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PROFESSIONAL AND ORGANIZATIONAL SOCIALIZATION
PROCESSES OF SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS: A LITERATURE
REVIEW

Schools are resilient institutions that change slowly, even under considerable
pressure, but the current unprecedented level of dissatisfaction with the schools and the
public’s insistance that schools do a better job of preparing students suggest that change
is inevitable (Tyack, 1993; Roher & Wormwell, 2000). School administrators are fegling
the effects of the public’s changing expectations in the push to adopt new and expanded
administrative roles, including those of accountable instructional leaders, constructive
political leaders, and responsible managers. Administrators are in a vital position to
influence the direction of change and must respond to the public’'s demands without
losing sight of the need to protect the children’s interests (Roher & al., 2000; Gutherie &
al., 2001).

It has been stated that the most crucial ingredient in preparing capable school
leaders is individual school districts (Smith & Piele, 1989). Without the emotional and
financial support of the central office the prospects for "growing" a healthy crop of new
principals who can effectively lead schools during the upcoming decades is highly
unlikely. Exemplary training programs will certainly cost money. According to Baltzell
& Dentler (1992), the extent to which the school system invests in the preparation of
principals is an index to other aspects of system quality. They assert that many school
districts are not willing to make such an investment and, consequently, do not have a
qualified pool of candidates from which to choose when an opening occurs.

The purpose of this paper is to explore the literature on the various professional
and organizational socialization processes of School Administrators. These socialization
processes include successon planning activities and professional  development
opportunities as well as forma and informal experiences of present and future school

administrators as they face uncertainty in the changing role of school administration.



In the past, organizations have focused succession planning efforts on the
preparation of high leadership potential individuals. However, expectations are changing
for the role of administrators. Today, school organizations are learning that the focus
must be not only on these high potential individuals, but also on the context of these
individuals to the leadership team. Effective succession planning examines how each
succession candidate would add value to team performance. According to the Hagberg
Consulting Group (1998), succession planning and clear expectations help school
districts by: engaging senior management in a disciplined review of leadership talent;
guiding development activities of administrative teams; bringing selection systems,
rewards systems and leadership development into aignment with the process of
leadership renewal; assuring continuity of leadership; avoiding transition problems and;
preventing premature promotion of principals through professional development.
Normore (2001) supports the notion that clear expectations are essential to school
administrators in order for effective succession planning to occur. In a study conducted in
two urban school districts in Ontario, Normore (2001) discovered that organizational
structures and guiding principles have a profound effect on the effectiveness of school
administrators. Moreover, the Principals Qualification Program at various venues was an
asset in preparing for the transition from teacher to school administrator and became a
major component of the leadership development process.

According to Daresh et al., (1994; 1997) and Darling- Hammond (1995) some of
the activities that have been used by some American school districts for leadership
development include Administrative Training Programs where potential principals apply
for and take a tenrweek after-work course on leadership. Graduates then opt for a second
eighteen-week, three credit course in administrative leadership, which includes skill
development. Candidates are then invited to Administrative Competence Seminars where
their interpersonal skills, communication and conceptual skills, and group leadership
skills are formally assessed by a panel of senior administrators. Top ranked individuals
are then placed in internships as full-time assistant principals for one full year under the
guidance of successful administrators where they obtain experience in areas such as
instructional leadership, staff development, and pupil personnel management, community

involvement, and professional growth (Darling- Hammond,1995).



It is hoped that more school districts will begin to realize that the training of
capable leaders must begin long before they are needed. Effective training programs are
of course only the first step in hiring capable principals. Effective leadership succession
practices that include recruitment, selection, and induction are other essential components
in a comprehensive system that train, obtain, and retain the most capable school leaders
(Darling-Hammond,1995; Daresh et al., 1997).

During leadership succession, when the relationships and patterns that shape a
principal's impact on the school are formed, the organization and the new principal exert
influence on each other. A successor who possesses knowledge about social influencing
processes and skill in applying that knowledge can have a substantial impact on the
outcomes of his’her own succession experience. District leaders can use the same body of
knowledge to plan succession processes and design support activities for principals that
make the results they desire more likely to occur. They can use knowledge about the
interactions between a new member and the organization to modify principal evaluation
processes and refocus principal’s attention (Block, 1993; Clark, 1991; Coleman &
Laroque, 1990; Walker, 1999; 2000).

School district leaders can assess their current practices and design flexible
processes that support principals undergoing succession and lead to outcomes that
advance district policies and goals. They can re-examine their use of mentors and match
the design of their mentor programs to the outcomes appropriate to each school, provide
systematic support and time for visits, diagnosis, and planning activities by principals that
facilitate their transition to a new school, and consciously work to improve the outcomes
of a succession beyond the careful search for and appointment of the best principal for a
school. This includes training and support specifically designed to assist principals who
are taking charge in a new assignment, recognizing that they face challenges common to
major transitions, acknowledging that a unique mix between the principal and the school
will give rise to the outcomes of the succession, and preparing the principals for the
impact the school will have on them as well as the impact they hope to have on the school
(Corbett & Wilson, 1992; Corbett, Wilson, & Webb-Dempsey, 1996).

According to various researchers (Pajak, 1989; Crowson & Morris, 1992
Dimmock & Wildy, 1992; Halinger & Edwards, 1992; Fullan, 1993; Weiss, &



Cambone, 1994; Angus, 1998; EImin, 2000; Normore,2001) district office personnel can
also capitalize on the expectations for change that succession brings to implement new
programs and work toward the improvement of schools. They can seize the opportunity
that this major role transition presents to shape and expand the professional orientation,
knowledge, and skills, both moral and technical, of the administrators who lead their
schoals.

It is essential hen, that school administrators understand the expectations of
school districts. Districts are encouraged to fully and clearly articulate the specific
demands of the position, and expectations of administrators in their districts or schools
before embarking onto specific recruitment and selection procedures (Pounder et
al.,2000; Normore,2001). Certain recruiting and selection procedures produce the best
candidates for particular job vacancies (Anderson,1988; Castallo et a., 1992;
Castetter,1992; Herman,1994; Normore,2001).Changing expectations have implications
for the selection and training of school administrators. This articulation of expectations
and training implications become an integral part of the socialization of the administrator
(Pounder & Y oung, 1996; Normore,2001).

Administrator Socialization
“ 1t must be considered that there is nothing more difficult to carry out, nor more
doubtful of success, nor more dangerous to handle, than to initiate a new order of
things.” Machiavelli (Greene, 1998, p. 396)

A major component of any succession process involves socialization whereby
attention is drawn to the leader and the context simultaneously. The socialization of the
administrators to the profession or occupation of school administration begins in training
or preparation programs  (Sussman,1986; Warren,1989; Hart,1993; Whatley,1994;
Normore,2001). This section focuses on three concepts. First, there is a general definition
of socialization as outlined in the literature. Second, the professional socialization process
of administrators is explored, followed by a discussion of organizational socialization

process.



What is Socialization?

The term “socialization” is applied to the processes by which an individua
selectively acquires the knowledge, skillsand dispositions needed to perform a social role
effectively (Merton, 1963). Feldman (1989) points out that socialization research has
tended to focus most closely on the informal ways by which individuals learn about their
work settings, and the impact of others on that learning. Training research, in contrast,
has been most concerned with the ability of individuals to perform routine work tasks. He
cites Brim's (1966) definition of socialization as “the manner in which an individual
learns that behaviour appropriate to his position in a group through interaction with
others who hold normative beliefs about what his role should be and who reward or
punish him for correct or incorrect actions’ (p. 3).

Bennis (1985) asserts that socialization involves a complex set of human
relationships interacting in many ways. He continues that within an organization, the
socialization includes all the people in it and their relationships to each other and to the
outside world. Hence, the behaviour of one member can have an impact, either directly or
indirectly, on the behaviour of others. This means that the socia system does not have
boundaries. It exchanges goods, ideas, culture, and so forth with the environment around
it.

The development and implementation of administrator training programs as a
form of professional development for school administrators should help administrators fit
into the social system of schools both professionally and organizationally. If training
programs are not meeting the needs of school administrators if would seem appropriate
that school boards establish better connections between their training programs and their
expectations. School administrators need to receive ongoing professional development.
There is strong support for training before holding the principal accountable for knowing.
These linkages require school boards to examine more closely the most appropriate
training models and experiences for aspiring and practicing school leaders (Hart,1993).
School boards need to rethink the content, delivery, and outcomes of administration
preparation programs as they currently exist. They also need to ensure that upcoming and
practicing school administrators have both professional and organizational socialization

opportunities.



In the administrative structure of the school system there are two types of
socialization processes that are always at the forefront for administrators; professional
socialization and organizational socialization. It may range from both formal and explicit
influences such as carefully planned formal training programs or working with a mentor
to informal and implicit influences that include unplanned, onthe-job experiences
(Hart,1993; Normore,2001).

Professional Socialization

Becoming a school administrator is a major step in the professiona life of an
educator (Pounder et al.,1996; 2001). School administrators are confronted with a
complex array of multi-faceted challenges from “learning the ropes’ for the day-to-day
operation of the school to enhancing the school culture so that it becomes more educative
(Leithwood et a.,1999; Parkay et al.,1992). Perhaps the most difficult challenge that the
beginning school administrator faces, however, is the need to develop a professional
identity - “an image of the self” as a proactive leader who can make a difference
(Ronkowski & lannaccone,1989).

Professional sociaization generally begins in the pre-appointment phase of a
school leader’s education career and continues into early post-appointment growth and
on-going development. Rofessional socialization is an interactive process used to gain
knowledge, skills, and behaviours needed to participate as a member of a profession. It is
a dynamic developmental process through which values and norms of the profession are
internalized and a professional identity is gained. This socialization requires dialogue,
collaboration, and mentoring by an experienced professional to serve as a guide
(Greenfield, 1985;Kaye, 1995).

According to Weindling & Earley (1995) pre-appointment professional
socidization includes: management courses for certification (mandatory and voluntary),
first-hand experience of leadership and management tasks, modeling and social learning
(learning by observing both good and bad models, help from a notion of what is good and
bad leadership); and deliberate mentoring by some existing school leaders who see

importance in their role in preparing future leaders.



Begley & Cambell-Evans (1992) adopted Van Gennep’s three-stage model of
professional socialization (separation, transition, and incorporation) to explain that
individuals progress from being defined by others to being self-defined. According to
Van Gennep (1960), at the separation stage people are concerned with comparing
themselves with others and how others judge their adequacy. At the transition stage
people compare themselves against the standards imposed by the functions of the job and
task performance. At the incorporation stage individuals make comparisons between their
former and present self (e.g., perceptions of progress made from a previous self toward
becoming an instructional leader).

Van Gennep (1960) and Van Maanen (1976) emphasize the importance of
personal and cultural socialization. They assert that culture, in a general sense, provides
values, norms and roles that are enforced by positive and negative sanctions. The learning
of these values, norms and roles are supported by the agents of socidization (family,
peers, school mass media and early life experiences). Merton (1963) suggests that
socialization is a process through which culture is learned. Its purpose is to direct social
consistency by guiding how a society communicates, evaluates and behaves. The sub-
cultural influences can complement or counteract the cultural values and norms
(Hagberg, 1984). This would apply to school leaders ethical behavior as their behavior is
aways done so within the context of both the overall culture they are part of or any
subculture they may belong to. Begley and Cambell-Evans (1992) recognize the
influence of internal processes on socialization such as personal and professional values
(personal challenge, thirst for knowledge, other people's influence) and the individual’s
perception of socializing experiences.

According to Hagberg (1984), successful leaders move from lower stages of
power to higher stages of power, which are characterized by empowering others.
However, such growth comes only through the successful resolution of a crisis of
integrity. When a school administrator faces a crisis of integrity, he/she confronts
something that goes beyond the challenge of the immediate moment. A crisis of integrity
occurs inside the leader and often involves a conflict between two powerful values or
principles. For example, the conflict may be between one's core values and the political

expectations of the position, or it may involve a conflict of interests or rights. The



leader’ s response to the crisis will determine to an important degree his or her ability to
move into the higher stages of ethical |eadership that Bennis (1985) describes as essential

to counter a growing inconsistency to educate our young people.

Organizational Socialization

Hart (1993) asserts that organizational socialization begins upon appointment, and
is specific to the education context. Each school has a particular context requiring
understanding and integration of a complex array of people, policies, processes, and
priorities. Guy (1985) asserts that the need to fit into the immediate work environment
makes organizational socialization more salient and immediate than the experiences that
precede it, no matter how carefully organized. Organizational norms consequently tend to
replace those learned during professional socialization. School administrators in schools
consequently are interdependent with others who work there. The school administrator
has formal leadership power but depends on those in the school for the power of the
group to act (Miklos,1988).

Schein (1992) offers compelling arguments that each new manager needs to
understand and analyze the particular organizational culture into which she or he is
placed, emphasizing that |eadership is intertwined with each particular organizational
culture. An insider (someone appointed from inside the school) brings past experience
and knowledge to this process, as opposed to someone who is brought in from the
outside. Socialization to the administrator position in each school is fundamentally
unique.

Leithwood et a.,(1992) have described school administrator socialization in a
manner consistent with Greenfield (1985a;1985b). They claim that there are mediating
influences on principals socialization such as work setting, culture and relationships with
peers, superiors, district policies and procedures, formal training, and outcomes. This last
influence incorporates the image of the role of the school administrator, skills, norms and
values, and communication networks. The organizational socialization literature (both
practice and research oriented) provides educational leaders and policy makers with
guidelines for structuring experiences (McCarthy,1999; Leithwood et al.,1992). It

suggests that the profession adopt a longer-term view of the preparation and devel opment



of school leaders that extends not only into the induction period but provides planned
socialization experiences each time a new |leadership assignment is made (Wanous, 1980;
Pounder et al.1996).

In a study conducted by Leithwood, Steinbach, Ross and Hamilton (1991) on the
socialization processes of aspiring administrators the findings indicate that
administrators  socidlization patterns are helpful in contributing to instructional
leadership. The study indicates that formal training programs are necessary for the
socializing of administrators. Greenfield (1985b) suggests that such programs are an
important factor for developing the technical knowledge and skills that administrators
require. Devoting more time and energy to programs that focus on meaningful content in
aform consistent with good principles of adult education is one promising suggestion for
improving socialization experience. Papke (1989) and Normore (2001) claim that on-the-
job leadership activities are viewed as the most helpful of all socidization activities.
School districts need to develop and implement structured leadership development
activities and opportunities for school administrators to enhance school leadership and to

help meet expectations.

Structured Induction Opportunities. Expectationsfor School District

“ Organizations need |leaders if they want to win, and the only the way to get themis for
leaders to consciously mentor and prepare them” (Noel M. Tichy, The Leadership
Engine)

Universities and school districts can use a variety of bridging strategies to provide
aspiring administrators with practical administrative experience and knowledge to help
them succeed in the principal-ship prior to their first position. Pre-service training should
not, however, be the only assistance that principals receive (Confrey, 1987; Bredeson,
1996; Daresh, 2000; Daresh, 2001). In fact, according to Daresh (2001) it is naive to
believe that pre-service training or even out-of-district in-service programs will provide
aspiring administrators with al they need to know about how to be an effective leader in
a particular school district. School districts, therefore, must continue training principals
and provide newly hired administrators with a variety of supportive induction activities to

help them continue their professional growth as school leaders. In short the school
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districts need to ensure there are socialization opportunities provided to administratorsin
order to prepare for their role. Such opportunities may include: well-thought-out and
comprehensive orientation programs; institute a “Buddy System”; structure beginners
workload; give principals (both new and experienced) feedback; develop a plan for
professional growth; and facilitate “reflective” activities. (Lipham et al., 1985;
Daresn,1988; Daresh et a., 1992; Riordan & Hildebrandt, 1995; Daresh, 2000;
Normore,2001).

Re-socialization: Response to Changing Expectations

Although much has been written about beginning teachers and the accompanying
trauma that many vividly recal, little has been written about the beginning principal.
Perhaps because, unlike beginning teachers, beginning principals are continuing in their
schoolwork, abeit in a new role. However, as teachers make the transition from being a
teacher to being a school administrator so does the emergence of new sociaization
experiences. At the point of preparing for the administrator role, aspiring administrators
begin to take on a new and different role as an educator. Consequently, the need to be re-
socidized becomes crucia and a new professiona identity suddenly is at the fore
(Feldman,1989).

Many teachers, at some point in their career, have thought about the possibility of
holding a principalship (Fein,1990; Pounder et a.,2001). Those who never do it have
thought about how they would do things differently if they were in the position.
Becoming a school administrator (vice-principa and/or principal) is for many educators
the ultimate point in their career. However, there are more demands on and changing
expectations for the position now than ever before. It is because of the position demands
and ever changing expectations that someone entering into this role will have new
socialization experiences both professionally and organizationaly.

In addition to the re-socialization of teachers who aspire to become
administrators, there is also a need to re-socialize the practicing administrators, both new
and experienced (Fein,1990). The job and working conditions of administrators today are
becoming increasingly difficult, complex, and stressful. As Parkay et al., emphasize

(1992), “the rise of gangs, the increase of children with diverse needs in the classroom,
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the shortage of funds, the decrease in community and public support, the compounding
effects of legal threats and decisions, and the never-ending demands for contribution of
time, hours, and energy take their toll” (p.x). With changes in policies and procedures and
school reform descending on schools, diversity flourishing in student composition and
new conceptualization of leadership, the administrators(s) of schools are expected to
provide effective leadership and take on a vast array of added responsibilities (Parkay &
Hall,1992; Ashby & Krug,1998;0PC, 2001a; OPC, 2001b; Normore,2001).

If school districts wish to retain their administrators in these changing times, they
must assert and provide leadership development as well as the professional development
and training at district level to keep them fresh and abreast of best practices.
Normore(2001) asserts that these expectations are connected to holding administrators
accountable for their roles and functions as leaders within the school district who, along

with their teachers and students, will be ready for the 21% century.

Professional Development of School Administrators

Part of the impetus for change and accountability in professional development
practices comes from recognition that schools generally are not conducive to adult
growth and learning. To transform schools into places in which educators can learn, it
will be necessary first to identify conditions that promote or constrain educator learning
(IPSA, 1989; Hord, Jolley & MendezMorse, 1992; IEC, 2000; CCSSO, 2001).
Socialization experiences and development of competence through training and
interaction with colleagues are among the ways that employees learn and grow.
Organizations can support the development of competence by providing training,
collegia exchange, and feedback.

Professional development is more likely to enhance the growth and integrity of
administrators if it is planned with the dynamics of the administrative career and the
stages of adult development in mind. Knowledge of career patterns of teachers and the
dynamics of administration help central office personnel plan development activities and
advise individua teachers and administrators regarding choices of growth options. Staff
development activities that are appropriate and useful for teachers at one stage of their
careers may not be as suitable for those who have already passed through that stage or

12



who have yet to enter it (Van Berkum, Richardson, & Lane, 1994; Seyfarth,1999).
However, it is not advisable to limit the focus of staff development activities to an
individual’s current or proximate stage of development. Taking a longer range view has
the advantage of introducing teachers to developmental experiences early in their careers
that prepare them for more advanced career stages (Leithwood, Begley & Cousins,1993).

Career Patterns and Induction Programs for Administrators

Career development patterns are usually thought of in two stages—exploration
and stabilization. The exploration stage involves making a provisional choice of
occupation and trying out one or more occupational roles. This is followed by a
stabilization stage during which the practitioner defines an area of focus, attempts to
master essentia aspects of the job, and searches for a situation with a satisfactory mix of
opportunities, responsibilities, and rewards (Huberman, 1990). According to Daresh
(1988hb) and Daresh et al.,(1988; 1992), there are three dimensions needed to be included
in any effective approach to preparing and supporting school administrators throughout
their career in their roles and functions as administrators. academic preparation, field-
based learning, and personal and professional formation. These dimensions are part of
the professional development needed by administrators.

Pre-service preparation consists of those learning activities and other processes
that take place prior to initial job placement. Recruitment, selection, training, licensure,
and placement into afirst job are all components of the pre-service preparation program
phase.

Field-based learning or induction may be defined as the period in a person's
career when he or sheisin anew position in an organization, under a new role definition.
The process of induction is something that is not necessarily concluded after one year in a
new job. Induction may take severa years to complete, depending on the conditions in
the organization, the nature of the role, and the characteristics of the individual (Daresh,
1988a; Daresh et a.,1992; Rogers & Druring, 1988; Sparks, 2000).

In-service education consists of learning opportunities that are provided to
individuals while they are actually engaged in the job. These opportunities may be
directed specifically at helping an administrator to perform the duties of his or her job
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more efficiently or effectively, or it may be directed toward the personal growth and
development of the administrator performing his or her job, regardless of the expectations
of the job.

According to the National Policy Board on Administrative Preparation (1989)
when aspiring administrators enter the field of educationa administration they
presumably have little basic information concerning the nature of school management.
The majority of one's learning in the earliest phases of pre-service preparation might
involve heavy emphasis, if not exclusive reliance, on academic preparation. As people
progress through the various stages of their careers, learning will occur more frequently
from an experiential base otherwise known as "learning by doing". While academic
preparation decreases throughout a career and field-based learning increases, there is
never a point where either of these dimensions disappear altogether.

The dimension that remains constant throughout an administrator's career is
personal and professional formation. Daresh et a., (1992) define this formation as “the
effort to enable an individual to become more aware of his or her own persona values
and assumptions regarding the formal role of a school administrator.” (p.54) The need to
engage in reflection, to think about one's ethical stances and one's commitment to the
profession, is constant, although the issues may differ. Mentoring, for example, might be
Seen as a consistent activity from pre-service to in-service.

The components of formation include: mentoring, personal reflection, educational
platform development, appreciation of alternative styles, and personal professional action
planning. By using these component elements of formation as part of a comprehensive
professional development program for aspiring and practicing school administrators may
lead to more effective leadership in schools (Daresh,1988; Miklos,1996). The three
phases are distinct in an administrator's career. Y et they need to be understood in concert.
They are interactive in nature, and an appreciation of pre-service leads to discussions of
induction concerns, which in turn are related to in-service education. They are not to be
considered to be separate and isolated events in a person's career (Daresh, 1988b; Daresh
et a., 1992; Miklos, 1988).

The process of effective professional development for school leaders is something

that demands serious planning and attention. It does not simply “happen” without any
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thought on the part of those responsible for directing such an effort---the district office
(Milstein, 1993; McMahan, 2000; Reitzug & Hudson, 2000).

District Planning

The scene of the action for professional development is shifting from university
campuses to district offices (Smith & Piele,1989). Now personnel in the school districts
are playing an increasingly important role in planning and implementing professional
development for teachers and administrators. School districts need to provide special
programs designed to support the work of beginning school administrators (Daresh et al.,
1992;1994;1997; Normore,2001) This should be done in the planning stage. The novice
school leaders will be served well when efforts are made to help them through their first
professional duties. The use of mentor-protégé programs is a positive program used in
districts for novice administrators (Daresh et al.,1990; 1992; 1994; Normore,2001).

Time must be provided as part of the training exercise to address the issue of
“who, when, what, and how” things get done in particular districts (Daresh et al.,1992;
Normore,2001). Mentors need to receive genera orientations to the goals of their
districts, important policies, and procedures that are particularly important in each
district. In this way, proteges will learn about committees, personnel, and the general
structure of the organization in which they will work. But there are limitations to formal
induction programs. For example, entry-year programs can never serve to repair total
incompetence (Daresh et a.,1992). School districts need to be careful about finding and
selecting only the most talented individuals for administrative roles. No induction
programs can be designed to correct bad choices. In the planning for succession,
professional development entry-year programs should be part of the comprehensive
professional development efforts. Induction programs for beginning educators will likely
fail to reach their full positive potential if they are developed solely as a way to comply
with minimal performance expectations. Entry-year efforts will be successful only if they
are viewed as a foundation on which school districts set out to build total professional
development programs that are designed to meet the needs of not only beginning
administrators but of all district administrators.
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Reflections

Whatever our idealized view of leaders and despite calls for school administrators
who shape the fundamental culture, structure, and goals of schools, research and practice
support a more complex, interactive view of administrator succession. Researchers and
practitioners need to understand the succession process and manage its outcomes. School
administrators, their superiors, and school policy makers can use an organizational
socialization pergpective on principal succession to enhance the practice of school

administration and their professional development.
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