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Abstract In many Western public primary school systems,
the gender composition of the principals is more heterogenic
than that of the teachers, but research on the effect of gender
on social psychological processes related to school leadership
is scarce. The present work aims to address this lacuna by
exploring the effects of principal-teacher gender similarity in
the Israeli public primary school system, where most teachers
are women, on teachers’ trust in their principals and on orga-
nizational commitment. Data from 594 female public primary
teachers working with male and female principals were ana-
lyzed. The results show that when the principal and teacher are
of the same gender, both affective and cognitive trust in the
principal are higher. Moderation analysis indicated that female
teachers’ affective trust in male principals increases with rela-
tional duration. A second moderation effect that was found
indicated that gender similarity and cognitive trust in principal
have a negative interactive effect on teachers’ continued com-
mitment to school, countering the positive effect of gender
similarity on commitment. The results and their implications
are discussed, and future research is recommended.
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The influence of principals on teachers’ work-related atti-
tudes, such as trust in the principal and organizational com-
mitment, has been widely explored and documented (Bogler
and Somech 2004; Hoy and Tschannen-Moran 2007; Hulpia

and Devos 2010; Wahlstrom and Louis 2008). Educational
administration researchers have contended that principals’ be-
haviors exert a powerful influence on teachers’ attitudes at
work (Hallinger 2003; Leithwood and Jantzi 2005). Such be-
havioristic focus, however, often ignores fundamental charac-
teristics, such as gender, that shape principal-teacher
interactions.

The educational literature contains only a handful of works
dealing with the role and the effects of gender on principal-
teacher relations. But studies have shown that gender is a key
variable that requires attention when theorizing and exploring
leadership (Ayman and Korabik 2010; Bolman and Deal
1992; Eagly et al. 1992; Ely et al. 2011; Vinkenburg et al.
2011). Studying leadership without the inclusion of gender
can limit the results in two ways: (a) at the practical level,
because gender and the dynamics it generates create issues
that need to be addressed, and (b) at the basic scientific level,
because failure to include gender limits the generalizability of
theories and findings (Ayman and Korabik 2010).

These lacunae are particularly prominent when bearing in
mind the fact that in some educational settings gender is a
highly visible aspect, to the point where it becomes a charac-
teristic of the system itself. Teachers in public primary schools
in many Western countries are predominantly women. For
example, 89% of the teachers in public primary schools in
the United States (NCES 2013a) and 88% in the United
Kingdom (Paton 2013) are women. By contrast, only 64%
of public primary school principals in the United States
(NCES 2013b), and 65% of head teachers in the primary state
system in the United Kingdom (O'Conor 2015) are women.
This creates an organizational array in which principal-teacher
gender similarity and dissimilarity are highly noticeable.

The present study seeks to understand how principal-
teacher gender similarity in an overwhelmingly feminine pub-
lic primary school system affects school leadership-related
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outcomes, specifically teachers’ trust and commitment. The
study is situated in the Israeli public primary system. A ma-
jority of the primary schools in Israel are publicly funded,
operated, and managed. The present research focuses on the
Jewish sub-system, in which for decades the percentage of
female teachers has been around 85% (The World Bank
2017). At the same time, about two thirds (67%) of principals
in the Israeli public primary system are women (IISL 2012).

Principal-Teacher Gender Similarity and Teachers’
Trust

Relational demography theory, which originated in social psy-
chology research, suggests that demographic variables such as
gender, race, education level, and socioeconomic status are
central in promoting important work outcomes (Sacco et al.
2003). According to this theory, homophily is a key human
inclination, so that similar individuals in the workplac, sense
some type of interpersonal attraction fueled by the desire to
define one’s self-concept as part of a social group (Goldberg
et al. 2010). Relational demography research shows that de-
mographic similarity between individuals at work is associat-
ed with individuals perceiving work as a supportive environ-
ment (Avery et al. 2008). Supervisor-employee gender simi-
larity has been shown to influence employees’ work attitudes.
Gender similarity between supervisors and employees is said
to directly enhance a sense of interpersonal trust.

The classic definition of interpersonal trust conceptualizes
it as Bone’s willingness to be vulnerable to another based on
the confidence that the other is benevolent, honest, open, reli-
able and competent^ (Tschannen-Moran 2004, p. 17).
Accumulated empirical evidence indicates that the success
of schools is contingent upon trust among stakeholders
(Bryk and Schneider 2002; Forsyth et al. 2011), in particular
upon teachers’ trust in the principal (Handford and Leithwood
2013; Moye et al. 2005; Tarter and Hoy 1988). Interpersonal
trust is said to have two bases: cognitive and affective
(McAllister 1995). Cognitive trust in the leader reflects the
employee’s inclination to view the leader as competent and
reliable; affective trust in the leader reflects the employee’s
sense of connection and care in exchanges with the leader
(Yang et al. 2009).

Several studies in the educational literature have acknowl-
edged the possibility of an effect of principal-teacher gender
similarity on teachers’ trust in the principal. Addressing
principal-teacher relations, Price (2012, p. 51) contended that
Bpersons are more likely to build trusting relationships with
others of similar gender.^ Reflecting on the limitations of his
study, which was based on a sample of 166 male primary
school principals and 449 teachers (55.6% female),
Zeinabadi (2014, p. 401) recently speculated that principal-
teacher gender match influences trust in the principal:

Bperhaps male teachers rate their trust in their male principals
more favorably than when they rate their trust in their female
principals.^ Empirical evidence on the effects of leader-
follower gender similarity on trust in the leader is limited,
but it is possible to infer it from parallel findings. For example,
Foley et al. (2006) found that supervisors provided more fam-
ily support to subordinates of the same gender than to those of
the other gender. Additional relevant findings are reported in
research on the quality of leader-member exchanges (LMX),
which are often viewed as equivalent to interpersonal affective
trust (Bauer and Green 1996). Liden et al. (1993) explored
American universities and found a significant positive associ-
ation between leader-follower gender similarity and LMX. It
is likely that principal-teacher gender similarity promotes
teachers’ trust in their principal, particularly affective trust.
Therefore, I hypothesize that teachers’ trust in their principal
will be higher in the context of principal-teacher similarity
than dissimilarity (Hypothesis 1).

Duration of Relationship as a Moderator of Gender
Similarity

Scholars have argued that the element of time can be a key
variable in moderating the effects of demographic similarity in
relationships because relationships develop over time. For ex-
ample, Duck’s (1977) filter theory suggests that as a relation-
ship develops and more detailed and multifaceted information
becomes available, an individual’s attention shifts from super-
ficial, easily accessible characteristics of the partner to deeper
ones. Harrison et al. (1998) study of hospital units and em-
ployees of deli-bakeries found that gender diversity correlates
negatively with group cohesion in groups with shorter, but not
in groups with longer, job tenure. The researchers concluded
that time is a Bconduit^ of information that enables Brichness
of interactions^ (Harrison et al. 1998, p. 104). Turban et al.
(2002) examined how gender similarity affects doctoral stu-
dents’ perceptions of mentoring received in faculty advisor-
student dyads, and they found that the duration of the relation-
ship moderated the effect of gender similarity. Therefore, I
hypothesize that the relationship between principal-teacher
gender similarity and trust in the principal will be moderated
by the duration of principal-teacher relations such that the
positive effects of principal-teacher gender similarity are
stronger for shorter relations (Hypothesis 2).

Gender Similarity as aModerator of Teachers’ Trust

Organizational commitment is defined as Ba psychological
link between the employee and his or her organization that
makes it less likely that the employee will voluntarily leave
the organization^ (Allen and Meyer 1996, p. 252). Two types
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of organizational commitment appear repeatedly in theoretical
conceptualizations (Meyer and Allen 1991, 1997): (a) contin-
uance commitment, which manifests in awareness of possible
costs of leaving the organization, and (b) affective
commitment, which manifests in emotional bond and identifi-
cation with the organization. According to the organizational
literature, employees’ trust in a leader promotes a range of
desired work attitudes and behaviors, including employees’
organizational commitment (Dirks and Ferrin 2002). The con-
nection between teachers’ trust in the principal and their orga-
nizational commitment can be partly explained by the norm of
reciprocity (Gouldner 1960). In a high-trust relationship,
teachers may receive or perceive themselves as receiving de-
sired benefits from the principal. This situation is likely to
create a sense of obligation to reciprocate (Gouldner 1960)
because teachers feel more indebted to the principal and, in-
directly, to the organization.

For example, Zeinabadi and Salehi (2011) suggested that
principals’ and teachers’ relations are social exchanges that
lead to teachers’ commitment to school. A meta-analysis in-
dicates that trust in a leader is moderately related to followers’
organizational commitment (Dirks and Ferrin 2002). In a
study of 72 secondary schools in the United States, Tarter
et al. (1989) found that principals’ openness, a component
frequently associated with trust, correlated significantly with
teachers’ organizational commitment. In their study of Iranian
public primary school teachers, Zeinabadi and Salehi (2011)
found a weak correlation between generalized trust in princi-
pals and teachers’ affective commitment. Their sample was
composed from 131 male principals and 652 teachers, 54%
of them female.

The literature suggests that demographic similarity may
serve as a contextual variable with a significant moderating
effect. This idea is derived from social categorization theory,
which argues that individuals classify the self and others into
social groups based on noticeable characteristics and use these
categories to define their social identities (Turner et al. 1987).
Gender is considered a key visible demographic characteristic
that is likely to induce social categorization in leadership pro-
cesses (Sanchez-Hucles and Davis 2010). Based on social
categorization theory, Carter et al. (2014) proposed that
supervisor-subordinate demographic differences, including
gender, can influence subordinates’ attitudes and actions. It
is possible that the effect of demographic matching as a mod-
erator correlates not only with demographic similarity,
reaffirming one’s social identity, but also with demographic
dissimilarity, threatening one’s social identity.

Research shows that demographic dissimilarity in the
workplace is related to psychological threats to individuals’
gender-based identity and therefore produces anxiety (Avery
et al. 2013). A situation of gender dissimilarity might cause
uncertainty among employees, whether or not they enjoy ap-
proval or have doubts about their status. Threats to

individuals’ self-worth cause them to be more preoccupied
with their own welfare and embrace a preventive, self-
regulatory attitude that limits possible psychological harm
(Johnson et al. 2010). Empirical evidence from educational
research provides partial support for these claims. For exam-
ple, Lee et al. (1993), who explored 300 secondary schools
(public, Catholic, and private) in the United States, found that
working with female principals, female teachers felt
empowered, whereas male teachers experienced themselves
as being less powerful. Similarly, Chusmir’s (1990) review
of empirical findings indicates that male teachers reported
perceiving a low level of approval from their female adminis-
trators. In other words, in cases of gender dissimilarity,
teachers are likely to report a weaker perception of trust in
their principal, possibly because dissimilarity triggers a sub-
conscious warning mechanism that continually signals to
teachers that their social status in the organization is uncertain.
Therefore, I hypothesize that-teacher gender similarity will
moderate the effects of teachers’ trust in their principal on
teachers’ commitment, that is, in case of principal-teacher
gender dissimilarity, the effects of teachers’ trust in their prin-
cipal on teachers’ commitment will be weaker (Hypothesis 3).

Method

Sample and Procedure

The data in the present research originate from a dataset on
school leadership. The data were collected using random sam-
pling of state primary schools in the Jewish sector by using a
list provided by theMinistry of Education. School recruitment
rate was 64%, and the research team contacted teachers on
site, asking them to voluntarily participate in the survey and
guaranteeing anonymity. The original dataset contained data
from 655 Israeli state primary school teachers. The gender
composition of teachers in the dataset was overwhelmingly
female (92%, n = 594), somewhat similar to the gender com-
position of the state primary education system (85.29% in
2014; The World Bank 2017). For the purpose of the present
study, and to ease the interpretation of the findings in the
discussion section, 61 male teachers were omitted from the
data.

The analyses in the present study were performed on data
that included 594 female teachers. Most of the teachers (407,
68.5%) held B.A. degrees, 115 (19.4%) held M.A. degrees,
and the remaining 72 (12.1%) held professional certification
degrees. Their teaching experience ranged from one to
39 years (M = 17.07, SD = 9.61), and the duration of their
relationship with the principals ranged from one to 30 years
(M = 7.09, SD = 5.36).

The teachers reported on their principals, of whom 74%
(n = 51) were female—a similar ratio of women-to-men to
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that of the state primary system in general (IISL 2012). The
growing proportion of male principals in the Israeli primary
education system is partly linked with a shortage of principals
and a difficulty in attracting candidates for principalship from
within the public system. For example, the Israeli ministry of
education reported that only 4–5 candidates compete for each
principal’s position (Valmer 2012). Proactive attempts to ad-
dress the shortage of principals has led, among others, to ap-
proaching individuals outside the public education system
who are seeking a second career. These individuals often lack
relevant educational background, and many of them are men
(Barkol 2005).

Measures

Teachers’ Trust in the Principal

Trust in the principal was measured on two-subscales pro-
posed by McAllister (1995): affective trust (5 items) and cog-
nitive trust (6 items). Sample items are: BIf I shared my prob-
lems with the principal, I know he/she would respond con-
structively and caringly^ (affective) and BThe principal ap-
proaches his/her job with professionalism and dedication^
(cognitive). Participants provided their answers on a 5-point
Likert scale from 1 (fully disagree) to 5 (fully agree).
Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using a maximum likeli-
hood estimator (ML) was conducted in the AMOS structural
equation modeling software to explore the structure of the
data. The theorized two-factor measurement model demon-
strated a good fit (CFI, NFI, GFI and TLI values above .95
and RMSEAvalues below .06 represent good fit; Byrne 2010;
Hu and Bentler 1999): χ2(33) = 95.65, p < .001, CMIN/
DF = 2.89, CFI = .98, NFI = .98, GFI = .97, and TLI = .97,
RMSEA = .05. Therefore, the present CFA results support the
findings of earlier literature about the two-factor structure of
the scale (McAllister 1995). The original scale was reported to
be valid and reliable, with the two subscales of affective and
cognitive trust described as having excellent Cronbach’s al-
phas (.89 and .91 respectively; McAllister 1995). In the pres-
ent study, internal consistency reliabilities were similar: .88
for affective trust and .92 for cognitive trust. Item responses
were averaged across each subscale so that higher scores in-
dicated greater trust.

Teachers’ Organizational Commitment

Organizational commitment was assessed using Porter et al.
(1974) two subscales of affective commitment (9 items) and
continuance commitment (6 items). Representative items are:
BThis organization has a great deal of personal meaning for
me^ (affective) and BI feel very little loyalty to this
organization^ (reversed item; continuance). Teachers marked
their responses on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 (fully

disagree) to 5 ( ful ly agree) . The Organizational
Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ) scale was originally vali-
dated in series of studies (Mowday et al. 1979; Mowday et al.
1982), and its two-factor structure was supported in factor
analyses (Koh et al. 1995; Tetrick and Farkas 1988). The
present CFA results reconfirmed the earlier reports of the
two-factor structure of the scale. The two-factor model dem-
onstrated a good fit: χ2(85) = 218.81, p < .001, CMIN/
DF = 2.57, CFI = .96, NFI = .95, GFI = .95, and TLI = .96,
RMSEA = .05. The literature reports internal consistency re-
liabilities of .88 for the affective commitment factor and of .72
for the continuance commitment factor (Angle and Perry
1981). In the present research, Cronbach’s alpha was .88 for
affective commitment and .80 for continuance commitment.
Item responses were averaged across each subscale so that
higher scores indicated stronger commitment.

Principal-Teacher Similarity and Relationship Duration

First, the teachers’ and their respective principals’ genders
were dummy-coded for all respondents (0 =male, 1 = female).
Next, principal-teacher gender similarity was calculated based
on absolute differences between the principals’ and teachers’
genders. Results were transformed, so that in the final index a
value of 1 indicates gender similarity between principal and
teacher and a value of 0 gender dissimilarity. The duration of
teacher-principal acquaintance was determined by a survey
question asking teachers to state the length of their relation-
ship with their principal in years.

Covariates

Teachers’ demographics were used as control variables: teach-
ing experience (in years) and education (1 = professional cer-
tification degree, 2 = B.A., and 3 = M.A.). Experience is part
of on-the-job socialization, therefore it encourages one’s trust
in peers (Moreland and Levine 2002); by contrast, higher
education stimulates one’s critical thinking (Pithers and
Soden 2000). Teachers’ experience and education are likely
to influence commitment to school. The literature notes that
professional commitment increases with experience, which in
turn is considered to promote organizational commitment
(Sheldon 1971), whereas highly educated individuals tend to
be less committed to the organization (Steers 1977).

Results

Preliminary Analyses

Descriptive statistics and correlations for study variables are
presented in Table 1. The table provides some preliminary
support for the study hypotheses. The average trust levels

564 Sex Roles (2018) 78:561–572



suggest that teachers’ trust in their principal was higher in
gender-similar relationships than in gender-dissimilar ones.
The correlations between the duration of principal-teacher re-
lations and the two trust types, in particular with affective
trust, were stronger under gender dissimilarity. Finally, the
correlations between teachers’ cognitive trust and both types
of teachers’ commitment were stronger in gender-similar
relationships.

Hypothesis Testing

First, as part of the exploration of Hypothesis 1, which predict-
ed higher teachers’ trust in similar than in dissimilar relation-
ships, I performed a MANOVA analysis to investigate the dif-
ferences in affective trust and cognitive trust in the principal by
principal-teacher similarity. The multivariate analysis of vari-
ance was significant, Wilk’s Λ = .976, F(2, 591) = 7.19,
p = .001, ηp2 = .024. The means of affective trust, F(1,
592) = 14.11, p < .001, Cohen’s d = .34, and of cognitive trust,
F(1, 592) = 4.38, p = .037; d = .20, in the principal were higher
for teachers in the case of principal-teacher similarity than in the
case of principal-teacher dissimilarity (see Table 1). Thus, con-
sistent with Hypothesis 1, the differences in trust by gender
similarity were found to be significant but small in effect size.

Next, I performed hierarchical regression analyses to ex-
plore the moderation effect of duration of principal-teacher
relations on the link between principal-teacher gender similar-
ity and trust in the principal (Hypothesis 2). As shown in
Table 2, the interactions between duration of relationship
and principal-teacher similarity did not significantly predict
cognitive trust in the principal (see Table 2b), but they did
significantly predict affective trust (see Table 2a). Thus, only
the latter moderation effect provided support for Hypothesis 2.
The positive main effect of gender similarity on teacher’s af-
fective trust in the principal was approximately two-third of
the size of the negative interaction effect, therefore the corre-
lation between the effect of gender similarity on affective trust

and the duration of relationship is largely negative. The sig-
nificant interaction was plotted following Aiken and West’s
(1991) recommendation for reducing biases by calculating
high and low levels of a continuous variable as one SD above
and below the variable mean. As can be seen from the simple
slope effects in Fig. 1, the interaction was such that the asso-
ciation between duration of the relationship and affective trust
in the principal was positive under principal-teacher dissimi-
larity (dashed line; B = .063, t = 3.97, p < .001), and positive
but non-significant under principal-teacher similarity (solid
line; B = .011, t = 1.21, p = .228).

Lastly, I used hierarchical regression analyses to test
Hypothesis 3, which predicted that principal-teacher gender
similarity moderates the effects of teachers’ trust in the prin-
cipal on teachers’ commitment. Table 3 shows that teachers’
affective trust in the principal did not interact significantly
with principal-teacher gender similarity to have an effect on
teacher’s affective (see Table 3a) or continuance (see
Table 3b) commitments to school. Additionally, teacher’s cog-
nitive trust in the principal did not interaction with gender
similarity to affect teacher’s affective commitment to the
school (see Table 4a).

Consistent with Hypothesis 3, however, the interaction be-
tween teacher’s cognitive trust in the principal and principal-
teacher gender similarity on teacher’s continuance commit-
ment to school was significant (see Table 4b). Specifically,
the positive main effect of principal-teacher gender similarity
on teacher’s continuance commitment to school was found to
be roughly the same size as the negative interaction effect (see
Table 4b), so that the effect of gender similarity on continu-
ance commitment is cancelled out by negative cognitive trust
in principal. As shown in Fig. 2, the analysis of the simple
slopes revealed that teachers’ cognitive trust in the principal
affected their continuance commitment to school more posi-
tively under principal-teacher gender dissimilarity (dashed
line; B = .643, t = 10.31, p < .001) than under gender similarity
(solid line; B = .430, t = 11.79, p < .001).

Table 1 Descriptive statistics and correlations for study variables

Gender similarity Gender dissimilarity Correlations

Variables M (SD) M (SD) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Affective trust in the principal 3.81 (.87) 3.48 (1.04) .646** .542** .532** .299** .035 −.062
2. Cognitive trust in the principal 4.40 (.78) 4.24 (.81) .674** .562** .645** .163 .075 −.162
3. Affective commitment to school 4.00 (.66) 4.07 (.64) .526** .396** .594** .258** .274** −.182*
4. Continuance commitment to school 4.07 (.68) 3.92 (.81) .534** .491** .566** .249** .271** −.164
5. Duration of relationship (years) 6.90 (5.45) 7.58 (5.07) .071 .142* .171** .112* .450** .103

6. Teachers’ teaching experience (years) 16.77 (9.47) 17.84 (9.96) .144** .071 .218** .149** .493** .041

7. Teachers’ education (categorical) 2.51 (1.02) 2.42 (.92) −.124** −.049 −.117* −.038 −.003 .009

Correlations for the gender similarity group appear below the diagonal (n = 451); for the gender dissimilarity group, above the diagonal (n = 143).
Teachers’ education: 1 = professional certification degree, 2 = B.A. degree, 3 = M.A. degree

*p < .05. **p < .01
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Discussion

The present study is part of a limited body of knowledge in
educational leadership research that focuses on gender and the
understanding of its effects on aspects of organizational psy-
chology. The study sheds light on the effects of principal-
teacher gender similarity in the female-dominated primary
education system in Israel with regard to teachers’ trust in
the principal and teachers’ commitment. I explored three hy-
potheses to describe the effects of principal-teacher gender
similarity on teachers’ trust in the principal and on the rela-
tionships between teachers’ trust in the principal and their
organizational commitment.

The findings support the notion that gender is important in
educational leadership research, and principal-teacher gender
similarity was found to affect teachers’ work-related attitudes.
First, I proposed that principal-teacher gender similarity influ-
ences levels of teachers’ trust. The results support the theoret-
ical assumption of both affective and cognitive trust bases,
consistent with relational demography theory (Sacco et al.
2003).Whereas the difference in affective trust in the principal
is more likely to be the result of gender difference between
teacher and principal, the difference in cognitive trust requires
some explanation. Cognitive trust in a leader is not only about
perceived credibility but also about perceived capability
(McAllister 1995). Therefore, it is possible that gender
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Fig. 1 Effect of interaction
between duration of relationship
and principal-teacher gender
similarity on affective trust in
principal

Table 2 Hierarchical multiple regressions of duration of relationship and principal-teacher gender similarity predicting teachers’ trust in principal

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3

Predictors b β t b β t b β t

(a)Affective trust in principal
Teacher’s teaching experience .012 .124 2.469* .008 .084 1.484 .008 .083 1.477
Teacher’s education −.106 −.110 −2.191* −.121 −.125 −2.514* −.126 −.130 −2.624**
Duration of relationship .017 .099 1.750 .005 .026 .409
Principal-teacher gender similarity .311 .151 3.031** .681 .330 3.785***
Duration of relationship × Principal-teacher gender similarity −.048 −.234 −2.495*
Model statistics R2 = .026

F(2591) = 5.263**
R2 = .055
F(4589) = 5.602***

R2 = .070
F(5588) = 5.787***

Change statistics ΔR2 = .028
ΔF(2589) = 5.810**

ΔR2 = .015
ΔF(1588) = 6.225*

(b) Cognitive trust in principal
Teacher’s teaching experience .008 .107 2.138* .003 .045 .791 .003 .045 .790
Teacher’s education −.102 −.133 −2.649** −.111 −.143 −2.869** −.110 −.143 −2.861**
Duration of relationship .019 .136 2.395* .019 .139 2.157*
Principal-teacher gender similarity .115 .070 1.396 .105 .064 .724
Duration of relationship × Principal-teacher gender similarity .001 .008 .079
Model statistics R2 = .028

F(2591) = 5.601**
R2 = .046
F(4589) = 4.660**

R2 = .046
F(5588) = 3.720**

Change statistics ΔR2 = .018
ΔF(2589) = 3.643*

ΔR2 = .000
ΔF(1588) = .006

n = 594

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001
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dissimilarity leads to attributing a low perceived person-role
fit (i.e., the match between one’s attributes and job demands;
DeRue and Morgeson 2007) to male principals, possibly

because the role of a principal in the female-dominated prima-
ry school system is viewed by female teachers as demanding
feminine attributes.

Table 3 Hierarchical multiple regressions of affective trust in principal and principal-teacher gender similarity predicting teachers’ organizational
commitment

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3

Predictors b β t b β t b β t

(a) Affective commitment to school
Teacher’s teaching experience .016 .239 5.239*** .012 .179 4.571*** .012 .175 4.477***
Teacher’s education −.055 −.086 −1.878 −.023 −.035 −.894 −.021 −.032 −.826
Affective trust in the principal .354 .519 13.084*** .389 .570 11.564***
Principal-teacher gender similarity −.163 −.113 −2.876** −.521 −.362 −2.457*
Affective trust in principal × Principal-teacher gender similarity .098 .285 1.752
Model statistics R2 = .064

F(2591) = 15.334***
R2 = .324
F(4589) = 53.603***

R2 = .328
F(5588) = 43.694***

Change statistics ΔR2 = .260
ΔF(2589) = 86.073***

ΔR2 = .005
ΔF(1588) = 3.068

(b) Continuance commitment to school
Teacher’s teaching experience .014 .185 4.002*** .010 .133 3.305** .010 .133 3.304**
Teacher’s education −.048 −.067 −1.438 −.019 −.027 −.664 −.020 −.027 −.668
Affective trust in the principal .387 .504 12.404*** .393 .512 9.841***
Principal-teacher gender similarity .025 .015 .382 .059 .037 .243
Affective trust in principal × Principal-teacher gender similarity −.009 −.024 −.146
Model statistics R2 = .038

F(2591) = 8.957***
R2 = .290
F(4589) = 45.713***

R2 = .290
F(5588) = 36.495***

Change statistics ΔR2 = .252
ΔF(2589) = 79.344***

ΔR2 = .000
ΔF(1588) = .021

n = 594

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001

Table 4 Hierarchical multiple regressions of cognitive trust in principal and principal-teacher gender similarity predicting teachers’ organizational
commitment

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3

Predictors b β t b β t b β t

(a) Affective commitment to school
Teacher’s teaching experience .016 .239 5.239*** .014 .204 4.962*** .014 .204 4.956***
Teacher’s education −.055 −.086 −1.878 −.040 −.062 −1.505 −.039 −.061 −1.480
Cognitive trust in the principal .345 .427 10.365*** .337 .417 8.661***
Principal-teacher gender similarity −.083 −.058 −1.406 .054 .037 .162
Cognitive trust in the principal × Principal-teacher gender similarity −.032 −.097 −.420
Model statistics R2 = .064

F(2591) = 15.334***
R2 = .246
F(4589) = 36.553***

R2 = .246
F(5588) = 42.14***

Change statistics ΔR2 = .182
ΔF(2589) = 54.149***

ΔR2 = .000
ΔF(1588) = .176

(b) Continuance commitment to school
Teacher’s teaching experience .014 .185 4.002*** .011 .152 3.778*** .011 .151 3.802***
Teacher’s education −.048 −.067 −1.438 −.035 −.048 −1.203 −.030 −.042 −1.047
Cognitive trust in the principal .445 .489 12.159*** .376 .414 8.900***
Principal-teacher gender similarity .106 .066 1.631 1.220 .755 3.394**
Cognitive trust in the principal × Principal-teacher gender similarity −.257 −.702 −3.150***
Model statistics R2 = .038

F(2591) = 8.957***
R2 = .283
F(4589) = 44.135***

R2 = .299
F(5588) = 37.997***

Change statistics ΔR2 = .245
ΔF(2589) = 76.308***

ΔR2 = .016
ΔF(1588) = 9.923**

n = 594

**p < .01. ***p < .001
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Second, it has been suggested that the duration of relation-
ship plays a role in moderating the link between principal-
teacher gender similarity and trust in the principal. My analy-
sis supports this hypothesis with regard to affective trust in the
principal, but not to cognitive trust. The positive effect of
principal-teacher gender similarity on teacher’s affective trust
is largely countered by the duration of relationship so that a
great part of the homophilic socio-psychosocial effect dimin-
ishes as the length of relationship increases. One explanation
for this finding is linked with Duck’s (1977) filter theory,
which argues that time enables individuals to shift their atten-
tion from superficial characteristics to deeper ones and, con-
sequently, real-life experiences replace pre-existing gender-
related assumptions. Another explanation is that new male
principals at first adopt formal conduct, which becomes more
personalized over time. Thus, because female teachers are
more familiar with male principals’ authentic personalities,
affective trust may be bolstered.

Third, I proposed that principal-teacher gender similarity
moderates the associations between trust in the principal and
teachers’ organizational commitment. The results indicate the
presence of only one significant interactive effect: Under male
principals, it was female teachers’ cognitive trust in principals
that predicted more positively teachers’ continuance commit-
ment. The positive effect of principal-teacher gender similarity
on teachers’ continuance commitment was found to be
contradicted by cognitive trust; thus, it seems that the
homophily effect on continuance organizational commitment
weakens with the strengthening of perceptions of managers as
competent and reliable. This finding contrasts somewhat with
the work of Carter et al. (2014), who found that gender dis-
similarity did not have a moderating influence on the effects of
supervisors’ transformational leadership on employees’ orga-
nizational citizenship behaviors. Their study, however, used a
sample of supervisors and employees from a range of indus-
tries that likely included more mixed-gender or masculine
compositions.

The second interactive effect between principal-teacher
gender similarity and teachers’ affective trust emerged as
non-significant. This finding appears at odds with prior re-
search, indicating that women tend to have more intimate
relationships (Lowenthal and Haven 1968) and that they tend
to ascribe more supportive meaning to interpersonal behaviors
(Stokes and Wilson 1984; Vaux 1985). Therefore, it may be
beneficial to further explore this interaction in the future to
reconcile the contradiction.

Limitations and Future Research

My study has several limitations. First, data were collected in
a system that espouses a certain educational policy. Forrester
(2005) suggested that viewing primary school culture as fem-
inine and characterized by mothering and nurturing values
may be obsolete because of neoliberal policy changes. Since
the early 2000s, Israel has embraced neoliberal evaluation
governance and has integratedmandatory annual national test-
ing into primary schools (Berkovich 2014). Blackmore (1996)
indicated that market-oriented education reforms alter school
roles and the fabric of principal-teacher relations, as well as
may have different meanings for men and women. Therefore,
explaining the way in which neoliberal policies influence the
effects of principal-teacher gender similarity is important.

Second, my study is situated in a given cultural setting.
Some scholars suggest that no discussion of gender is com-
plete without taking into account national culture (Ayman and
Korabik 2010). Because of historical traditions and contem-
porary security challenges, masculinity is dominant in Israeli
society (Klein 1999). Moreover, within multicultural socie-
ties, such as Israel, multiple cultural groups subscribe to sub-
stantially different value systems and norms (e.g., liberal vs.
conservative; religious vs. secular) (Yonah 2005). Culture is
therefore likely to play a fundamental part in how gender
identities are shaped, experienced, and enacted in the context
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of work relations and, for this reason, it is recommended that
researchers replicate my study in other cultural settings.

Third, my study did not investigate principals’ and
teachers’ gender roles (e.g., masculine, feminine, or
androgynous orientations; see Hoffman and Borders 2001)
or the gendered content of their identities (e.g., external
indicators and behaviors; see Kelan 2010). These aspects de-
serve focused exploration because they may mediate some of
the effects of gendered interactions uncovered in the present
work. Fourth, my study focused on the primary education
system. It is not clear to what extent my findings can be gen-
eralized to the secondary education system, in which the gen-
der composition and culture are different.

Fifth, future work may benefit from taking into account
additional variables, such as the age and career stage of the
teachers, principals, or both. For example, prior research sug-
gested that younger managers may ascribe less importance to
trust (Barnett and Karson 1989), and that masculine- or
feminine-typed managerial styles may change in the mid-
career renewal process (Oplatka 2001). Finally, the re-
searcher’s identity as a heterosexual male may have affected
the choice of variables of interest. For example, the concept of
organizational commitment touches upon masculine concep-
tions of Bsacrificing^ for the job, which together are responsi-
ble for the Bglass ceiling^ for women in organizations
(Guillaume and Pochic 2009). Expanding the scope of the
outcomes explored with reference to the effect of principal-
teacher gender similarity is therefore advised.

Practice Implications

Leadership research on gender and on the dynamics it gener-
ates is required for producing practical knowledge about lead-
ership (Ayman and Korabik 2010). The present findings are
generally consistent with prior ones on gender similarity, but
extend these to the setting of a primary education system that
employs overwhelmingly female teachers. The findings have
several practical implications. First, the insights of the study
can be used to educate and mentor new male principals. Men
in female-dominated occupations have been found to differ in
their traits and values from those working in more traditional
jobs (Chusmir 1990). But gender is known to influence men’s
actions in nontraditional jobs where they tend to reconstruct
the job in a manner that enhances its masculine aspects (Cross
and Bagilhole 2002; Simpson 2004). This coping strategy
assists men in gaining a dominant position and maintaining
their masculine identity, which is challenged by their stigma-
tized association with a feminine occupation (Alvesson 1998).
This type of reactive conduct, not always conscious, can lead
to even lower trust in the principal and can harm teachers’
commitment to their school.

Second, my paper and findings can be used as material for
team discussions in schools led by male principals. Such

discussions can be expanded to encompass gendering prac-
tices (e.g., Bsaid and done^ versus Bsaying and doing^; see
Martin 2003) and even work-life balance (see Smithson and
Stokoe 2005). Third, the insights of my study can contribute
to policymaking. A shortage of principals has become a policy
problem in manyWestern counties (Barty et al. 2005; Papa Jr.
and Baxter 2005; Williams 2001). This situation has encour-
aged policymakers to become more proactive and attract ex-
ternal applicants, often men, for the position of principal to fill
the shortage and enhance the status of the profession. For
example, in Israel retired military officers, mostly men, often
start a second career as school principals (Schneider 2004).
The scope of the phenomenon is unknown, but the present
findings raise questions about whether this phenomenon is
beneficial, particularly in primary schools. In the military, de-
mographic similarity has been found to relate only weakly to
employees’ satisfaction with their supervisor and with their
continued work (Vecchio and Bullis 2001); as we have seen,
in education its effect is different. Whereas the military is a
male-dominated environment, in both gender composition
and culture, primary education is a female-dominated environ-
ment (Allan 1994). Therefore, importing candidates for prin-
cipalship, particularly men without any experience in a femi-
nine or educational work setting, may have an adverse effect.

Conclusion

The present work is part of the stream of critical organizational
psychology that regards individuals not as objective entities
but as subjective potentials (Islam and Zyphur 2008; Rogers
2003). Therefore, the manner in which reality is socially con-
structed affects considerably the way in which individuals
enact their identities (e.g., their external expressions, attitudes,
and behaviors). My findings support the value of critical psy-
chological exploration of educational leadership, specifically
with regard to gender. It is puzzling why gender continues to
be an overlooked issue in educational administration research.
Perhaps it has to do with male dominance in educational ad-
ministration research, which shapes the androcentrism of the
field (Shakeshaft 1989). Consequently, not much is known
about how gender affects the attitudes and actions of princi-
pals and teachers toward one another and toward the organi-
zation as a whole. This area of research is greatly
underexplored and, at the same time, highly relevant to better
understand leadership in education systems worldwide.
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