Lewicki & Tomlinson, (2003), when one is perceived not to 

share common values, distrust exists.  Additionally, Bryk and Schneider (2003) assert that 

without a social exchange of sharing and extending of oneself to another, there is distrust 

between members of the dyad.  As such, results of this study suggested that all eight participants 

spoke negatively about the interactions they shared with their academic coaches.  Although 

coaches did provide some guidance with students and gave some professional development to 

the participants, distrust by the participants of their coaches existed as it related to observations, 

instructional and student related issues, and educational teaching strategies and materials.    

Although seven out of the eight participants stated they have received materials and 

resources such as mathematical manipulatives, books, and data driven analysis of student 

learning, those seven participants stated they would have benefited from a more practical 

application of the resources such as in the form of advice as to how to use the materials to 

increase student learning.  Elise stated that she feels that coaches “just drop it (materials) on our 

lap...in front of us and say, this is what I have, this is what you need to do and it is up to us (new 
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teachers) to follow.”  Participants valued one-on-one guidance more than being given materials 

to use in the classroom.  Elise continued to explain the collaboration she needed from her coach:  

As a new teacher, guidance is more important than materials because once they (coaches) 

give you the materials, you don’t know what to do with it, or you have already done it, 

and the statistical information isn’t making you a better teacher.  You just want to be a 

better teacher and you want that guidance. 

Ironically, although participants expressed the need and benefit of receiving observations 

with feedback by the coaches, all participants stated they have had limited observations or have 

never been observed by their coaches.  Coaches did come into participants’ classrooms “when 

invited” stated Jeremy, but other than that, coaches were elusive.   Participants were passionate 

when they spoke of the need to receive guidance from the coaches without having to ask.  

Jeremy explained that coaches “would be more proactive to observe classrooms, making the 

appointments with us, and saying ‘Hey, let’s get together, what’s on your mind, I’m here for 

you’” instead of only providing guidance when asked by the new teacher.  Elise elaborated on 

the fact that she never asked a coach to observe her but yearned for her coach to help her 

improve her instruction by conducting observations:   

I don’t think they have ever observed me.  I actually didn’t even think that I would ask 

them to observe me. I want them to initially come into my room and say you did a great 

job with this, this and this, but you need to work on this and this.  I feel like we (new 

teachers) don’t get a whole lot of that.  I would like to see them come in and guide and 

instruct. So if I had a lesson in reading, she could watch me do the reading lesson, maybe 

critique what I was doing wrong.  If she (coach) didn’t think I had the right material, 

show me where to go find that material.  
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Danielle echoed the desire for her coach to help her improve her instruction by conducting 

observations giving feedback: 

I would love a coach to come in and help me. I would love it if someone came in and said 

‘remember this part of the lesson...you did this…you said this during this part of the 

lesson… and maybe that is why you didn’t get the results you wanted.’ To me that is 

feedback that is valuable especially from your peer. You don’t watch yourself, you don’t 

have a camera on yourself...you can’t see what is happening. 

Additionally, all eight participants were confused about the job description of an 

academic coach and how it pertained to professional and student needs.  Participants asserted 

that coaches did not extend themselves and support the participants.  These perceptions created 

distrust among the participants of their coaches.  It was stated by Jeremy that he perceived his 

need to “not be their (coaches) priority either (and) they are probably making more judgments 

with the other teachers.”  Moreover, Danielle stated “I don't think that the coaches see us as part 

of their caseload” while Steven asserted: 

I couldn’t even understand how we (coach and himself) would work together because I 

don’t know what they do in the building.  I don’t know how the teacher across the hall 

utilizes the coaches.  We (specialists in the building including art, chorus, special 

education, physical education, health education) have never had a team meeting with the 

coaches like the other teachers have. 

Furthermore, all eight participants assumed coaches were working in others’ classrooms with 

different students.  Jose stated of his perception of the coaches’ position in helping students:  
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 I assume that they help certain students in class…I have never worked with them 

(coaches).  My perception is that they go into a class that is being taught by a teacher and 

when they are in the class, they help certain kids that need the help. 

Finally, data collected from two participants who taught mathematics and English 

language arts curriculum asserted that they too were discouraged by the lack of collegiality on 

the part of the coaches.  Candy, elaborated:  

I don’t know what their job is...is it to give you data, to work with data...are they 

coaching the teachers, coaching the students?  What is it that they actually do and that 

they don’t have time to do any one of their jobs correctly because they are just seeming to 

say that they are doing everything...If their job is to see students is it with the neediest of 

students?  I haven’t had a coach to come in and coach me at all or even look at me at 

all...I don’t have a relationship.  I can’t begin to use the word trust with them.  Like, I 

can’t even begin a conversation with them because they don’t. 

 Evidence suggested that no matter what academic subject or grade level taught, or 

whether or not they knew who the coaches were or their job expectations, all participants would 

welcome more guidance from their academic coaches.  However, because there was a lack of 

trust with their academic coaches, all eight participants, when asked from whom they would like 

to receive feedback for a lesson observed, stated they would be “more comfortable” with their 

mentors and CIAs than their coaches. 

Recognition.  As defined by the Teacher Leader Dimension of recognition (Katzenmeyer 

& Moller, 2009), coaches were not recognized or respected by all eight participants for the roles 

they took and the contributions they made.  Trust theorists Lewicki and Tomlinson (2003) assert 

that when one does not recognize performance by another, there is distrust between members of 
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the dyad.  Additionally, trust theorists Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (2003) contend that without 

the perception of another being reliable and benevolent in one’s performance, there is not trust.  

Finally, Bryk and Schneider (2003) maintain that one’s lack of display of ethical commitment 

resulted in distrust.  As such, results of this study suggested that distrust by the new teacher of 

their coaches existed.  

Despite the many factors that contributed to the lack of recognition new teachers had for 

their coaches, lack of the coaches’ predictability was one of the most common factors stated by 

participants.  New teachers explained that they were not able to predict where or when they 

would see their coaches or how they would work with the coaches.  Disillusioned by his 

experience with his coaches, Jeremy stated: “The name ‘coach’ is a misnomer here. Their title 

doesn’t match what they do.”  

Participants were not respectful of their coaches’ capabilities because, as Jeremy stated, 

they were “confused about the coaches’ job description.”  As such, new teachers displayed a 

great deal of disappointment in the contributions coaches made to the new teachers’ 

development. Candy’s perception of the coaches was evident when she said: “I get mad because 

I assume they (coaches) are supposed to do more and they are not.”  Even though new teachers 

didn’t have “a lack of respect for anybody,” as stated by Kellie, it was very evident that new 

teachers, such as Kellie, were not respectful of the coach positions.  Elise stated that “they 

(coaches) don't contribute to anything I do!” 

Participation.  Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (2003) contend that when one is seen as 

competent in making decisions, there is trust. Additionally, trust theorists Bryk and Schneider, 

(2003) contend communicating on important matters increases trust between members in a dyad.  

The results of this study suggested that all eight participants perceived that coaches were not 
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actively involved in making decisions and having input on important matters related to the 

professional development of the participant.  Therefore, new teachers distrusted their coaches in 

relation to the Teacher Leader Dimension of participation as defined by Katzenmeyer and Moller 

(2009).  

The lack of discussion between the new teachers and their coaches decreased trust 

between the two.  Only three out of eight participants expressed that coaches participated in 

weekly data sharing meetings with them and their grade level peers.  However, five participants 

stated that they have never been to a meeting with their coach.  During the meetings, no 

conversations took place regarding other matters that were of concern to any teachers involved in 

the meeting.  Participants stated that the coaches’ purpose was to give data driven information to 

teachers in the hopes that it was enough to create awareness of students’ learning issues.  The 

limited interaction was not enough to support the building of a supportive relationship and 

therefore limited the trust between the two.  

Additionally, participants perceived that the coaches were not authorized to make 

changes in instructional practices, curriculum, and materials as it related to increasing student 

achievement.  Candy stated that a coach’s job should include the ability “to change things for the 

better.  But it is not happening.”  Additionally, when participants were asked why they perceived 

that the coaches were not actively involved with having input on important matters, all eight 

participants stated that they didn’t have the knowledge to speak to the job description of the 

coach well enough to make that conclusion.  Steven stated: “I don’t know what they (coach) do 

because we all think that the coaches are working with other teachers, but none of them are 

working with anyone we know.”  Additionally, participants such as Jeremy expressed that the 
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coaches lacked the “leadership qualities to be able to look at situations and seek out how to do 

better.”   

 Autonomy.  Results of this study suggested that participants perceived that coaches were 

autonomous in their professional roles and supported the administrators in the building by 

making improvements.  However, findings suggested that all eight new teachers perceived 

coaches contributed minimally to making improvements or innovations that removed barriers 

and supported new teachers’ efforts.  Since trust theorists (Bryk & Schneider, 2003; Hoy & 

Tschannen-Moran, 2003; Lewicki & Tomlinson, 2003) contend that the perception of 

competencies in performing one’s duties effects trust levels, it can be stated that participants 

distrusted their coaches in autonomy as defined by Katzenmeyer and Moller (2009).  

Coaches, although they “listen(ed) to what the teachers ha(d) to say,” as Danielle 

reported, were perceived by the participants to lack the ability to change protocols or implement 

changes that new teachers found beneficial.  Jeremy elaborated as to how coaches lacked 

autonomy:  

At one meeting when we were looking at DRA scores, and trying to raise the scores, one 

of our teachers was trying to push a policy that was good for the students and see what 

could be accomplished at even a higher level.  The ELA (English language arts) coach 

had nothing to say.  She (coach) had no input...the teacher was running the meeting.  

Additionally, participants expected the coaches to be leaders and to be able to create 

change.  However, findings suggested that coaches were perceived by the participants to lack the 

governing leadership capabilities other leaders possessed.  Jeremy illustrated the frustration of 

the limits placed on the coaches to make decisions in a leadership role:  
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I don’t think that the coaches have an ability to create change, but in part I would think 

that is what they are hired to do. They are supposed to be the experts. I do believe that 

they are hired to be leaders...But if they would (just) lead! And I do believe they should 

lead! 

Danielle highlighted the problem:  

We expect them to do something for us but I don’t think they necessarily have the ability 

to make those changes because they are not an administrator.  So sometimes I feel they 

take the brunt of everyone’s complaint.  They may try to smooth things over and do what 

they can do. I don’t know what ability they have to make things happen.  

Summary.  In summary, although coaches were hired to support teachers in skills and 

knowledge, results of this study suggested that the participants did not perceive coaches to 

possess Katzenmeyer and Moller’s (2009) Teacher Leadership Dimensions necessary for new 

teachers to have job satisfaction, be collegial with peers, and increase student performance.  

Additionally, trust theorists (Tschannen-Moran, 2009) would contend that new teachers would 

not trust their teacher leaders (coaches) without the perception that those leaders possess the 

professional skills in the Teacher Leadership Dimensions defined by Katzenmeyer and Moller 

(2009).  The results of this study suggested that new teachers did not trust in their coaches’ 

abilities and therefore did not utilize them for skill building and gaining knowledge as much as 

they utilized the mentors and CIAs.  

Summary 

 Eight new teachers in their first three years of professional service from two different 

schools in one school district were chosen for this qualitative study.  Demographics of the two 

schools were similar and participants ranged in discipline and grade level taught.  The researcher 



141 
 

sought to understand how trust affects new teachers’ perceptions of their teacher leaders.  In 

order to answer this question, multiple methods of gathering data were used.   

First, the researcher used the Omnibus T-Scale Survey (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003), 

in which participants rated the perceived level of trust they had for their teacher leaders.  The 

Likert scale questions (1=strongly disagree, 6=strongly agree) were related to three subsets of 

trust, but only the Faculty Trust of Colleagues (TCo) was used to gather data because it aligned 

with the theoretical framework of the study.  Participants were chosen only if they worked with 

teacher leaders whose formal role in the building was to guide and develop the skills and 

knowledge of the new teachers.  Specifically, teacher leaders were defined as mentors or 

academic coaches who were employed by the school district and assigned to work in one of the 

schools.  

Although the Omnibus T-Scale (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003) results were not used to 

quantitatively gather data, the survey was operationally used to measure the subset of trust new 

teachers had for their teacher leaders as well as inform the interview questions.  Results of the 

survey indicated that participant scores ranged from 4.0 to a 5.85 which indicated that the 

participants had high levels of trust for their teacher leaders.  Comparative scores from 

participants from each of the two schools indicated that trust levels were not significantly 

different as School 1 scored a 158 while School 2 scored a 159 in trust for their teacher leaders. 

Additionally, data of the sample ranked in the 98.73rd percentile, ranking the participants’ trust 

in colleagues in the top 1.27% compared to the normative sample of Ohio State University (Hoy 

& Tschannen-Moran, 2003). It was evident that the new teachers in this research study had high 

trust levels for their teacher leaders.   
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Trust theorist Tschannen-Moran (2009) found that when teacher leaders were trusted, a 

culture of shared commitment within the organization ensues, while Scott, Cortina, and Carlisle 

(2012) provided evidence that without trust, cooperation between members of the dyad does not 

occur.  Therefore, the results suggested that both schools within the school district would be 

successful in fostering new teacher and teacher leaders’ cooperation, and shared commitment 

which would ultimately strengthen new teachers’ success rates.  

Additionally, each of the eight participants completed the Teacher Leader School Survey 

(TLSS) (Katzenmeyer & Katzenmeyer, 2005).  Although the survey was not used to 

quantitatively gather data, it was used to operationally explore the perceptions the participants 

had for their teacher leaders as reflected by the seven Teacher Leadership Dimensions defined by 

Katzenmeyer and Moller (2009) and to inform the focus group questions.  The Teacher Leader 

Dimensions (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009) were measured by 46 questions on a 5 point Likert 

scale (1=never, 5=always).  The dimensions included developmental focus, recognition, 

autonomy, collegiality, participation, open communication, and positive environment 

(Katzenmeyer & Katzenmeyer, 2005).  

 Individual results varied. School 1 had participant scores that ranged from 17 to 35 within 

each Teacher Leader Dimension (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009) and a combined total score of 

595.  School 2 had participant scores that ranged from 21-35 within each Teacher Leader 

Dimension (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009) and a combined total score of 752.  Although the 

survey was qualitatively used to inform the researcher, Katzenmeyer and Moller (2009) would 

suggest that the results suggested that the culture in School 2 would be more satisfying to work 

in for the new teachers, and therefore these teachers may benefit from increased job satisfaction, 

collegiality, and student performance.  
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 Two interviews took place with each participant.  The first interview was completed with 

each participant after they completed the Omnibus T-Scale Survey (Hoy & Tschannen Moran, 

2003).  The second interview took place in a focus group. The focus group was completed with 

four participants from the same school after their TLSS (Katzenmeyer & Katzenmeyer, 2005) 

and their one-on-one interview was completed.  Open coding for the interviews required the 

researcher to correlate the Teacher Leader Dimensions (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009) with Bryk 

and Schneider’s (2003) trust theory, Lewicki and Tomlinson’s (2003) trust and distrust theory, 

and Hoy and Tschannen-Moran’s (2003) trust theory as defined by the Omnibus T-Scale.  

Following the theoretical framework of the research, participants perceived their teacher leaders 

to possess the Teacher Leader Dimensions (Katzenmeyer & Katzenmeyer, 2005) when new 

teachers perceived their teacher leaders to possess any of the trust correlates.   

 Mixed findings were reported by all participants after the interviews and survey results 

were analyzed.  It was evident that the high trust scores from the Omnibus T-Scale Survey (Hoy 

and Tschannen-Moran, 2003) and the results of the TLSS (Katzenmeyer & Katzenmeyer, 2005) 

did not compare with the perceptions new teachers had for formal mentors and academic coaches 

that were employed by the school.  The individuals with whom the new teachers trusted, 

accessed information, and received guidance differed.  Participants’ results suggested that the 

responses to questions related to trust and perceived skills and knowledge in the surveys were 

not relevant to only formal mentors and academic coaches, but to those they called Curriculum, 

Instruction, and Assessment (CIA) peers as well.  In fact, six out of the eight participants didn’t 

consider their academic coach while answering the surveys.  These key findings were important 

in understanding that new teachers gained much of their professional development from their 

CIAs and not mentors or coaches.  
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According to the literature, trust is directly related to the needs of new teachers and their 

teacher leaders (Tschannen-Moran, 2009).  When there are high levels of trust, it results in an 

environment that promotes risk-taking and positive social exchange efforts (Bryk & Schneider, 

2003), teacher empowerment (Yim, et al., 2013), and commitment of the new teacher (Bryk & 

Schneider, 2003).  As such, results suggested that all participants had more trust for their CIAs 

than they did for their mentors or coaches.   

CIAs were chosen by the participants at the beginning of the school year to help guide the 

new teacher throughout their first three years.  CIAs were peers with whom the new teacher 

shared academic discipline and most of the time grade level expertise.  CIAs’ formal roles were 

that of a teacher and they were not compensated with money for helping the new teachers.  CIAs 

were reported by all participants to be most instrumental in guiding the new teachers with the 

demands and struggles of the daily routines in teaching and learning as well as helping to gain 

the skills and knowledge necessary for advanced professional development.  As such, the CIAs 

were reported to be trusted because of their perceived advanced skills and knowledge in the 

Teacher Leadership Dimensions as defined by Katzenmeyer and Moller (2009).  

As evidenced in the literature review, when one possesses little vulnerability, there is less 

need to trust (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 1998).  Additionally, a deliberate act by any party to 

reduce a sense of vulnerability in others to make them feel safer, builds trust in the relationship 

(Bryk & Schneider, 2003).  Accordingly, the participants found little need to access their 

mentors’ or coaches’ skills and knowledge because participants utilized their CIAs on a daily 

basis.  Participants perceived the CIAs’ skills to be more beneficial than their mentors’ or 

coaches’ and therefore less trust developed between the mentor, coach, and the new teachers.  

Moreover, mentors and coaches spent little time with the new teachers.  The little time spent 
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between members of the dyad increased distrust as evidenced by the literature (Lewicki & 

Tomlinson, 2003).   

Furthermore, according to Lewicki & Tomlinson (2003) proximity has been shown to be 

a tenet of building trust over time.  The results of this study suggested that the proximity 

enhanced the seven Teacher Leadership Dimensions (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009) perceived 

by the new teachers of their CIAs and as such, increased the trust new teachers had for them.  

Moreover, the results of this study suggested that principals’ perception and recognition 

of teacher leaders affected the way new teachers perceived teacher leaders.  New teachers 

perceived that CIAs’ specific discipline and grade level expertise as well as the amount of time 

spent with the new teacher should be recognized as a tremendous asset to new teachers’ 

professional development over mentors and coaches.  However, principals’ perceived regard was 

highest for academic coaches, high for mentors and limited for CIAs compared to the lower 

recognition new teachers had for their coaches and mentors and highest regard for CIAs.  The 

differences in perceived regard for teacher leaders created distrust by the new teachers for 

principals, coaches, and mentors.  Therefore, the results of this study have significant 

implications for principals as they recognize teacher leaders as being an important aspect of new 

teacher development. 

Finally, the results of this study suggested that all new teachers trusted (Bryk & 

Schneider, 2003; Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003; Lewicki & Tomlinson, 2003) academic 

coaches the least among the teacher leaders.  It was found that the participants were not willing 

to extend trust to the coaches because coaches were not perceived to be competent in providing 

specific academic support, lacked effort or commitment to the new teachers, and didn’t share 

similar values or goals. Therefore, coaches were perceived to have fewer competencies in the 
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Teacher Leader Dimensions as defined by Katzenmeyer and Moller (2009) than the CIAs and 

mentors. 
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Chapter V 

Conclusions and Discussion 

The purpose of this qualitative study was to investigate new teachers’ perceptions of 

teacher leaders, specifically how trust affected their perceptions of their teacher leaders.  The 

conclusions from this study follow the research question and the findings and therefore address 

six key areas: (a) perceptions of high trust that new teachers have for teacher leaders in their 

schools, (b) new teachers’ perceptions of successful teacher leaders skills and knowledge as 

defined by the Teacher Leadership Dimensions (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009), (c) new 

teachers’ perceptions regarding similar teaching assignments and proximity to the teacher 

leaders, (d) perceptions by new teachers of unmet expectations by teacher leaders, (e) 

perceptions by new teachers of the variations in their work assignments that contributed to trust 

levels of teacher leaders, and (f) school principal’s social exchanges through words and actions 

that help or hinder new teachers’ perceptions of their teacher leaders. 

Eight new teachers in their first three years of service, four educators from one school 

and four from another, all from one school district participated in this study.  The study took 

place in the winter term of 2015 in a New England school district.  Participating schools were 

similar in size, demographics, racial composition, and setting.  School 1 enrolled 1,371 students: 

48.5% white, 41.6% Hispanic, and 9.9% other. There were 89.6 teachers in the school with a 

student/teacher ratio of 15.3 to 1.  Ninety-nine percent of teachers were licensed in their teaching 

assignment.  School 2 enrolled 1,352 students: 47.8% white, 42.9% Hispanic, and 9.3% other. 

There were 86.8 teachers in the school with a student/teacher ratio of 15.2 to 1.  One hundred 

percent of the teachers in this school were licensed in their teaching assignment.  Similarly, each 

school employed academic coaches and formal mentors as part of a professional development 
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program designed to improve the outcomes for all students while increasing the retention of 

highly qualified personnel.  Additionally, at each school new teachers were encouraged by their 

mentors to choose a teacher from their grade level and/or who taught the same subject matter to 

be their Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment peer (CIA).  These teacher leaders helped to 

transition and guide new teachers in their first years of service. 

The following is a discussion of the major findings and conclusions drawn from this 

research study. The discussion is followed by the researcher’s recommendations of the study. 

Conclusions 

High Trust among Teacher Leaders  

The first key finding from this study was the indication that new teachers had high trust 

levels (Bryk & Schneider, 2003; Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003; Lewicki & Tomlinson, 2003) 

for teacher leaders in their schools.  Through the use of the Omnibus T-Scale Survey (Hoy & 

Tschannen-Moran, 2003), the Teacher Leadership School Survey (TLSS) (Katzenmeyer & 

Katzenmeyer, 2005), one-on-one interviews, and focus groups, data indicated that all participants 

felt more competent and capable in their teaching because they received guidance from teacher 

leaders. 

Results suggested that all participants at each school had high trust levels for colleagues 

as supported by the Omnibus T-Scale (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003) (TCo).  In fact, each of 

the two schools scored in the 98th percentile of trust as defined by Hoy and Tschannen-Moran 

(2003).  Additionally, the TLSS (Katzenmeyer & Katzenmeyer, 2005) results showed 

significantly high scores as they pertain to new teachers’ perceptions of their teacher leaders as 

defined by the Teacher Leader Dimensions of developmental focus, recognition, collegiality, 
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participation, autonomy, open communication, and positive environment as defined by 

Katzenmeyer and Moller (2009).  

However, after data were analyzed (See Tables 1-6), it was evident that the high trust 

scores from the results of the Omnibus T-Scale (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003) and the TLSS 

(Katzenmeyer & Katzenmeyer, 2005) did not compare to the perceptions new teachers had of 

formal mentors and academic coaches that were employed by the school.  Results suggested 

lower perceived levels of trust (Bryk & Schneider, 2003: Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003; 

Lewicki & Tomlinson, 2003) and perceptions of Teacher Leadership Dimensions (Katzenmeyer 

& Moller, 2009) by the participants of their formal mentors and coaches than the surveys 

reported.  Through analysis of the data, it was learned that while completing both surveys, 

participants answered questions based on the high levels of trust they had for Curriculum, 

Instruction, and Assessment peers (CIA) and not their mentors or academic coaches.  Results 

suggested that all participants perceived their CIA to be part of the surveys.  In fact, six of the 

eight participants didn’t consider their academic coaches while answering the surveys.  

Therefore, the participant scores from the Omnibus T-Scale Survey and the TLSS were not 

representative of the perceptions new teachers had for their formal mentors and academic 

coaches.  Thus, results suggested that new teachers had high levels of trust (Bryk & Schneider, 

2003: Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003; Lewicki & Tomlinson, 2003) for CIAs and were 

therefore perceived to have the Teacher Leadership Dimensions as defined by Katzenmeyer and 

Moller (2009). 

Perceptions of Teacher Leaders as they compared to Teacher Leadership Dimensions  

The study’s second major finding indicated that new teachers perceived CIAs to possess 

the highest levels of Teacher Leadership Dimensions (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009) which in 
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turn increased their perceived levels of trust (Bryk & Schneider, 2003: Hoy & Tschannen-

Moran, 2003; Lewicki & Tomlinson, 2003) they had for their CIAs.  New teachers in this study 

suggested that they were more willing to extend trust to those colleagues whom they saw as 

competent, willing to communicate effort and commit to the new teachers’ success.  New 

teachers perceived their formal mentors and academic coaches that were employed by the school 

to possess lower levels of Teacher Leadership Dimensions (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009) which 

in turn decreased the levels of trust (Bryk & Schneider, 2003: Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003; 

Lewicki & Tomlinson, 2003) they had for them.  

Therefore, this study revealed that CIAs were most instrumental in developing new 

teachers’ instructional practices by providing the necessary support structures, specific academic 

skills, knowledge, and time.  CIAs were full time teachers that were chosen by participants at the 

beginning of their first year at the request of their mentors to provide extra support and guidance 

in teaching related matters.  CIAs had full class loads and taught either the same subject and/or 

grade level as the participants.  CIAs volunteered their time, receiving only professional 

development points (PDP) in exchange for their time in assisting new teacher participants.  

Conversely, mentors and coaches, although monetarily compensated to provide the new teacher 

with the skills and knowledge necessary to be successful, were perceived to have minimal 

qualities as represented by the Teacher Leadership Dimensions (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009) 

and therefore were not trusted (Bryk & Schneider, 2003: Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003; 

Lewicki & Tomlinson, 2003) by the new teachers. 

Final analysis of the research found that new teachers were disappointed with their 

coaches and mentors as they expected them to give support and advice on educational needs such 

as skill set, knowledge and student issues.  However, data from this research suggested that new 
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teachers were satisfied with their CIAs.  Due to these findings the researcher consulted the job 

descriptors (See Appendix K) for those teacher leader positions post facto.  The researcher used 

the job descriptors to examine those roles of teacher leaders to provide support for new teachers.  

New teachers’ perceptions of their mentors may be warranted.  Mentors’ job description 

indicated that they were to provide not only professional, instructional, and personal support but 

they were to serve as a school liaison between the new teacher and other staff members.  These 

other staff members, such as the academic coaches, were to provide a variety of perspectives on 

teaching, instructional practices, and share their special expertise.  More importantly, the 

mentors’ job description included maintaining a relationship with the new teacher to help relieve 

stress, giving encouragement, and putting problems associated with professional practice in 

perspective.  As the job description indicated, the mentors were supposed to be a vital source of 

support for new teachers as they began their new career.  However, according to the data, the 

mentors were not perceived to provide many of the necessary skills, knowledge and supportive 

atmosphere (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009) that were recognized as essential in developing trust 

(Bryk & Schneider, 2003: Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003; Lewicki & Tomlinson, 2003) 

between the mentors and the new teacher participants.  

However, the new teachers’ perception of their coaches may not be warranted as the 

primary focus of an academic coach was not working with only new teachers, but providing 

services for all academic teachers.  The coaches’ job description included providing and 

demonstrating lessons, modeling and coaching teachers particularly in grades 4 and 5 in the 

implementation of curriculum and effective instructional strategies.  According to this research 

study, these strategies were perceived to be necessary to new teacher participants’ professional 

development and job satisfaction.  New teacher participants’ distrust began to develop when they 
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perceived that their academic coaches were limiting their time with them and were inconsistent 

with providing support in instructional matters.  Therefore, although new teachers perceived their 

coaches’ limitation of time to be inappropriate, coaches’ job descriptors may not allow for 

building trusting relationships (Bryk & Schneider, 2003: Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003; 

Lewicki & Tomlinson, 2003) with new teachers.  

The CIA job description contained two details that this research study found to support 

new teachers.  The details of the job description stated that CIAs should be proximal to and teach 

the same subject as the new teacher.  These two conditions were found to be important for the 

new teachers’ professional development and job satisfaction as they helped build a trusting 

relationship between the new teacher and the CIA.  

Similar Grade Level, Subject Area, and Proximity 

The third major finding of this study suggested that teaching experiences and job 

descriptions of the CIAs, mentors, and academic coaches impacted how new teachers perceived 

their teacher leaders and their levels of trust in these individuals.  The presence of similar 

teaching positions and proximity amplified trust between the CIA and the new teacher and 

therefore also improved the perceived levels of Teacher Leadership Dimensions (Katzenmeyer & 

Moller, 2009) new teachers had for their CIAs.  New teacher participants discussed the value of 

the CIA teaching in a similar grade level and discipline as well as being proximal to the CIA as 

the most important factors that led to a trusting relationship.  Results suggested that the dyad 

shared confidential information, made decisions together on important matters and also became 

friends.  Lack of similar teaching experiences and job description as well as limited proximity of 

the mentors and coaches to the new teachers limited the trust levels (Bryk & Schneider, 2003: 
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Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003; Lewicki & Tomlinson, 2003) between the two, thus decreasing 

the perceived Teacher Leadership Dimensions defined by Katzenmeyer and Moller (2009). 

Research completed by Lewicki and Tomlinson (2003) found that when teachers spend 

little time with one another or their proximity to each other is limited, it can lead to an increase in 

preconceptions and false stereotypes one holds for the other.  Furthermore, Tschannen-Moran 

and Hoy (1998) contend that communication is an essential component of trust and trust is 

crucial to sharing thoughts and feelings and disclosing accurate and relevant information.  Since 

the characteristics of teaching discipline, grade level and proximity were shared only between the 

CIA and the new teacher, trusting relationships were built that were not forged with a mentor or 

a coach. Therefore, it can be said that having shared educational experiences and proximity to 

another helped to increase communication between members of the dyad and break down any 

barriers that existed between new teachers and their CIAs (Lewicki & Tomlinson, 2003). 

New Teachers’ Expectations of Teacher Leaders 

This study’s fourth major finding indicated that when expectations of their teacher 

leaders were not met, new teacher participants began to distrust their mentors and coaches.  New 

teachers perceived that mentors and coaches, according to their job title, should spend more time 

with them and share ideas about teaching and learning through consistent check-ins and 

classroom observations.  New teacher participants’ distrust began to develop when they 

perceived that their academic coaches and mentors were limiting their time with them and were 

inconsistent with providing support in instructional matters.  As reported by the study completed 

by Scott, Cortina, and Carlisle (2012), without trust, cooperation between members in a dyad 

does not occur.  Since new teacher participants did not trust their mentors or coaches, they were 

less likely to ask for their help and support as the school year progressed.  New teachers 
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eventually concentrated on the support that was given by their CIAs who were perceived to be 

not only available, but knowledgeable.  When CIAs met the expectations new teachers had for 

teacher leaders, the CIAs became trusted (Bryk & Schneider, 2003; Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 

2003; Lewicki & Tomlinson, 2003) more than any other teacher leader in the school.  

However, results of this study suggested that coaches had too many expectations placed 

on them by their principal or superintendent which limited the time they could allocate to new 

teacher observations, conversations, giving feedback and curriculum guidance.  Consequently, 

because new teachers perceived coaches to be spending time attending to gathering and 

disseminating data that they perceived was not addressing their students or teaching needs, new 

teachers distrusted (Bryk & Schneider, 2003; Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003; Lewicki & 

Tomlinson, 2003) the coaches’ skills and knowledge as defined by the Teacher Leadership 

Dimensions of Katzenmeyer and Moller (2009) and therefore limited their interactions with 

them. 

Classroom Teachers versus Specialist Teachers 

The fifth major finding of this study suggested that variation in participants’ work 

assignments contributed to discrepancies of trust levels the new teacher participants had for 

academic coaches, mentors, or CIAs that were employed by the school.  The results of this study 

suggested that classroom academic teachers had even greater levels of distrust (Bryk & 

Schneider, 2003; Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003; Lewicki & Tomlinson, 2003) of mentors and 

coaches than specialist teacher participants (music, special education, physical education).  

Results suggested that the two academic classroom teachers who taught in School 1 expected to 

receive specific curricular guidance from their academic mathematics and English language arts 

coaches to help guide their lessons, student assessment, and teaching skills especially in their 
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first year of teaching.  As such, mentors and coaches were perceived not to be effective in 

helping academic classroom teachers.  The total trust level scores (TCo) as defined by the 

Omnibus T-Scale Survey (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003) were greatly lower than those 

teachers teaching specialty subjects.  Therefore, as suggested by the data in this study, because 

School 1 included two academic classroom teacher participants as opposed to School 2 where all 

four teachers taught specialty subjects, trust scores (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003) were lower 

at School 1 than at School 2.   

Conversely, specialist teacher participants stated that they did not expect much guidance 

from their academic coaches because they perceived them to work for only academic classroom 

teachers.  Specialist teacher participants did not recognize the academic coaches or mentors to 

have the skills and knowledge that they deemed valuable to guide them in their content area.   

Accordingly, these perceptions of the specialist teachers raised the total trust scores as indicated 

by the results of the Omnibus T-Scale (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003) of School 2.  

Perceptions of Principals’ Expectations 

This study’s sixth major finding suggested that the principals' actions may play a key role 

in trust (Bryk & Schneider, 2003: Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003; Lewicki & Tomlinson, 2003) 

new teachers place on their teacher leaders.  In this study, results suggested that through words 

and actions, new teachers perceived that principals showed their sense of obligation and respect 

or lack thereof to some teacher leaders.  Participants were well aware of the respect and personal 

regard school principals showed to coaches, sometimes to mentors, and not to CIAs.  However, 

new teacher participants perceived coaches and mentors were working for the principal and not 

focused on new teachers’ needs.  Additionally, new teacher participants perceived that CIAs 

should become recognized by the school’s principals as an asset to new teacher professional 
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development because of the successful support and guidance they receive from them.  For these 

reasons new teachers were discrete with whom they shared information for fear of being exposed 

by the mentor or coach to the principal.  Because new teachers lacked confidence in being able to 

confide in the mentors and coaches, their trust for these teacher leaders did not emerge.  The 

results of this study have significant implications for school principals as they recognize and 

identify teacher leaders as being an important aspect of new teacher development.    

Discussion 

According to the publication of the National Center for Education Statistics Institute of 

Education Sciences (IES), a research arm of the U.S. Department of Education, Public School 

Teacher Attrition and Mobility in the First Five Years: Results From the First Through Fifth 

Waves of the 2007–08 Beginning Teacher Longitudinal Study (2015) which looked at the effects 

of mentorship on the attrition rates of new teachers, teachers who have access to peer mentoring 

leave the profession at a much lower rate than those who do not.  Additionally, Darling-

Hammond (2003) supports the need for well-designed teacher support structures within the 

schools to support the needs of new teachers.  As such, there are urgent calls for transforming the 

way in which teacher leaders meet the challenging demands placed on new teachers.  School 

leaders need to create a teacher leader workforce that will live up to the educational standards 

that are necessary for new teachers to develop the skills and knowledge needed to excel in their 

profession and to meet the diverse needs of students.   Accordingly, the results of this study 

recognize that it is important for leaders of a school district such as principals and 

superintendents to recognize the benefits of helping new teachers gain trust in their teacher 

leaders.   

https://nces.ed.gov/
https://nces.ed.gov/
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The researcher offers recommendations based on the findings, analysis, and conclusions 

of this research study.  The recommendations that follow are for (a) educational leaders, and 

school administrators, and (b) formal mentors, CIA’s, and academic coaches employed by a 

school system aspiring to create new teacher programs that support and enhance the relationships 

between teacher leaders and new teachers in efforts to support new teachers’ success.  

Recommendations for Educational Leaders 

One tool to help advance the next generation of skilled and knowledgeable teachers as 

they meet the demands they may face early on in their teaching career is to provide information 

to school districts on how to transform their professional development programs to utilize 

teacher leaders to best benefit new teachers.  Of significant educational importance and in the 

effort to retain teachers, the value of creating positive new teacher programs in which CIA 

positions are at the forefront of new teacher professional development may need to be explored. 

 CIAs would be beneficial for many reasons.  First, they should be considered for the tremendous 

value they have to new teachers’ professional development.  As indicated in this study, CIAs 

contributed to developing new teachers’ skills and knowledge as indicated by the results of the 

Teacher Leadership Dimensions defined by Katzenmeyer and Moller (2009) more than any other 

teacher leader.  Additionally, they were able to provide tremendous support to new teachers by 

providing valuable structures that included giving of their time to observe new teachers’ 

classroom techniques, giving feedback, sharing materials and information regarding instructional 

practices and helping to meet students’ needs.  More importantly, CIAs and new teachers forged 

friendships that were indicators of increasing new teachers’ job satisfaction.  

A second recommendation would be for educational leaders to consider the benefit of the 

low cost use of teachers for the position of the CIAs, as opposed to the high cost formal mentors 
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impose on school districts.  As such, the CIA as a new teacher support structure may help school 

organizations save money.  Based on the results of this study, CIAs may not only help new 

teachers’ in their professional development, but they may help school organizations reap the 

benefits of saved funds that could be used elsewhere.   

The third recommendation for educational leaders to consider is detailing clear job 

descriptions, expectations, guidelines, and goals for all teacher leaders in their building who 

work with new teachers.  As this study suggested, new teachers were confused as to how 

academic coaches that were employed by the school would support them because they were 

unaware of their specific job descriptions.  New teachers didn’t know how to approach or 

communicate with the coaches to ask for advice or support.  Therefore, new teachers limited 

their interactions with the academic coaches, which in turn limited their effectiveness.   

Additionally, disseminating job descriptors of teacher leaders for new teachers early on in 

their career may help improve the relationships between the two.  Disseminating job descriptors 

at the beginning of the school year would aid in clarifying who, where, when and why new 

teachers could access to receive support and guidance. 

Furthermore, it is recommended that school administrators allocate ample time in 

coaches’ schedules to provide the personal one-on-one time new teachers need to perceive 

coaches to be successful.  When coaches were slated to be busy and not have time to support the 

new teacher, the two did not develop a relationship that may have proved to be beneficial to new 

teachers’ professional development.  

Finally, it is recommended that school principals, in order to build trust among staff in 

the building, specifically between teacher leaders and new teachers, recognize all teacher leaders 

as an important aspect of new teachers’ development.  As indicated in this study, when principals 
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are thoughtful and respectful with their words and actions towards all teacher leaders, new 

teachers benefit by increased trust levels for teacher leaders.  

Recommendations for CIAs, Mentors, and Coaches 

It is evident by the results of this study that teacher leaders benefit when they mimic the 

leadership traits documented by Katzenmeyer and Moller (2009) in their book titled Awakening 

the Sleeping Giant: Helping Teachers Develop as Leaders.  The Teacher Leadership Dimensions 

(Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009) are developmental focus, recognition, autonomy, collegiality, 

participation, open communication, and positive environment.  As such, teacher leaders were 

successful because they were perceived by new teachers to be skilled, knowledgeable, and 

supportive, were able to allocate time to the new teachers, were recognized for their abilities in 

leadership roles, helped to establish a supportive culture within the school, and influenced others 

by making important decisions that were important in creating positive school change.  

Therefore, the following are recommended for teacher leaders’ success.  

The first recommendation for CIAs, formal mentors, and academic coaches employed by 

a school would be in the thoughtful pairing and/or choosing of the new teacher with those 

teacher leaders who have the skills and knowledge reciprocal in nature to the discipline and 

grade level taught by the new teacher.  Having proximity to the new teacher, teaching the same 

grade level, and teaching the same discipline would add to the positive relationships new 

teachers develop with their CIAs, mentors, and academic coaches.  As such, as defined by this 

study’s professional job description, the CIA would have tremendous benefits to new teachers as 

they are considered a part of a reflective, thoughtful new teacher program.    

Second, it is recommended that CIAs, mentors, and coaches advocate for structured 

personal meeting times with new teachers in order to observe and share ideas about creative 
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teaching strategies, curriculum development, and student discipline.  Awarding more time to 

communicate with new teachers, instead of just disseminating instructional materials and data, 

may increase the trust levels new teachers have for their teacher leaders.  Thus, increased 

communication between members of the dyad may help to increase new teachers’ skill 

development and job satisfaction.   

Suggestions for Future Research 

 A thorough examination of this study provides insight into relevant future research.  All 

research would benefit from examining teacher leadership roles, new teacher job satisfaction, 

and the relationship between teacher leaders and new teachers as they may be influenced by 

factors that lead to the development of trust and how trust may play a role in their relationship. 

1. Quantitatively, using a larger sample size, it would be beneficial to examine new 

teachers’ trust of their teacher leaders as surveyed by the Omnibus T-Scale Survey 

(Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003) as it relates to perceived Teacher Leadership 

Dimensions (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009) as surveyed by the Teacher Leadership 

School Survey (Katzenmeyer & Katzenmeyer, 2005).   

2. Qualitatively, it would be beneficial to replicate this study with more participants who 

taught in similar grade levels or similar disciplines along with specialty subject area 

teachers to examine whether or not those results would mimic the results of this 

study.   For example, it would be beneficial to replicate this study with only those 

teachers that teach elementary age students all subject matters such as academic 

classroom teachers or only specialist teachers who teach a specific subject matter 

such as art, music, health, physical education or technology.   
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3. Qualitatively, it would be beneficial to replicate this study but seek out school 

systems that do not have job descriptors similar to those of mentors, coaches, or CIAs 

as described in this study.  Doing so may contribute information that will assist with 

the ongoing effort to provide positive support structures for new teachers.  

4. Qualitatively, it would be beneficial to explore coaches’ and mentors’ different 

perceptions of the role of trust as it relates to new teachers’ professional development, 

job satisfaction and retention.  Doing so may find additional data that may benefit the 

ongoing effort to support new teachers. 

5. Qualitatively, it would be beneficial to explore perceptions of new teachers of their 

teacher leaders over time.  The researcher may find data that contributes to the 

perceptions of their changing needs of their academic coaches, mentors and CIAs as 

they develop professionally.  Thus, the comparison of years of service and their 

perceptions of their teacher leaders may result in findings that would enhance new 

teacher programs as well as professional development programs for all teachers.  

6. Qualitatively or quantitatively, it would be beneficial to investigate principals’ 

perceptions of teacher leadership roles as they contribute to new teacher job 

satisfaction.  Doing so may result in findings that would contribute to the data that 

seeks to find effective leadership qualities that enhance new teacher job satisfaction.   

Summary 

Qualitatively, this study revealed that new teachers in their first three years of service 

valued Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment peers (CIAs) over their mentors or academic 

coaches that were employed by the school district.  Key findings reflected high levels of 

perceived Teacher Leadership Dimensions as defined by Katzenmeyer and Moller (2009) and 
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high levels of trust (Bryk & Schneider, 2003; Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003; Lewicki & 

Tomlinson, 2003) by the participants of their CIAs.  As such, results suggested that a trusting 

relationship and spirit of mutual respect and caring existed between new teachers and their CIAs.  

These qualities resulted in the CIAs being perceived as supportive, approachable, and 

collaborative leaders.  New teachers shared confidential information, asked for input on 

important matters, and depended on their CIA to guide them in developing their skills and 

knowledge as they related to teaching and student success.  The results suggested that high levels 

of trust (Bryk & Schneider, 2003: Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003; Lewicki & Tomlinson, 2003) 

for the CIAs by the participants created relationships that increased participants’ job satisfaction.  

Additionally, results of this study reflected lower levels of perceived Teacher Leadership 

Dimensions as defined by Katzenmeyer and Moller (2009) and lower levels of trust (Bryk & 

Schneider, 2003; Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003; Lewicki & Tomlinson, 2003) by the 

participants of their mentors than that of their CIAs.  As such, results suggested that a strong 

trusting relationship between members of the dyad did not exist.  However, data reflected a spirit 

of mutual respect and caring that existed between new teachers and their mentors typically 

during their first year of teaching.  After that, participants minimally sought out their mentors for 

advice and guidance.    

Mentors were perceived to be less than capable to provide continued guidance in areas of 

curriculum support and teaching techniques due to dissimilar teaching backgrounds.  New 

teachers minimally shared confidential information, asked for input on important matters, and 

did not depend on their mentor to guide them in developing their skills and knowledge as they 

related to teaching and student success.  The results of this study also indicated that levels of 

trust (Bryk & Schneider, 2003; Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003; Lewicki & Tomlinson, 2003) 
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for the mentors by the participants created relationships between the two that minimally 

increased job satisfaction for the participants. 

Furthermore, results of this study suggested that the participants did not perceive 

academic coaches employed by the school system to possess the Teacher Leader Dimensions 

(Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009) that Katzenmeyer and Moller (2009) would assert necessary for 

new teachers to have job satisfaction, be collegial with peers, and increase student performance.  

Additionally, trust theorist Tschannen-Moran (2009) would contend that without the new 

teachers’ perceptions that their teacher leaders possess professional skills as in the Teacher 

Leader Dimensions (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009), new teachers would not trust their coaches. 

The results of this study suggested that new teachers did not have trust (Bryk & Schneider, 2003; 

Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003; Lewicki & Tomlinson, 2003) in their coaches’ abilities and 

therefore did not utilize them for professional development purposes as much as they utilized the 

mentors and CIAs. 

Moreover, the results of this study suggested that principals’ perception and recognition 

of teacher leaders affected the way new teachers perceived teacher leaders. New teachers 

perceived the school principals’ words and actions to be representative of the highest regard for 

academic coaches, high regard for mentors, and no regard for CIAs.  This was compared to the 

lower recognition new teachers had for their coaches and mentors and highest regard for CIAs as 

suggested by the results of this study.  New teachers perceived that CIAs’ specific discipline and 

grade level expertise as well as the amount of time spent with the new teacher should be 

recognized as an asset to new teacher professional development.  The contradiction in 

perceptions between the new teachers and the school principals created distrust by the new 

teachers for principals, coaches, and mentors. Therefore, the results of this study have significant 
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implications for principals as they recognize teacher leaders as being an important aspect of new 

teacher development and its subsequent effect of teacher retention rates.  

This study also brought to light the need for new teachers to have a voice in whom they 

choose as a mentor.  New teachers should take proximity, grade level, and subject area into 

consideration when choosing a mentor in order to foster teacher development, job satisfaction 

and success.  Additionally, superintendents as well as principals need to ensure this occurs in 

their buildings.  

Finally, all participants in this study noted the benefits of CIAs as a peer from whom new 

teachers can find support and encouragement as teaching skills are developed and knowledge is 

gained.  These results of this study suggests that the value of educational organizations creating 

progressive new teacher professional development programs in which CIA positions are at the 

forefront needs to be explored.   
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Appendix A 

Invitation for New Teachers to Participate 

Dear New Teacher, 

I am a student in the Southern New Hampshire University Educational Leadership 

Doctoral program under the direction of Dr. Margaret Ford. I am writing to ask you if you would 

be willing to take part in a face to face interview concerning your views on teacher leadership 

roles. 

The purpose of my research is to explore the views new teachers hold on teacher 

leadership. If you wish to participate in this study you will be asked to take part in a one hour 

interview, a one hour focus group session, complete two short surveys and record information of 

teacher interactions.  If you agree to participate in this research, please sign and return the 

Informed Consent (attached) and complete the Omnibus T-Scale Survey (attached). Please 

submit both through email to my address listed below. All information will be kept confidential. 

There is a list of these assurances at the end of this letter. 

Additionally, when the Informed Consent (attached) is signed and returned along with the 

survey, I will contract you to set up our interview and explain the process.  

I hope that this will be a useful piece of research which will inform my educational practices.  

I would very much appreciate your help.  

 

Regards, 

 

Michelle Davignon, michelle.davignon@snhu.edu 

 

mailto:michelle.davignon@snhu.edu
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Assurances to interviewees: 

If you agree to an individual interview, focus group, survey completion and log keeping, 

anything you tell me will be treated in confidence. 

In all instances: 

 I will respect your right to decide not to answer any questions. 

 I respect your right to withdraw from this research study at any time with no penalty. 

 I may wish to use quotes, but would only quote you under a pseudonym and with your 

express permission. 
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Appendix B 

Informed Consent for New Teacher Participants 

Project Title: New Teachers’ Perceptions 

Please read this consent agreement carefully before you decide whether or not to participate in 

the study. 

Purpose of the research study:  The purpose of my research is to explore the views new 

teachers hold on teacher leadership.  

What you will do in the study:  As a participant in this qualitative research study, you will be 

interviewed face to face by the researcher; complete two short surveys participate in a focus 

group and log communications between fellow teachers.  

Time required: Approximately three hours total during a four week period. 

Risks: There are no anticipated risks in this study. 

Benefits:  There are no direct benefits to you for participating in this research study; however 

this study informed the field of education. The report from this study will be made available to 

you. 

Confidentiality:  Participant’s information will be kept private and confidential. Pseudonyms 

will be used for the school location, school name and your name.  The data will be collected and 

is limited to voice and text recording. Your information will be assigned a code number. The list 

connecting your name to this code will be kept in a locked file. When the study is completed and 

the data have been analyzed, all information will be destroyed after three years. Your name will 

not be used in any report.   

Voluntary participation:  Your participation in the study is completely voluntary.  



168 
 

Right to withdraw from the study:  You have the right to withdraw from the study at any time 

without penalty. To withdraw from the study, simply notify: 

Michelle Davignon, michelle.davignon@snhu.edu 

 

If you have questions about your rights in the study, contact: 

Dr. Margaret Ford      
Southern New Hampshire University    
2500 North River Rd.      
Manchester, NH 03106     
T: 603-998-9221       
     
 

Agreement 

I agree to participate in the research study described above. 

Participant’s Name: _______________________________________________________ 

Signature: ________________________________________ Date:  _____________ 

Researcher’s Name: _______________________________________________________ 

Signature: ________________________________________ Date:  _____________ 

You will receive a copy of this form for your records. 
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Appendix C 

Consent Form for Superintendent 

Project Title: New teachers’ perceptions of teacher leadership roles 

Dear Superintendent, 

I am a student from Southern New Hampshire University in the educational leadership 

doctoral program conducting a research study under the direction of Dr. Peg Ford. The purpose 

of my research is to explore new teachers’ perceptions of teacher leadership roles.  

Upon your approval, I will contact building principals to obtain their permission to 

interview new teachers. New teachers will be selected by the principals. The sample will consist 

of four new teachers in your district who have been teaching between one and three years in the 

district. The teacher will be asked to participate in one face-to-face interview taking 60 minutes, 

participate in a one hour focus group session, and participate in two short surveys and record 

information on teacher interactions.  

Participant information will be kept private and confidential. Pseudonyms will be used 

for the school location, school name and teacher names. The data will be collected and is limited 

to voice and text recording. 

I would appreciate your district’s participation in this research as it has the potential to 

inform the field of education. 

If you have any questions or concerns about the study, please contact: 

Michelle Davignon, michelle.davignon@snhu.edu 

If you have questions about your rights as a research participant, please contact: 

Dr. Peg Ford,  m.ford@snhu.edu 
T: 603-998-9221     
Southern New Hampshire University    
      

mailto:michelle.davignon@snhu.edu
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Agreement 

I agree to have my school district participate in the research study described above. 

Superintendent Name: _____________________________________________________ 

Signature: ________________________________________ Date:  _________________ 

Researcher Name: _______________________________________________________ 

Signature: ________________________________________ Date:  _________________ 

You will receive a copy of this form for your records. 
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Appendix D 

Consent Form for Principals 

Project Title: New teachers’ perceptions of teacher leadership roles 

Dear Principal, 

I am a student from Southern New Hampshire University in the educational leadership 

doctoral program conducting a research study under the direction of Dr. Peg Ford. I have 

previously received approval from your superintendent to conduct interviews with new teachers 

in your school. I am seeking permission to conduct research and would appreciate your guidance 

in the selection of new teachers.  

Your recommendation of potential participants is greatly appreciated. My sample will 

consist of new teachers in your school who are currently in the first three years of teaching and 

have had contact with teacher leaders, i.e., mentors, instructional coaches, etc., in your middle 

school.  

The new teachers will be asked to participate in a 60 minute face-to-face interview, a one 

hour focus group session, take two short surveys and record information on teacher interactions. 

Participant information will be kept private and confidential. Pseudonyms will be used for the 

school location, school name and teacher names.  The data will be collected and is limited to 

voice and text recording.  

Below is a form that you may provide information regarding names of potential new 

teacher participants for this study.  I would appreciate your participation in this research as it has 

the potential to inform the field of education. 

If you have any questions or concerns about the study, please contact: 

Michelle Davignon, michelle.davignon@snhu.edu 

mailto:michelle.davignon@snhu.edu
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If you have questions about your rights as a research participant, please contact: 

Dr. Peg Ford     
Southern New Hampshire University    
2500 North River Rd.      
Manchester, NH 03106     
T: 603-998-9221       
m.ford@snhu.ed 
     
Agreement 
 
I agree to have my school district participate in the research study described above. 
 
Principal Name: __________________________________________________________ 

School Name:____________________________________________________________ 

Signature: ________________________________________ Date:  _________________ 

Researcher’s Name: Michelle M. Davignon  

Signature: ________________________________________ Date:  _________________ 

 

Recommendations of new teachers in years 1-3 of service  

1. Name: _________________________________________________ Years in service_______ 

Title________________________________  Email: ______________________________ 

2. Name: _________________________________________________ Years in service_______ 

Title________________________________  Email: ______________________________ 

3. Name: _________________________________________________ Years in service_______ 

Title________________________________  Email: ______________________________ 

4. Name: _________________________________________________ Years in service_______ 

Title________________________________  Email: ______________________________ 

5. Name: _________________________________________________ Years in service_______ 

Title________________________________  Email: ______________________________ 
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6. Name: _________________________________________________ Y ears in service_______ 

Title________________________________  Email: ______________________________ 

7. Name: _________________________________________________ Years in service_______ 

Title________________________________  Email: ______________________________ 

8. Name: _________________________________________________ Years in service_______ 

Title________________________________  Email: ______________________________ 

9. Name: _________________________________________________ Years in service_______ 

Title________________________________  Email: ______________________________ 

10. Name: _________________________________________________Years in service____ 

Title __________________________                        Email: ____________________________ 

11. Name: ____________________ _____________________________Years in service___ 

Title________________________________  Email: ______________________________ 

12. Name: ____________________ _____________________________Years in service___ 

Title________________________________  Email: ______________________________ 

11. Name: ____________________ _____________________________Years in service___ 

Title________________________________  Email: ______________________________ 

You will receive a copy of this form for your records. 
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Appendix E 

Interview Protocol 

 The following interview questions will be asked of each participant: 

Time of Interview: 

Date: 

Place: 

Interviewer: 

Interviewee: 

Title of Interviewee: 

Years of Experience in Position of Interviewee: 

School population size: 

Semi-Structured Interview Questions 

What has been your experience and relationship with teacher leaders?  

What do you perceive as your teacher leaders’ strengths? 

What do you perceive to be your teacher leaders’ weaknesses? 

Who seeks out whom and how do you interact with your teacher leaders? 

Has anyone in the system made a strong impact on your teaching?  If so, how? 

What is the relationship teachers have with one another in this building and this district? 

Because you are a new teacher, how do you feel teacher leaders perceive you? 

Has your relationship with your teacher leaders changed?  If so, how? 
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Appendix F 
 

Demographic Questions asked of Participants  
 
How many years in total have you been teaching? 
a. One year 
b. Two years 
c. Three years 
How many years have you taught in this school? 
a. One year or less 
b. Two years 
c. This is my third year teaching in this school 
 
What best describes the grade level you teach? 
a. Pre-K-4 
b. 5-8 
What answer best describes the grade level you teach? 
a. Homeroom Pre-K-4 
b. Homeroom 5-8 
c. Middle science 
d. Middle social studies 
e. Middle mathematics 
f. Middle English Language arts 
g. Health 
h. Music 
i. Band 
j. Art 
k. Physical Education 
l. Middle Special education 
m. K-4 Special education 
n. Guidance 
 
Do you receive guidance from an academic coach, i.e. English language arts coach or 
mathematics coach? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
Do you receive guidance from a teacher who has a formal role as a mentor? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
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Appendix G 

Scoring Key 
Faculty Trust in the Principal - Items 1, 4*, 7, 9, 11*, 15, 18, 23* 
Faculty Trust in Colleagues - Items 2, 5, 8*, 12, 13, 16, 19, 21 
Faculty Trust in the Clients - Items 3, 6, 10, 14, 17, 20, 22, 24, 25, 26* 
*Items are reversed scored, that is, [1=6, 2=5, 3=4, 4=3, 5=2, 6=1 
For each school, first compute the average score for every item. Use these average item scores in the next set of computations to 
determine the faculty trust subtest scores for your school. 
For each of the three subtests, compute the school score by adding the values for the items composing that scale and then 
dividing by the number of items. For example, 
Faculty Trust in Colleagues (TCo) = Scores for items 2, 5, 8*, 12, 13, 16, 19, 21 are summed and divided by 8. 
Faculty Trust in Clients (TCI) = Scores for items 3, 6, 10, 14, 17, 20, 22, 24, 25, 26* are summed and divided by 10. 
Faculty Trust in the Principal (TP) = Scores for items 1, 4*, 7, 9, 11*, 15, 18, 23* are summed and divided by 8. 
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Appendix H 

Teacher Leadership School Survey 
Marilyn and Bill Katzenmeyer 

Please respond to the following statements in terms of how frequently each 
Statement is descriptive of your school. 
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Appendix I 

Focus Group Protocol 

 

Time of Interview: 

Date: 

Place: 

Interviewees, titles and years of experience: 

1. Name_________________________Title__________________________Year____ 

2. Name_________________________Title__________________________Year____ 

3. Name_________________________Title__________________________Year____ 

4. Name_________________________Title__________________________Year____ 

 
 

Semi-Structured Focus Group Interview Questions 

The following interview questions will be asked of each participant: 

1. Does your teacher leader provide needed assistance, guidance and coaching?  If so, how? 

2. Does respect and caring play in your relationship with your teacher leader?  If so, how? 

3. Are you encouraged to be proactive, and make improvements with support of your teacher 

leader?  If so, how? 

4. Do you collaborate on instructional and student-related matters with your teacher leader?  If 

so, how? 

5. Are you involved in making decisions on important matters that involve your teacher 

leaders?  If so, how? 

6. Is the communication between you and your teacher leader effective?  If so, how? 
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7. Do you and your teacher leader share opinions and feelings openly and honestly?  If so, 

please explain. 

8. Does trust play a role in the relationship between you and your teacher leader?  If so, how? 

9. Do you feel your teacher leader is effective?  If so, how? 
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Appendix J 
 

Approval to Use Omnibus T-Scale Survey 
 
On Sep 17, 2014, at 11:53 AM, Davignon, Michelle <michelle.davignon@snhu.edu> wrote: 
 

To: Dr. Wayne Hoy 

Re: Request use of Omnibus T-Scale for Doctoral Dissertation 

September 14, 2014 

Dear Dr. Hoy, 

I am a doctoral student in the process of defending my dissertation proposal in an educational 

leadership program at Southern New Hampshire University in Manchester, New Hampshire.  It 

is with pride I request the use of your instrument, Omnibus T-Scale as part of my research. 

It is my hopes that this qualitative research study will utilize the Omnibus T-Scale (Hoy & 

Tschannen-Moran, 2003) along with the Teacher Leadership School Survey (Katzenmeyer and 

Katzenmeyer, 2005) to draw conclusions to the proposed research question “how does trust 

affect new teachers’ perceptions of their teacher leaders?” by relating levels of trust of new 

teachers to new teachers’ perceptions of their teacher leaders.  Of particular interest is to explore 

the relationship between trust of teacher leaders and dimensions of teacher leadership as defined 

by Katzenmeyer and Moller (2009) that new teachers perceive to be supportive for job 

satisfaction. 

       A number of researchers continue to identify gaps in the research based on the perception of 

new teachers’ relationships with their teacher leaders (Allen, Eby & Lentz, 2006; Hallam et al., 

2012). The extent of involvement in teacher leadership varies as determined by the context of a 

school (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2009).  The degree to which these formal teacher leaders are 

https://portalmail.snhu.edu/owa/redir.aspx?C=sJebpBVkZkqQdqDzQkDG7DwvyBRnptFIzflb3wL5sNg7nPZyx6CdzGcaGi_XcIKmfTU9VyRZoe4.&URL=mailto%3amichelle.davignon%40snhu.edu
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successful at supporting new teachers varies (Hallam et al., 2012). As new teachers are 

vulnerable, having trust in their teacher leaders may affect the relationship between the two.      

Thus, with the use of your Omnibus T-Scale, this research may have the potential to make a 

significant contribution in the exploration of new teacher commitment and means to increase job 

satisfaction and retention rates of those new teachers. 

I am looking forward to hearing back from you with questions and/ comments related to the use 

of your survey. I am willing to have a discussion through Skype or email concerning the greater 

extent of my research.  Additionally, if you have further clarifying questions, you may contact 

the Assistant Dean of Education at Southern New Hampshire University, Dr. Peg Ford at 

m.ford@snhu.edu or phone number 603-998-9221. 

Thank you for your consideration in allowing me to utilize your scale for this important research. 

Respectfully, 

Michelle Davignon, Doctoral Candidate  

Southern New Hampshire University, Manchester, NH 

Michelle.davignon@snhu.edu 

 

 
Re: Request use of the Omnibus T-Scale  
Wayne Hoy [whoy@mac.com]  
You replied on 9/17/2014 2:39 PM. 

Sent:  Wednesday, September 17, 2014 12:25 PM  
To:  Davignon, Michelle  

 
 

HI Michelle—  
 
You have my permission to use the Omnibus T-Scale in your research. 
 
Best wishes. 
 

https://portalmail.snhu.edu/owa/redir.aspx?C=sJebpBVkZkqQdqDzQkDG7DwvyBRnptFIzflb3wL5sNg7nPZyx6CdzGcaGi_XcIKmfTU9VyRZoe4.&URL=mailto%3am.ford%40snhu.edu
https://portalmail.snhu.edu/owa/redir.aspx?C=sJebpBVkZkqQdqDzQkDG7DwvyBRnptFIzflb3wL5sNg7nPZyx6CdzGcaGi_XcIKmfTU9VyRZoe4.&URL=mailto%3aMichelle.davignon%40snhu.edu
https://portalmail.snhu.edu/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAACb%2bSkaAuzcR7NXcdAeRovJBwDp1DdL%2buLrSrUe%2fAA0euJUALq5GxSsAAAVMU28nGiiSZ3vbb13w1RPAOLN5lKbAAAJ
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From: Wayne Hoy [whoy@mac.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 17, 2014 12:25 PM 
To: Davignon, Michelle 
Subject: Re: Request use of the Omnibus T-Scale 
 
HI Michelle— 
 
You have my permission to use the Omnibus T-Scale in your research. 
 
Best wishes. 
 
Wayne 
 
Wayne K. Hoy 
Fawcett Professor Emeritus in 
Education Administration 
The Ohio State University 
www.waynekhoy.com 

 
7687 Pebble Creek circle, #102 
Naples, FL 34108 
Email: whoy@mac.com 
Phone: 239 595 5732 
 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://portalmail.snhu.edu/owa/redir.aspx?C=sJebpBVkZkqQdqDzQkDG7DwvyBRnptFIzflb3wL5sNg7nPZyx6CdzGcaGi_XcIKmfTU9VyRZoe4.&URL=http%3a%2f%2fwww.waynekhoy.com%2f
https://portalmail.snhu.edu/owa/redir.aspx?C=sJebpBVkZkqQdqDzQkDG7DwvyBRnptFIzflb3wL5sNg7nPZyx6CdzGcaGi_XcIKmfTU9VyRZoe4.&URL=mailto%3awhoy%40mac.com
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 Appendix K  

Job Descriptions of Academic Coach, Mentor, and Curriculum, Instruction and 

Assessment Peers 

English Language Arts Academic Coach   

1. Assist in the implementation of the English language arts curriculum, including balanced 

literacy and writing programs. 

2. Provide demonstration lessons, modeling, and coaching for teachers in the 

implementation of curriculum and effective instructional strategies. 

3. Facilitate initiatives, such as literacy teams, to support teacher collaboration in 

instructional planning and lesson design.  

4. Guide the collection of classroom assessment data in English language arts and assist 

teachers in its analysis and interpretation for formative assessment purposes, as a tool for 

grouping students and providing instruction appropriate to their skill levels. 

5. Assist teachers in understanding MCAS English language arts data and in using it to 

inform instruction. 

6. Assist teachers in the use of software applications relevant to the English language arts 

program. 

7. Participate in curriculum and assessment development and district-based professional 

development relevant to English language arts. 

8. Lead student groups for interventions and/or enrichments as determined by 

administrators. 

9. Facilitate and monitor placement of ELA tutors in classrooms based on data collection. 
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Mathematics Academic Coach 
 

1. Assist in the implementation of all components of the mathematics program. 

2. Provide demonstration lessons, modeling, and coaching for teachers, particularly in 

grades 4 and 5, in the implementation of curriculum and effective instructional strategies. 

3. Lead initiatives for teacher collaboration in lesson design and instructional planning. 

4. Guide the collection of classroom assessment data in mathematics and science and assist 

teachers in its analysis and interpretation for formative assessment purposes, to help them 

to tailor their instructional strategies to students’ needs. 

5. Assist teachers in understanding MCAS mathematics data and in using it to inform 

instruction. 

6. Assist teachers in the use of software applications relevant to the mathematics program 

7. Participate in curriculum development and district-based professional development 

relevant to mathematics. 

Mentor 
 

1. Provide instructional support. This includes, among other things, regular observation and 

conferencing with the beginning teacher.  During this time mentors will offer support in 

teaching to the learning standards of the Curriculum Frameworks and awareness and 

reinforcement of Skillful Teacher parameters and practices. 

2. Provide professional support.  Beginning teachers need to be informed of school policies 

and procedures, particularly regarding standards and procedures for teacher evaluation. 

Mentors will be a resource for information on evaluation and professional practice and 

responsibilities. 
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3. Provide personal support.  Mentors can help relieve the stress on new teachers by 

introducing them to other faculty members and, with support and encouragement, helping 

the beginning teachers to put problems in perspective. 

4. Maintain a confidential relationship with the beginning teacher.  It is important that the 

beginning teacher be able to discuss problems openly with the mentor, so that they may 

be addressed in a timely and informed manner. 

5. Ensure a strong start to the year.  Mentors help beginning teachers launch a productive 

year by making sure they know where to obtain all needed materials, set up their 

classrooms effectively, have adequately constructed lesson plans, and understand basis 

professional responsibilities and procedures.  Additionally, this is the time that the mentor 

should begin to work with the new teacher on addressing individual needs or issues, such 

as time management and classroom management strategies. 

6. Serve as a liaison.  The mentor should have the knowledge and skills to refer the 

beginning teacher to other teachers and educational resources, so that the beginning 

teacher is exposed to a variety of perspectives, instructional practices, and special 

expertise (e.g. SPED, technology). 

7. Maintain communication and coordinate activities.  The mentors in each building 

organize and facilitate regular support meetings for new teachers in the building 

(approximately nine, with more frequent meetings in September and November). 

Activities of the mentor/mentee partnership may include, but are not limited to, informal 

conversations, telephone and email contact, sharing materials, formal conference times, 

and classroom visits with follow-up conferences.  The mentors arrange for substitute 

coverage to support substantive classroom visits between the new teachers and 
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themselves or other appropriate professional staff.  Mentors inform new teachers to 

maintain a log of program activities, and they keep logs themselves for review by the 

mentor coordinator. 

Curriculum, Instruction and Assessment Peer 

In order to strengthen the Mentor Program and teacher induction process, new and 

transitioning teachers will be paired with CIA coaches. CIA stands for curriculum, instruction, 

and assessment and defines the primary responsibility of the coach.  

CIA coaches are teachers who are proximal to and teach the same subject as the new or 

transitioning teachers.  For example, a new SPED teacher will be matched with a veteran SPED 

teacher, a high school science teacher with a high school science teacher, a second grade teacher 

with a second grade teacher.  

CIA coaches have in depth knowledge of the curriculum the new teacher is expected to 

teach. Also, they are skilled at using effective teaching strategies and varied assessment 

techniques within that subject area.  They meet one on one with the new or transitioning teacher 

through mutually convenient scheduling arrangements and on an as needed basis. Their focus is 

on providing firsthand, accurate knowledge of the subject curriculum and on supporting 

instructional excellence in the implementation of that curriculum.  Additionally, they are ideal 

partners for classroom visits and observations that are already a component of the Mentor 

Program.  

Mentors help (in collaboration with the building principal or department head) to pair the 

new teachers with an appropriate CIA coach and monitor the process through the school year. 

The district provides PDP's to the participating CIA coaches. 

 



191 
 

References 

Acker-Hocevar, M., & Touchton, D. (1999, April). A model of power as social relationships:  

Teacher leaders describe the phenomena of effective agency in practice. Paper presented 

at the annual meeting of the American Educational Research Association. 

Allen, T. D., Eby, L. T., & Lentz, E. (2006). The relationship between formal mentoring program 

characteristics and perceived program effectiveness. Personnel Psychology, 59(1), 125-

153. 

Bandura, A. (1986). Social foundations of thought and action: A social cognitive theory. 

Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, Inc. 

Bass, B. M. (1975). Leadership and performance beyond expectations. New York: The Free 

Press. 

Benedict, M. (2009).  Teacher leaders building social capital in secondary departments: Three 

cases (Doctoral dissertation). Available from ProQuest. (3367798). 

Berry, B., Johnson, D., & Montgomery, D. (2005). The power of teacher leadership. Educational 

Leadership, 62(5), 56-60. 

Bryk, A. S., & Schneider, B. (2003). Trust in schools: A core resource for school reform. 

Educational Leadership, 60(6), 40-44. 

Bullough, R. (2012, February). Mentoring and new teacher induction in the United States: A 

review and analysis of current practices. Mentoring & Tutoring: Partnership in Learning, 

20(1), 57-74. 

Burns, J. M. (1975). Leadership. New York: Harper and Row. 

Carver, C. L., & Katz, D. S. (2004). Teaching at the boundary of acceptable practice: What is a 

new teacher mentor to do? Journal of Teacher Education, 55(5), 449-462. 



192 
 

Chao, G. (2009). Formal mentoring: lessons learned from past practice. Professional 

Psychology: Research and Practice, 40(3), 314-320. 

Conger, C. L., & Kanungo, R. N. (1998). Charismatic leadership in organizations. Thousand 

Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Crasborn, F., Hennissen, P., Brouwer, N., Korthagen, F., & Bergen, T. (2011, August). 

Exploring a two-dimensional model of mentor teacher roles in mentoring dialogues. 

Teaching and Teacher Education, 27, 320-331. 

Crasborn, F., Hennissen, P., Brouwer, N., Korthagen, F., & Bergen, T. (2010, February). 

Capturing mentor teachers’ reflective moments during mentoring dialogue. Teachers and 

Teaching: Theory and Practice, 16(1), 7-29. 

Creswell, J. W. (2013). Qualitative Inquiry & Research Design (3rd ed.). Washington, D.C.: 

Sage. 

Crowther, F., & Olsen, P. (1997). Teachers as leaders-an exploratory framework. International 

Journal of Educational Management, 11(1), 6-13. 

Darling-Hammond, L. (2003, May). Keeping good teachers. Educational Leadership. 

Darling-Hammond, L. (2010). The flat world and education: How America’s commitment to 

equity will determine our future. New York, NY: Teachers College Press. 

Deutsch, M. (1958). Trust and suspicion. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 2, 265-279. 

Dewey, J. (1977). Democracy and education: The middle works, 1899-1906. Carbondale: 

Southern Illinois University Press. 

Fullan, M. (1994). Teacher leadership: A failure to conceptualize. In readings on leadership in 

education from archives of Phi Delta Kappa International. Bloomington, IN. Phi Delta 

Kappa Educational Foundation. 



193 
 

Fullan, M. (2001). Leading in a culture of change. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Gagmen, L., & Bowie, S. (2005, September). Effective mentoring: A case for training mentors 

for novice teachers. Journal of Physical Education, Recreation & Dance, 76(7), 40-45. 

Goddard, R. D. (2002). A theoretical and empirical analysis of the measurement of collective 

efficacy: The development of a short form. Educational & Psychological Measurement, 

62(1), 97-111. 

Goleman, D., Boyatzis, R., & McKee, A. (2002). Primal leadership: Realizing the power of 

emotional intelligence. Jackson, TN: Harvard Business School Press. 

Grant, C., Gardner, K., Kajee, F., Moodley, R., & Somaroo, S. (2010). Teacher leadership: A 

survey analysis of KwaZulu-Natal teachers’ perceptions. South African Journal of 

Education, 30(3), 401-419. 

Grovier, T. (1994). Is it a jungle out there? Trust, distrust and the construction of social 

relationships. Dialogue, 237-253. 

Hallam, P., Chou, P., Hite, J., & Hite, S. (2012). Two contrasting models for mentoring as they 

affect retention of beginning teachers. NASSP Bulletin, 96(3), 243-278. 

Hallinger, P., & Heck, R. H. (1996). Reassessing the principal’s role in school effectiveness. 

Educational Administration Quarterly, 32(1), 5-44. 

Hargreaves, A., & Dawe, R. (1990). Paths of professional development: Contrived collegiality, 

collaborative culture, and the case of peer coaching. Teaching & Teacher Education, 

6(3), 227-241. 

Hawkins-Revis, J. (2007). Advancing teacher leadership capacity: Teacher-leaders' perceptions 

of social and organizational structures on teacher-leader to teacher interactions. (Doctoral 

dissertation).  Retrieved from ProQuest. (304819789). 



194 
 

 

Horvath, M., Wasko, L. E., & Bradley, J. L. (2008). The effect of formal mentoring program 

characteristics on organizational attraction. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 

323-349. 

Hoy, W. K., Gage, C. Q., & Tarter, C. J. (2006). School mindfulness and school trust: Necessary 

conditions for each other? Educational Administration Quarterly, 42, 236-335. 

Hoy, W. K., Smith, P. A., & Sweetland, S. R. (2002/2003, December/January). Development of 

the organizational climate index for High schools: Its measure and relationship to faculty 

trust. High School Journal, 86(2), 38-49. 

Hoy, W. K., & Tschannen-Moran, M. (1999). Five faces of trust: An empirical confirmation in 

urban elementary schools. Journal of School Leadership, 9, 184-208. 

Hoy, W. K., & Tschannen-Moran, M. (2003). The conceptualization and measurement of faculty 

trust in schools:  The omnibus T-Scales. Studies in Leading and Organizing Schools, 

181-2008. Retrieved from http://mxtsch.people.wm.edu/research_tools.php 

Ingersoll, R. M., & Strong, M. (2011, April). The impact of induction and mentoring programs 

for beginning teachers:  A critical review of the research. Review of Educational 

Research, 81(2), 201-233. 

Kain, J., & Singleton, K. (1996, May/June). Equity and educational opportunity revisited. New 

England Economic Review, 87-111. 

Katzenmeyer, M., & Katzenmeyer, B. (2005). Teacher Leadership School Survey [Measurement 

Instrument]. Published instrument. Tampa, Florida: Professional Development Center, 

Inc. 



195 
 

Katzenmeyer, M., & Moller, G. (2009). Awakening the sleeping giant: Helping teachers develop 

as leaders. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Kram, K. (1985, April). Improving the Mentoring Process.  Training and Development Journal, 

40-43.  

Kram, K. E., & Isabella, L. A. (1985). Mentoring alternatives: The role of peer relationships in 

career development.  Academy of Management Journal, 28(1), 110-132. 

Kramer, R. M. (1999). Trust and distrust in organizations: Emerging perspectives, enduring 

questions. Annual Reviews: Psychology, 50, 569-598. 

Lambert, L. (1998). How to build leadership capacity. Educational Leadership, 55(7), 17-19. 

Landsberger, H. (1958). Hawthorne Revisited. Cornell University. 

Leithwood, K., Day, C., Sammons, P., Harris, A., & Hopkins, D. (2006).  Seven strong claims 

about successful leadership. Nottingham: DfES/NCSL. 

Leithwood, K., & Jantzi, D. (1999). The effects of transformational leadership on organizational 

conditions and student engagement with schools.  Journal of Educational Administration. 

Lewicki, R., McAllister, D. & Bies, R. (1998).  Trust and distrust: New Relationships and 

realities. Academy of Management Review, 23(3), 438-458. 

Lewicki, R., & Tomlinson, E. (2003, Dec). Trust and trust building.  Beyond Intractability.  

Retrieved March, 2013 from < http://www.beyondintractability.org/essay/trust-building. 

Lieberman, A. (2011, Fall). Can teachers really be leaders? Kappa Delta Pi Record, 48(1), 16-

18. 

Likert, R. (1967).  The human organization.  New York: McGraw-Hill. 



196 
 

Lofstrom, E., & Eisenschmidt, E. (2009, July). Teachers’ perspectives on mentoring: The case of 

the Estonian induction year.  Teaching and Teacher Education: An International Journal 

of Research and Studies, 25(5), 681-689. 

Maslow, A. H. (1943). A theory of human motivation. Psychological Review, 370-396. 

http://dx.doi.org/http://psychclassics.yorku.ca/Maslow/motivation.htm. 

Mayo, E. (1945). Social problems of an industrial civilization. Boston: Division of Research, 

Graduate School of Business Administration. 

Miles, M. B., Huberman, A. M., & Saldana, J. (2014). Qualitative Data Analysis (3rd ed.). Los 

Angeles: SAGE Publications, Inc. 

Moran-Tschannen, M., & Hoy, W. (1998). Trust in schools: A conceptual and empirical analysis. 

Journal of Educational Administration, 36, 334-352.n 

Moustakas, C. (1994). Phenomenological research methods.  Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Mraz, M., Algozzine, B., & Watson, P. (2008). Perceptions and expectations of roles and 

responsibilities of literacy coaching. Literacy Research and Instruction, 47(3), 141-157. 

Muijs, D., Harris, A., (2007). Teacher leadership in action. Educational Management 

Administration & Leadership. 35(1), 111-134.  

Murphy, J. (2005).  Connecting teacher leadership and school improvement. Thousand Oaks: 

SAGE. 

Murrell, Jr., P. C., Diez, M. E., Feiman-Nemser, S., & Schussler, D. L. (2010). Teaching as a 

moral practice: Defining, developing, and assessing professional dispositions in teacher 

education. Cambridge, MA: Harvard Education Press. 

National Board for Professional Teaching Standards. (1986). Carnegie Task force on Teaching. 

A nation prepared: Teachers for the 21st century. New York. 

javascript:__doLinkPostBack('','mdb~~bth%7C%7Cjdb~~bthjnh%7C%7Css~~JN%20%22Educational%20Management%20Administration%20%26%20Leadership%22%7C%7Csl~~jh','');
javascript:__doLinkPostBack('','mdb~~bth%7C%7Cjdb~~bthjnh%7C%7Css~~JN%20%22Educational%20Management%20Administration%20%26%20Leadership%22%7C%7Csl~~jh','');


197 
 

National Center for Education Statistics [Annual report]. (April, 2015): Public School Teacher 

Attrition and Mobility in the First Five Years: Results From the First Through Fifth 

Waves of the 2007–08 Beginning Teacher Longitudinal Study. 

Norman, P. J., & Feiman-Nemser, S. (2005, August). Mind activity in teaching and mentoring. 

Teaching and Teacher Education, 21(6), 679-697. 

Peterson, K. S. (2008). Collective efficacy and faculty trust: A study of social processes in 

schools (Doctoral dissertation). Available from ProQuest. (3303911) 

Pitman, J. (2008). Teacher perceptions of leadership practices and development of professional 

learning communities: An exploration (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ProQuest. 

Ponder, J. S. (2006). Transformational classroom leadership: The fourth wave of teacher 

leadership. Educational Management Administration & Leadership, 34(4), 533-545. 

Reichert E. C. (2010). Influencing change for teacher leader professional learning: A 

phenomenological study. (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ProQuest. 

Robinson, J. (2009). Teacher leadership and school reform: A case study of the Accelerating 

Student Achievement Project in a central Kentucky school district (Doctoral dissertation). 

Retrieved from ProQuest. 

Sailors, M, & Shanklin, N. L. (2010). Growing evidence to support coaching in literacy and 

Mathematics. Elementary School Journal. 111(1), 1-6. 

Scott, S. E., Cortina, K. S., & Carlisle, J. F. (2012). Understanding coach-based professional 

development in Reading First: How do coaches spend their time and how do teachers 

perceive coaches’ work? Literacy Research and Instruction, 51, 68-85. 

Sergiovanni, T. J. (2004). Collaborative Cultures and Communities of Practice. Principal 

Leadership, 5(1), 48-52. 



198 
 

Short, P. M., & Rinehart, J. S. (1992). School participant empowerment scale: Assessment of 

level of empowerment within the school environment. Educational and Psychological 

Measurement, 52, 951-960. 

Sitkin, S. B., & Roth, N. (2008). Explaining the limited effectiveness of legalistic ’remedies’ for 

trust/distrust. International Library of Critical Writings on Business and Management, 

10, 305-330. 

Smith, P., Kendall, L., & Hulin, C. (1969). The measurement of satisfaction in work and 

retirement. Chicago: Rand McNally. 

Smith, T. M., & Ingersoll, R. M. (2004). What are the effects of induction and mentoring on 

beginning teacher turnover? American Educational Research Journal, 41(3), 681-714. 

Smylie, M. A., & Denny, J. W. (1990, August). Teacher leadership: Tensions and ambiguities in 

organizational perspective.  Educational Administration Quarterly, 26(3) 235-259. 

Spillane, J. P., Halverson, R., & Diamond, J. B. (2004). Towards a theory of leadership practice:  

A distributed perspective. Journal of Curriculum Studies, 36(1), 3-34. 

Sutton, R. I., & Straw, B. M. (1995). What theory is not. Administrative Quarterly Science, 40, 

371-384. 

Tarter, C. J., Bliss, J. R., & Hoy, W. K. (1989). School characteristics and faculty trust in 

secondary schools. Education Administration Quarterly, 25(3), 294-308. 

The National Commission on Excellence in Education. (1983). A nation at risk: The Imperative  

for educational reform.  A Report to the Nation and the Secretary of Education. United  

States Department of Education. Retrieved March 2014  

<http://www.ed.gov/pubs/NatAtRisk/title.html. 



199 
 

Tschannen-Moran, M. (2001). Collaboration and the need for trust. Journal of Educational 

Administration, 39(4), 308-331. 

Tschannen-Moran, M. (2001). Teacher efficacy: Capturing an elusive construct. Teaching and 

Teacher Education, 17, 783-805. 

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

leadership orientation and trust. Educational Administration Quarterly, 45(2), 217-247. 

Tschannen-Moran, M., & Hoy, W. K. (1998). Trust in schools: A conceptual and empirical 

analysis. Journal of Educational Administration, 36, 334-352. 

Tschannen-Moran, M., Parish, J., & DiPaola, M. F. (2006). School climate and state standards: 

How interpersonal relationships influence student achievement. Journal of School 

Leadership, 16, 386-415. 

Van Maele, D., & Van Houtte, M. (2011). The role of teacher and faculty trust in forming 

teachers’ job satisfaction: Do years of experience make a difference? Teaching and 

Teacher Education, 28(6), 879-889. 

Wang, J., & Fulton, L. A. (2012, February 15, 2012). Mentor-novice relationships and learning 

to teach in teacher induction: A critical review of research. Multidisciplinary Journal of 

Educational Research, 2(1), 56-104. 

Wang, J., Strong, M., & Odell, S. (2004). Mentor-novice conversations about teaching: A 

comparison of two U.S. and two Chinese cases. Teachers College Record, 106(4), 775-

813. http://dx.doi.org/Retrieved from 

Wasley, P. (1991). Teachers as leaders: The rhetoric reform and the realities of practice. New 

York: Teacher College Press. 



200 
 

Wilson, K. P., Dykstra, J. R., Watson, L. R., Boyd, B. A., & Crais, E. R. (2012). Coaching in 

early education classrooms serving children with autism: a pilot study. Early Childhood 

Education, 40, 97-105. 

 

Yim, H., Chi-Kin Lee, J., Jin, Y., & Zhang, Z. (2013). The effect of trust on teacher 

empowerment: the mediation of teacher efficacy. Educational Studies, 39(1), 13-28. 

Yin, Robert. K., (2014). Case Study Research, (5th ed.). Thousand Oaks, California: Sage. 

York-Barr, J., & Duke, K. (2004). What do we know about teacher leadership?  Findings from 

two decades of scholarship. Review of Educational Research, 74(3), 253-316. 

 

 

 




