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ABSTRACT

This editorial paper introduces the relevance of trust in educational set-
tings. It discusses interdisciplinary approaches to trust, reflects upon the
relationships between trust and education and how trust has so far been
studied in educational research. In addition, a comprehensive model of
trust is introduced as a framework for the individual papers of this special
issue that altogether, through different disciplinary and methodological
lenses, investigate trust in various realms of education in five
European countries.

Why a Special Issue on “Trust in Educational Settings”?

In this special issue, authors from several European countries analyze trust in different educa-
tional settings. Trust is a subject that concerns everyone and that has become an object of public
debate as well as scientific research. Democratic values and social cohesion are reported to be at
stake in countries across Europe and within some European countries (European Commission,
2017). Trust is considered a key factor for developing and maintaining social cohesion (Delhey
et al., 2018; Lancee, 2017). Education is seen as pivotal for the development of generalized trust,
(Rothstein & Uslaner, 2005, p. 47) and for the reproduction of democratic values (Honneth,
2012). With regard to its societal functions and preconditions, trust is thus closely interconnected
with education. At the same time, social relations in education are, for instance, coming under
pressure because of increases in social inequality or ethnic diversity, as well as the generally high
importance of education as a means of maintaining or advancing the social status. However, trust
can help to build positive relationships that benefit those involved in educational contexts.

As a particular quality of such relations, trust requires closer inspection with regard to its pre-
conditions, implications and consequences, especially because it is a multi-layered construct tackled
within many disciplines. This introductory paper seeks to outline the many approaches to trust. It
explains how trust has been referred to in education through a historic-systematic lens. To acknow-
ledge the complexity of trust, the paper points out the many notions of and approaches to trust,
and discusses how they are referred to in educational research. Furthermore, a comprehensive
model of trust in education will be introduced that explains the interconnections of trust within
and among educational settings (Niedlich et al., 2021). This model will serve as a framework in
which the papers of this special issue will be placed. Finally, the papers contributed by colleagues
from Belgium, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, and Germany will be introduced.
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Trust in Education—A Brief Historic-Systematic Overview

Trust has played a role in education for a long time and in many different ways, but the way
trust is framed has changed considerably over time (Bormann, 2014; Frevert, 2013). In the 19th
century, a shift away from transcendental principles took place. Human beings were understood
to be equipped with special abilities, but also to be in need of education. Following this, social
trust began to play a greater role in both society and education. Over the course of the twentieth
century, perspectives on trust and reasons for trust became more objective and de-emotionalized
(Frevert, 2013). More specifically and with regard to education (Bormann, 2014), several stages of
transformation during this period can be recognized. Whereas in earlier times interpersonal trust
was implicitly treated as a fundamental source for legitimizing pedagogical authority for the pur-
pose of enhancing individual growth, over time a more distanced view of trust in institutionalized
educational settings emerged, with the focus shifting to the role-based character of the interaction
between students and educators.

This last stage of the development was driven by the emergence of increasingly complex soci-
eties marked by multiple dependencies on experts, societal and political institutions (Beck &
Beck-Gernsheim, 2001; Giddens, 1995). This development is discussed critically in terms of an
erosion of certainties, increasing frustration, fears, and a growing distance between people and
institutions, political disenchantment as well as a general decline in social cohesion (Eder &
Katsanidou, 2014). The intensified multidisciplinary debate about the role of trust in these devel-
opments also spilled over into educational science. Particularly after the realistic and empirical
turn in educational science (Roth, 1963) and the systematic consideration of the prerequisites and
consequences of institutionally embedded education, a general shift toward a politicization of
research knowledge in terms of evidence-based decision-making took place (Weiss, 1979). The
last two decades of the twentieth century saw a rise of accountability in general and in education
in particular (Ball, 2010). This led to a more depersonalized view of trust and a shift in trust
toward instruments for monitoring and controlling educational achievement and institutional per-
formance (Ball, 2010, p. 114ft.; Bormann & John, 2014).

In today’s research, perspectives on trust in educational settings are remarkably diverse. They
include a focus on different formal and informal educational realms, from elementary education
to higher education and educational governance as well as different academic disciplines, ranging
from educational research (including both empirical research and, rarely, the philosophy and the-
ory of education (D’Olimpio, 2018) via social or educational psychology to sociology and further
neighboring disciplines (Allan & Persson, 2020; Borgonovi & Burns, 2015; Sawinski, 2014;
Schoon et al.,, 2010; for more information: Niedlich et al., 2021). The contributors in this special
issue represent a good portion of this diversity.

Trust and Why It Matters in Education

The following section will—as far as space permits—provide an overview on different notions of
and approaches to trust. It is worth mentioning that this discussion is based on findings across
several neighboring academic disciplines. They reveal a wealth of terms and concepts that, for the
most part, education research has yet to make use of.

What Is Trust?

In this paper, trust is understood as the willingness of an individual or a group to be vulnerable
to another party—whether it is another person or an institution—whose behavior is not entirely
controllable or predictable. Trust relies on generalizations drawn from past experiences which
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Figure 1. Overview of different notions of and approaches to trust.
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lead to the belief that the partner in the interaction will not do harm and the belief that tacit
mutual expectations will be respected in accordance with shared norms and values.'

1Basica|ly, this broad definition refers to both interpersonal and institutional trust. However, in the case of institutional trust
there is a distinction to be noted between trust towards individuals representing institutions and trust toward institutions

(see below).
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Figure 1 provides an overview of the different notions of and approaches to trust which are
described in more detail in the following. The concepts found in the interdisciplinary literature
address different aspects of trust between which relationships can be established, even if these are
often not explicitly mentioned. The order in which these aspects are presented is not arbitrary,
but it is also not mandatory.

Pre-Reflexive Vs. Reflexive Trust

In general, people are not aware they are trusting someone or something—in other words people
trust tacitly. If they begin to reflect upon their trust, this often leads to a shift into reflexive trust
insofar as it may create doubt whether the trust previously granted was justified (Endref3, 2010;
Gambetta, 2000, p. 234). With regard to its working modus, Endref} (2010) distinguishes pre-
reflexive and reflexive trust. The tacit form of pre-reflexive trust underlies everyday actions (also
“operating trust,” Endref}, 2010, p. 97; Endref3, 2014). “Habitual trust” as another form of pre-
reflexive trust is a result of repeated social actions turning into routines (Endrefi, 2010, p. 100).
In contrast, reflexive trust relates more closely to cognition-based trust, which occurs from the
assessment of dangers and the calculation of risks that are entered into trust actions (Endref3,
2010, p. 94). Similarly, McAllister (1995) distinguishes between cognition-based trust, which is
based on beliefs about reliability, predictability and dependability, and affect-based trust, which
relies on the mutual care and concern of the partners in the interaction (McAllister, 1995, p. 25)
and on the quality of the relationship that has developed (van Knippenberg, 2018).

Stable Disposition Vs. Dynamic Process

On the one hand, trust has been defined as a personality trait learned in early childhood that
results in a relatively stable disposition (Rotter, 1980; Rousseau et al., 1998). On the other hand,
trust has been conceptualized as a process (Mollering, 2013). Following the latter perspective,
trust is considered as dynamic in that it is based on the experiences made in life (Abdelzadeh &
Lundberg, 2017; Flanagan & Stout, 2010; Glanville & Paxton, 2007) and on the features of the
specific situation and the partners in the interaction (Schweer & Thies, 2008).

Asymmetries of Trust

Although often referred to in an affirmative manner, trust is not necessarily associated with har-
monious relations or the absence of hazards. In general, individuals who trust make themselves
vulnerable (Misztal, 2011) because they cannot control the behavior of the individual or institu-
tion that is trusted. By choosing to trust they accept the risk that the subject of their trust may
violate their expectation of being treated fairly and reasonably. That is to say that trust relation-
ships are considered to be reciprocal, but the threat associated with broken trust is asymmetrically
distributed between the partners in the interaction: the person who trusts takes the risk that his/
her trust will be abused by its subject. In addition, “(un)reciprocated trust,” as Pillutla et al.
(2003, p. 448) put it, “can seriously damage a relationship and its prospects.”

Interpersonal and Institutional Trust

Many of the aspects explained here apply to both interpersonal and institutional trust.
Interpersonal trust is a characteristic of a relationship between two or more individuals in which
mutual expectations and assessments of perceived characteristics are processed. Zucker (1986)
speaks of characteristic-based trust, which relies on the perception and evaluation of the
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characteristics of a partner in the interaction. When it comes to institutional trust, it is necessary
to distinguish two sub-types of trust: Trust toward institutions relies on the perceived effectiveness
andefficiency of the institutional order to accomplish the guiding principles of an institution
(Lepsius, 2017). According to Zucker, such trust depends on the features of an institution which
ensure that their representatives can be trusted (Zucker, 1986, p. 53). Trust because of institutions
refers to trust people have against “the background of institutional safeguards influencing their
decision making and actions” (Bachmann, 2018, p. 219; Zucker, 1986, p. 61). The latter is similar
to what Kramer labels role-based or rule-based trust, i.e. depersonalized modes of trust relying on
the tacitly processed information about the institutional role of the subject of the trust and the
shared rules of appropriate action (Kramer, 1999, p. 578).

Personal and Situational Factors

Put simply, the repeated mutual positive experiences an individual has with partners in an inter-
action—be it individuals or institutions—are a precondition of trust. More specifically, in line
with the differential theory of trust (Bormann & Thies, 2019; Schweer, 1997; Schweer & Thies,
2008), the preconditions of trust include personal and situational factors. One personal factor is
the trusting party’s propensity to trust (also called “individual trust tendency”), which denotes the
conviction and willingness to trust others established over the life span (Alarcon et al., 2017;
Frazier et al., 2013; Schweer, 1997). Another personal factor is the implicit theory of trust, in other
words the trusting party’s expectations concerning the trustworthiness of the other party. These
personal factors not only interact with each other but also with the conditions of the situation in
which the interaction takes place. Situational factors that are critical to the development of trust
include, for instance, voluntariness (e.g., do the partners in the interaction have any choice at all
but to trust?), prior experiences (e.g., have the partners in the interaction already had experience
of each other or are they familiar with comparable situations?) and perceived risks (what is at
stake for the trusting party?; Schweer, 1997).

Trust, Trustworthiness, and Trusting Practices

Trust analytically differs from trustworthiness and both differ from trusting practices. Trust, as
explained, arises from the complex interplay of beliefs, expectations, experiences and situational
aspects. The willingness to subject oneself to another’s actions relies on the perception of the
trustworthiness of the subject of the trust. Perceived trustworthiness can lead to trusting practices
on the part of the trusting party, i.e. behavior that is based on trust (Alarcon et al., 2017, p. 1;
Colquitt et al., 2007, p. 909; Bormann & Thies, 2019). Trust theory has identified different facets
of trust that are crucial for perceived trustworthiness: “ability,” “benevolence,” and “integrity”
(Mayer et al., 1995; Schoorman et al., 2007).

Consequences of Trust

The majority of references to trust that can be found in the literature tend to be affirmative,
emphasizing advantages of trust such as the reduction of transaction costs or increased and eased
cooperation (Bouckaert & Van de Walle, 2003; Gambetta, 2000). However, some scholars point
out negative consequences of trust that lie in what might be called a tendency to cognitive de-acti-
vation. For example, Bromme and Kienhues distinguish “plausibility heuristics” and “trust heu-
ristics,” with the latter resulting in a tendency to suspend elaboration, i.e. the attempt to control
or to find out more about the intentions or actions of the other party (Bromme &
Kienhues, 2014).
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The Level of Trust, Generalized and Particularized Trust

Recent research has emphasized the need to distinguish the level of trust from the radius of trust
(Delhey et al., 2011; van Hoorn, 2014). Whereas the level of trust displays low or high trust (see
also vi), the radius of trust describes the “width of the circle of people among whom a certain trust
level exists, which can be broad or narrow” and “determines with whom individuals are willing to
cooperate” (van Hoorn, 2014, p. 1256). A narrow radius of trust is associated with trust in in-
groups and labeled “particularized trust.” Accordingly, trust that includes members of out-groups is
associated with a wide radius of trust and is associated with generalized trust (Rothstein & Uslaner,
2005, p. 45; van Hoorn, 2014). Whereas trust to in-groups rests on “bonding social capital,” out-
group trust involves “bridging social capital” that fosters interactions with a wide range of people.
It is therefore of particular importance for social cohesion (Christoforou & Davis, 2014).

The Relation of Trust and Distrust

In general people believe there can be either trust or distrust in a specific party. However, social
relationships are marked by multiplexity and inconsistency (Lewicki et al., 1998, pp. 442, 443).
They include a range of different, even contradictory characteristics that can cause both trust and
distrust at the same time: for example, we can trust another individual as being competent and
reliable, but not benevolent. Instead of considering trust and distrust as opposite ends of the same
continuum (as, e.g., Rotter, 1980 did), trust and distrust have been conceptualized as separate
dimensions that can occur simultaneously because they refer to different aspects of a social rela-
tionship (Lewicki et al., 1998, p. 440). In the same way, Van de Walle and Six (2014) suggest that
the opposite of trust is not just the “absence of distrust” (and vice versa; Van de Walle & Six,
2014, p. 162). Instead they consider trust and distrust as being connected with different emotions,
with trust based on calm and security and distrust based on fear and worry (Van de Walle & Six,
2014, p. 168). Even trusting relationships can be accompanied by suspicion, for example when
individuals come to interact with each other in unfamiliar situations. Distrust is not necessarily a
flaw, because it can cause reflection and protect the trusting party from disappointment (Lepsius,
2017, p. 81). Distrust is thus mainly based on cognition (Kramer, 1999, p. 587) but also impacts
affections. In a similar vein, trust is said to develop on the basis of cognition before affect-based
trust can be developed (Lewicki & Bunker, 1996). Accordingly trust and distrust differ in terms
of the focus of the cognition and the quality of affects (for a critical review of this conceptualisa-
tion: Legood et al., 2022).

Cultural Vs. Experiential Perspective

As already indicated with regard to the dynamics of trust, time is crucial for establishing trust
because it relies on repeated interactions which lead to beliefs and expectations underlying trust-
ing behavior. Previous experiences thus have an effect on the present and at the same time set
the course for the development of a relationship in the future (Korsgaard et al., 2018; Luhmann,
2000). When it comes to the stability or dynamic nature of trust, two perspectives can be distin-
guished. One is the “cultural perspective of trust,” which holds that trust is a relatively stable dis-
position learned in early years and maintained later on in life. The “experiential perspective of
trust” suggests that trust is dynamic as it develops across a life span and in different situations.
Empirical studies provide support for both views (Abdelzadeh & Lundberg, 2017, p. 208; Lewicki
et al., 2006).

In differentiating the cognitive efforts related to trust, Lewicki and Bunker (1996) have estab-
lished a three-stage model of trust development. According to the model, reaching one level is a
prerequisite for moving on to the next level, with each having its own dynamics. Accordingly, in
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situations where little is known about the partner in the interaction, the development of trust is
initially based on calculation, as the partners in the interaction ponder whether the risk of trust-
ing is worth taking. Secondly, knowledge-based trust by contrast relies on experience and routines,
i.e. informed perceptions. Thirdly, identification-based trust develops from mutual appreciation of
intentions and desires (Lewicki & Bunker, 1996, p. 119-124).

Views of Relationships Between Trust and Education

The previous section explained the wide spectrum of approaches to trust, as they have been ela-
borated in various neighboring disciplines. Next we consider the extent to which these approaches
also play a role in research into trust into education.

First of all, as in neighboring disciplines education research conceives of trust as a relational
phenomenon that evolves dynamically. It is based on mutual perceptions that are subject to infor-
mation processing and social categorization resulting in perceived trustworthiness, which can
serve as a basis of trusting practices (Alarcon et al., 2017; Schweer et al., 2013, p. 93; Bormann &
Thies, 2019). Rather than referring to the seminal works of Mayer et al. (1995), education
research often refers to five facets of trust: benevolence, reliability, openness, competence and
honesty (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999; Janssen et al., 2012; Shayo et al., 2021; Bormann et al.,
2019; see also Bormann et al., in this special issue).

In education, trust is often—more or less explicitly—treated as a psychological disposition and
a social attitude that is reflexively accessible to individuals. However, the interaction of both per-
sonal and situational characteristics in the development of trust is also discussed in education
research. One example is the “differential theory of trust” (Schweer, 1997), which also highlights
the pre-reflexive mode of trust regarding the concept of the “implicit theory of trust” as one of
the personal factors relevant for the development of trust. Although the development of trust is
conceptually reflected, the concrete stages of the development of trust are hardly ever a topic for
empirical studies, which is also reflected in the lack of longitudinal or comparative trust studies
that examine how and under what conditions trust develops.

Nonetheless, situational characteristics are discussed extensively in both theoretical and empir-
ical research into trust in education. With regard to educational settings, Schafer (1980) highlights
the asymmetry of trust in terms of the unevenly distributed effects of damaged trust. For instance,
the loss of a teacher’s trust in a student may marginally affect the teacher but simultaneously
cause motivational problems on the part of the student and result in lower educational achieve-
ments (Schulte-Pelkum et al., 2014; Schweer & Bertow, 2006). Apart from situational characteris-
tics, educational research examines broader societal context conditions and the way these factors
shape the effect of education on trust (Frederiksen et al., 2016), as well as personal characteristics
such as gender, age, education, socio-economic status, etc. (Borgonovi & Burns, 2015).

Concerning the trust relationships that can develop between those who trust and the trusted in
role-based educational settings, Schafer (1980) conceives trust between teachers and students as
institutional trust (in terms of “trust because of an institution”) rather than interpersonal trust.
This is an important thought, however, because in educational research there is generally no men-
tion of what form of institutional trust is being investigated—“trust because of an institution” or
“trust toward an institution.” Yet this distinction could lead to insights into the interplay of insti-
tutional and interpersonal trust in the highly complex context of education. In this field, as in
other complex areas of society, trust cannot be placed blindly—there is too much at stake for both
the individual who irreversibly invests parts of his or her life in education and society as a whole
that invests in and relies on educated citizens. Because the outcomes of education cannot be antici-
pated, mechanisms are required to deal with uncertainties that, for example, result from limited
knowledge about education outcomes. Monitoring instruments are often introduced for this pur-
pose, which are intended to help reduce ignorance and thus institutionalize distrust through self-
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observation and, therefore, signal trustworthiness (Lepsius, 2017, p. 81; Luhmann, 2000). Such
instruments, for example, include forms of fixed monitoring of the performance of individuals or
even institutions in the educational system, such as student achievement studies or school inspec-
tions that lead to accountability in education (Ehren et al, 2020). In general, the perceived trust-
worthiness of institutions relies on the perceived legitimacy of their guiding principles as well as
on the institutional order responsible for acting effectively and efficiently (Lepsius, 2017, p. 82).

Braithwaite assumes that institutionalized distrust “makes it easier to trust others interper-
sonally” (Braithwaite, 1998, p. 369). Particularly in the case of education O’Neill holds that
“systems of accountability are seen as replacing trust by supporting trustworthy performance,
thereby making it less important to judge where trust should be placed or refused” (Codd, 1999;
Moos & Paulsen, 2014; O’Neill, 2013, p. 9).

Like other research, educational research mostly highlights positive impacts of trust. For
example, trust is found to increase or improve cooperation (Kikas et al., 2011; Thies, 2014), foster
reform and change (Bryk & Schneider, 2002), prevent teacher burnout (Van Maele & Van
Houtte, 2015), or promote student engagement and success (Thies et al., 2021). However, while
relationships on different levels are thus analyzed, the radius of trust approach so far appears
widely neglected in educational research. This is surprising in that such a perspective may yield
interesting insights into studies on the quality of networks, which has emerged as an important
field of research in education.

Trust matters in many different ways in education, and so does education for the development
of trust. Trust is also known to act upon relationships relevant in education. In line with the var-
iety of relationships between education and trust, several research approaches can be identified.

Firstly, education is a pivotal precondition for the individual development of trust for several
reasons. Education contributes to the development of insights, values and knowledge. It promotes
the development of various cognitive skills that help to successfully interact with others and to
enter different occupations in line with educational attainment. What is more, educational institu-
tions are core instances of socialization (Borgonovi & Burns, 2015). Each individual institution
has a role in building trust toward educational institutions as well as to institutions in general, as
learners transfer their general experiences of, for example, fair treatment, distributional and inter-
actional justice to other people and institutions (Abdelzadeh et al., 2015; Hoy & Tarter, 2004;
Lundberg & Abdelzadeh, 2019). The benefits of trust derived in educational settings therefore go
beyond the individual level and are crucial for society.

Secondly, trust is an essential foundation of education, learning and achievement in that it fos-
ters cooperation. This refers to the many different interactions among the various people involved
in formal education, e.g., students, teachers, parents, principals, inspectors. Trusting relationships
have been shown to positively affect educational involvement and attainment (Borgonovi &
Burns, 2015; Neuenschwander, 2020; Rosenblatt & Peled, 2002; Strier & Katz, 2016). Moreover,
mutual trust perceptions among teachers and their students contribute to enhanced interaction
quality (Thies, 2005). In addition, trust is considered a core resource for educational reforms
(Bryk & Schneider, 2002). Making an effort to build and maintain trust in educational settings
therefore appears to be worthwhile in many respects.

Thirdly, in some cases together with further variables trust can foster learning outcomes
(Goddard et al., 2009; Li et al., 2017) or prevent teacher burn-out (Van Maele & Van Houtte,
2015) by promoting positive relations in education. Trust is also seen to interact with the imple-
mentation of accountability and monitoring practices that are assumed to touch upon teachers’
professional commitment (Ehren et al., 2020; Lillejord, 2020; Ozga, 2013; Paulsen & Hgayer, 2016;
Sahlberg, 2010).

As comparative studies show, factors external to educational interaction influence the devel-
opment and consequences of trust in education. Such exogenous factors include macro-social
factors such as, for example, societal structure, political culture, educational governance (see
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Figure 2. Comprehensive Model of Trust in Education (Niedlich et a., 2021).

Niedlich, in this special issue). Trust toward education can also be affected by exogenous factors.
Although educational services are reported to achieve positive views in general (Van de Walle,
2017, p. 120), scholars also posit that negative media reports about education can affect public
opinion regarding the effectiveness and efficiency of educational institutions and can thus also
impact trust in education (Kramer, 1999, p. 590; Pizmony-Levy & Bjorklund, 2018).

The Comprehensive Model of Trust in Education, Related Research Questions and
European Perspectives

So far we have explained different notions of and approaches to trust and described how they are
relevant in education. We have moreover referred to several topics of research into trust in edu-
cational settings. We have argued that the different approaches to trust in educational research
are often not clearly specified, nor are the connections between different approaches addressed.
Research often tackles details of complex educational processes in order to conduct rigorous and
precise studies. However, following Lumineau and Schilke (2018), we posit “that trust is inher-
ently a multi-level phenomenon and, thus, that our understanding of trust development should
embrace the reciprocal relationships between micro and macro perspectives” (Lumineau &
Schilke, 2018, p. 239). That is to say, the preconditions and consequences of trust need to be
thought of in a wider context and their analysis should incorporate findings from a broad range
of disciplines.

Against this background, in a prior study the authors conducted a systematic review of inter-
disciplinary research that resulted in a “comprehensive model of trust in education” (Niedlich et
al., 2021). As Figure 2 shows, this model is composed of four elements: “trust in/among educa-
tional settings,” “educational attainment,” “generalized trust” and “educational governance.” As
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far as we can see, most (educational) research addresses “trust in or among educational settings”
and ways of promoting trust in the relationships among different stakeholders in education.
Some research also refers to “educational attainment” as both a result and a precondition for
social trust. “Educational governance” is only scarcely considered as influencing trust in or among
educational settings, e.g., through the way in which accountability is put into practice. Research
on how educational governance is influenced by “social trust” does not yet seem to exist,
although one might assume that generalized trust in educational institutions and practitioners
affects beliefs concerning the impact that governance decisions might have on educational settings
and their ability to promote desired outcomes.

Many of the complex interactions between educational settings, educational attainment, trust
and governance have not yet been investigated thoroughly. Against this background, one advan-
tage of this model is that it allows for understanding of the findings from research on specific
aspects of trust in educational settings in a wider context, thus contributing to a better under-
standing of how preconditions and consequences of trust in educational settings are intercon-
nected across different levels and realms of an education system. To guide future research, the
following six interconnections and related questions can be deduced from the model.

1. Trust infamong educational settings and the promotion of trust. How do different interactions
among stakeholders as well as their experiences with and expectations toward each other
affect the trust they develop? How is the development of trust related to the characteristics of
the situation?

2. Trust infamong educational settings and educational attainment. How do educational practi-
ces affect the quality of interpersonal trust and accordingly educational attainment?

3. Educational attainment and generalized trust. How do contextual conditions of educational
institutions mediate the association between education and social trust? How does general-
ized trust shaped by education evolve over time and what are the potential critical junctures
in its development?

4. Generalized trust and educational governance. How does generalized trust impact on prefer-
ences for different styles of educational governance: for instance, does a lower societal level
of generalized trust lead to a preference for more control-oriented forms of educa-
tional governance?

5.  Generalized trust and trust in/among educational settings. How does generalized trust interact
with trust toward educational organizations? To what extent are there spillover effects from
generalized trust to trust in educational institutions and governance styles?

6. Educational governance and trust in/among educational settings. In what respect does the
choice of educational governance instruments impact on the trust of authoritative bodies
toward educational practitioners?

Whereas some of these interconnections are well-established, research that sheds light on
interconnections between educational achievement, the development of trust and modes of educa-
tional governance is fairly scarce. However, the papers compiled in this special issue particularly
focus on these nexuses.

Intention and Overview of the Special Issue “Trust in Educational Settings.
European Perspectives”

The special issue “Trust in Educational Settings. European Perspectives” intends to tackle the
matter of trust in education by acknowledging its complexity. To this end, each single paper
offers an in-depth insight into how different facets and functions of trust are scrutinized with
regard to the development of, the influences on or the consequences of trust in the context of
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education. Together the papers provide original research on trust in different educational settings,
including formal and informal education ranging from primary education to higher education
across different European countries and by employing sound theoretical frameworks and empir-
ical approaches. The individual sections of this special issue are situated in different formal and
informal educational settings and examine the interactions among various actors. Together they
reinforce the need to include the issue of trust in different fields of educational research such as
home-school interaction, the promotion of motivation for educational attainment and the reduc-
tion of social inequality in education, as well as measures and means in educational governance
and leadership.
As a whole, this special issue aims to

e enhance the understanding of trust and trust processes in educational organizations and across
different levels of European educational systems. From the broad range of topics, papers refer
to the interplay of generalized trust and instruments of educational governance, the promotion
of trust within educational organizations and the interconnection between the use of educa-
tional governance instruments and trust in educational organizations, as perceived by different
stakeholders.

e provide evidence relevant to research, practice, and policy by examining the specific implica-
tions of trust in different educational settings.

o identify and strengthen new avenues in the cross-national research on trust within multi-level
educational systems and inform a coherent research program on educational trust by means
of rigorous research with reference to both its own empirical studies and theoret-
ical approaches.

To do so, the contributions in this special issue are arranged in the following groups.

Part I: Introduction and Conceptual Framework on Studying Trust in Education in
Different Countries

After this introductory paper, Sebastian Niedlich examines the role of national context and its use
for causal explanation and case selection. Drawing on studies on welfare and educational regimes
he identifies relevant system-level characteristics, derives analytical dimensions as a framework
for cross-national comparison and explores how these dimensions can be linked to trust.
Referring to and comparing contrasting cases is a common approach in the social sciences. It
allows for highlighting details of a specific phenomenon and provides more comprehensive infor-
mation in terms of knowledge about general similarities and differences than a single case could
offer. However, instead of applying a comparative research approach in a narrow sense, the fol-
lowing individual papers will address trust issues in a number of specific formal and informal
fields of education that are each examined in one of five countries from across Europe. As con-
text conditions are decisive for the development of trust and education, each country study pro-
vides insights into legal frameworks before focusing on trust issues in a specific educational field.
Each paper also explains how the study is situated in the broader context of the comprehensive
model of trust in education. Findings from the papers will be synthesized in a final paper to
draw informed assumptions about the meaning of the country-specific context conditions of trust
in education, as well as about the foundations of the comprehensive model of trust in education.

Part II: Trust in/among Educational Settings and the Promotion of Trust

In their vignette study involving parents in Germany, Inka Bormann, Dagmar Killus, Sebastian
Niedlich and Iris Wiirbel analyze the relevance that different interactions between parents and
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schools have on parental trust in schools. They show that different types of situations activate the
five facets of trust to different extents.

The paper by Marja-Kristiina Lerkkanen and Eija Pakarinen focuses on the role that parental
trust in teachers plays in the motivation of students in Finland. The results of their statistical ana-
lysis show that parental trust in teachers predicts the child’s interest in mathematics and that in
contrast the child’s interest predicts parental trust in teachers.

Mieke Van Houtte analyzes the interconnections among the student composition of schools,
faculty trust and students’ controlled motivation. Based on complex statistical models with repre-
sentative data from the Flemish region in Belgium, the study shows that students’ trust in teach-
ers accompanies their level of motivation and that the effects of the school’s composition are
ameliorated by faculty trust.

Part lll: Educational Governance and Trust in/among Educational Settings

Anne Gorlich’s research deals with the lack of trust among marginalized young people in
Denmark who are not in education, employment or training (NEET). Based on qualitative inter-
views and ethnographic observations, the analysis addresses educational trust, self-trust and trust-
worthiness in the interaction of educators and young NEETs over time, and discusses how
educational trust can be rebuilt.

The role of trust in the implementation of inclusion at schools in the Czech Republic is the
topic of Milan Pol’s and Bohumira Lazarova’s paper. Qualitative data from several stakeholders in
schools are analyzed to understand the role of the school context in the faculty’s development of
trust in inclusive education. A particular focus is placed on how principals can support trust and
cooperation in the process of change.

Based on a literature review, the paper by Jussi Vilimaa is concerned with the nature of gener-
alized trust and its consequences for trust toward educational institutions in Finland. Through a
socio-historical lens the author discusses how generalized trust in a country’s public can be traced
back to historically developed traditions and to what extent it can affect relationships
in education.

Synthesis

The special issue is rounded off by a synthesis paper. It explores and discusses how the individual
papers with their focus on specific national contexts help to substantiate the comprehensive
model of trust in the multi-level educational system described in this introductory article. In add-
ition, further areas for systematic research on trust within educational settings are discussed.
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