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Thomas M Skric

Although the education or students who are difficult 1o teach ar,~ manage In reguiar
classrooms has bean a controversial iscie for most of this century the framing of the
problem and the propcsed solutions have varied across different historical pariods. The
controversy first emerged around 1910 when immigration, compulsory schoc! attendance,
and other progressive era reforms brought large numters of such students into public
school organizations (Sarason & Doris, 1879). Given th> overriding concern for social and
organizational efficiency during the progressive era (Haber, 1964), the problem was cast
in terms of the efficient operation of school organizations. The solution was to remove these
students from regular classrooms and to provide them with a special education in separate
classrooms. Although there was some concern for the wejfare of children, humanitarianism
was secondary to the desire to segregate students who were disruptive to schcol organization
(Lazerson, 1983; Mercer & Richardson, 1875). By the 1930s, the special class
organizational model was z standard feature in most urban school districts; and, over the
twenty-five years following the Second World War, it was diffused tnroughout the entire
system of public education (Reynolds & Rcsen, 1576: Weintraub, 1571).

n the 1¢60s, however, the controversy re-emerged 1n a2 new fu.m within the
now-established speciai egucation professional and advocacy communities. This time the
issue was the ethics and efficacy of the special class model itself (Dienn, 12868, Jor‘n;on,
1962). Given the dominant socia! con. 2rn for civil rnghts, the problem was framed in
«erms of access to educationa’ opportunity. ‘rhe solution was o reintegrate or "mainstream"
students who were difficult to maintain n reguiar classrooms--who by this time were

thought of as "stuaerts with mild dicabilites™--and to reorganize special education as a
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resource/consulting service. The mainstrearung moags! officially replaced the traditiona
special class model as the preferred organizaticnal approach tor these students in 1975
with the enactment of P.L. 94-142.  Gwven tne unprecedznted federa intervention in'c
public education i the 19€90s, tne dominant social concern 10 tne 1970¢ became  schocl
organization accountability; and the i1ssue of the education of stugents with milg aisabuities
was reframed as the capacity of schoci organizations to comply wilh the least restiricuve
environment provisions of P.L. 94-142.

Today 2 new mainstreaming debate 1s taking shape within the special education
professional and advocacy communities. Its genesis is the growing recognition that, for
many students--and particularly those witn miid disabilities--mainstreaming s failing
(see, e.g., Gottiieb, 1981; Will, 1985, 1986). As a result, "greater access to the
mainstieam,” the rallying cry of the 1960s and 1570s, s being repiaced in the 1980s by
"full access to a restructured mainstream’ (see Reynolds, Wang & Walberg, 1987;
Stainback & Stainback, 1984, 1585; Wang, Reynolds & Walberg, 1986; Will, 1985,
1986). Although it has taken three-quarters of a century, the relationsnip between schco!
orgeanizatior. and students with miid cdisabilities s beginning 1c be recognized. The
significance of the hew mainstreaming dobate 1s that it is abou! the Do-sibilty ¢f a new
mainstream.

ironically, one reason for not recognizing the problem socner siems rom an
organizational protilem in the fielc of education iself. The cwision of ‘2307 10 scrosls cf
education i1s organized ¢n the basis of oszupations (Soring 1680;, whicn means the! topics
related to  students with disabiiies are assignzc exclusively 1o departments of special
education, while topics related 0 scnool rganization are assigned exciusively to

departments of educational adm.nsiratior T
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granted (Skrtic, 19:7a, 1587, in press aj, and one on schoo! crganization, whizn avocs
topics -elated to school effects and stugent outcomes (Bridges, 1982; Enicksun, 1975, A

secona probiem--and one of major importance in subsequent sections--15 the giresretica:

Q

nature of both fielas, which has meant that the discourses on both fopics &re carrec cu' n

the gbsence of gany guiging theory. A third problem 1s that the dwisicn of '250r in

w

ccigtly
assigns education topics to the field of educaticn, which has mean: thai ine only "¢fiicia"
discourses on such matters are those that emanate from tne professional education
community. Aitr 1gh there are “alternaiive” discourses on both topics, ~hich are iargeiy
theoretical and often take tte form of criicism of the official discourses, they recewe far
less atiention than the official discourses, particularly from professional ecucators.

The first purpose of this paper is to highlight some of the centradictions, confusions
and faulty assumptions contained within the official discourses, as well as the manner in
which the atheoretical nature of these discourses perpetuates the illusion of miid
disabilities as a reality externai to schoo! organization. The second purpcse s o examine
special education reform in the context of various theories of school organization and
adaptability. On the basis of inis analysis, tne casz will be made tha: current scnoc
organization creatss--znd can oo nothung but create--stugents with miid cisabiities as

artifacts of the system. anc, furtnermore, tnhat rational-iechn:cal etioris *¢ reform ih

system--witnout replacing 't with an entirely citferent configuraror--de it ¢
eliminate mild disapiities o tneir effects, Drocuce even more Sivceris wir miic

cisabilities, anc create a new znc largely nidden 255 of Stuzen! casualies

The third purcose of the paper 1s to argue tha! the atheoretical nature of ine ~ew
mainstreaming debate cbfuscaies preblem-finding and prooclem-solving reiative to the
relationship between scnool orzanizaton and stucents with mild disaniities  The case vl

be made in this regard that trhe current problems igentified within the new mamnsireamng
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debate are large.y tne resu’t of the atheoreical nature ofRL %2-742 and chat ne

atheoretical solutons p-oposed in the new mairsireamir
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difficulties and create yet a different set cf propiems. Alnough P L 84-147 ard tre new

e

mamnstreaming debate represent important stajes in the generai reforr o
they both approach preblem-finding and predlem-solving in the aocsense of any guiding
theory of schoo! orgarization ana acaptability,

The Discourses on Stugents W.th Disabiittien

The official discourse on students with disabiitties ir tne feld o special e_ucaton s
grounded in the following set of unconscious assumptions about the nature of disabinty,
special equcation as a help'ng profession, and prog ess in the fieig,

(1) disability 1s a condition that individuals have: (2) disabled/typicar s &

usefui and objective distinction; (3) special education 1s a rationally concewved

and co-ordinated system of services that help children labelied disablec; (4,

progress in the field 1s made by improving diagnos:s, intervention an

technology. (Bogdan and Kugelmass, 1984, p. 173)

The first two assumptions derve from special education's giscipiinary founcatern - bology
and psychoclogy (see Mercer, 1673; Skrtic. 188%5) By their very nature, these c:sciphines
locatz the root cause of disability within the persor and exciuce o7 cons.ceralicn Causal
factors that he in the !arger sozial, political, anc organizztional processes exiernal 1o

individual. The impiication 1s that the official Cizcourse  on students wiin cisabilities

¢ siders disability to pe ar attribute of the inawiz:a® an o
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cases cf mild men:al retardation (Mercer, 18T 3

3

1882; Schrag & Divorky, 1S75) and emotional cisturbance
Apter, 1¢82: Hctrs, 1675, Rnoges, 1970, Ross, 580 Swan, 1¢°

make up the vast mapenty of all stugents labeied m.icly gisahiec.
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The third and fourth unconszicus assumptions undergrding tne offizial Z.eccurse
--thal speciai education 1S & rauonal sysiem ot Services anc that orogress in tne fies s
rational, cumu'atie, and .echnoiogical--derive from the instiuticralizec  t-esry ot
organizational rationality {see Skriic, in sress a,. The roton of crgan:zatcna: rationa.ly
an be understood as the benef in the notic  tha* organizaticns are preepectively retona!
which ameun's {0 taking crganizations ard therr ofi:.cial gcais for grantec  The irst o
assumprons of the ofticial ciscourse  yield the igea tnat all disabiities are ohiective anc

Pa'nological, which stanas '+ a mutiary reinio cing relaticnshic witn the notcr o

—

vrganizanora’ retionalty’ orcamizarors are rational; disability o3 rancnar coniext is
vathological; and snecial agutaton 1s z rationaly-concewvzd orgamzationa: response

“he alterna'ive d'szourse an stucents with disabiliies s carried on by scholars \n tme
focial sciences ans humeninss. The argument 15 tra' speciar ecucation profess.orai
Knowledge 1s atheor2ucal, it that it 1s grounded narrowly ang exclusively in psychologica
anc biological explanations ¢* deviance, waigh are ascumed 16 be otjective knowiezge azout
the true nature of reality. The alternatve discourse elevates
political, and organizational exzlanations and cons.zers cevian
that is socially created anc maintaines (see, for example, Geoitman,
Szasz, 1861; Taylor & Bogcen, 1677).  Although much of the wo< agone wiihin
alernative discourse 1s regaced highiy in the aisciplines. i

on appiied researcn 3¢ prazuce in the fizld of sperial ed

prefessional know egoe. —zmer, s groLnged moa mor
pre-P . 84-142 special ecozzion prsntce Zalarc-Cam
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in understanding the nature anc functicrurg of organizalins anc therr etiess on nmecnic ar¢
Suliety Isee Ptefrer 1G82).
The prescriptive discourse on Orgamizalion began gunng the oregress./e era when 'ne
overriding concerr for industrial efficiency geve prominence 1o Fredrck Tajier's noticn of
cigntiic management" {Tayior, 1911,. Scientific management 1s ‘he apcroasr 1o
industnial orgarization which vyielded the ‘familiar hierarchal crganizaticna! form
Characterized by tne pyramidai, top-down siructure of forma. SOntrol reiatecs (th.nk of an
organizetion charij: tmis will be referred to in subsequent csections as the machine
2uregugracy  The overarching goa! of the macnine bureaucracy s "efficiency”. and 1t 3
premisec on the noticn of orranizationant, rationality--purposeful, goai-directed action
built into  organization structures and processes  From this Derspective, organizations and

tne people who inhzbit them are viewed as physical entities, as machines tha' car bs

rationally fine-tuned ic achieve endiess efficiency !Worthy,

T i ~e ~ - ~ - 1 i o~ by
fhe applicaiion of scientiic managemen' 2nc the machnine moce! dic ~otenc en th

D

snop ficer. Emerging as it dic in the midst of ‘he progresswe era, the novzn of szientiiz
mAanagement was appropriated by progressive relormers as a means 1o achievs ther goa' ¢f

social efficiency (Harber. 1864;. And while virteally 2% zushc acmin.sirators wers

under atlack, the nztion's schooimen were parttuiarly vulnerztie 1o the pus~ for soientic

management. Raymond Callahan craracienzed the undue mficence ©f business Lzlves ang
industrial organizaticr on senesi Lrganzaluon ang egucaticnal agryvnigtration 23 2t Amercar,

Firs, by 1210 a cecade of concerr wen reform...hac procuced z girblic
SUSDICIOUS arnc readv o be critica e :
T

| IR
Secone, rust at this time aylors system was brougnt dgramatically be‘cre the
raticn net witn 2 mundate iase!l such as 'Shop management” out wih tne
apocaiing uiie of "scientfic managemen:” By 1812 the fuil force ¢* pun.c
crtlism has nit the schocs  Thrg, By 1542 Amercans were ura ~g ‘nat
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business metnods te introducec iric .ne cperatios of geverva:nt and wire
electing businessmen to serve on tn:ir §CNOCI Duards. Four' 1 ang of Faoic

'mponance, was tne -t that .he "prafession” of :croo! agm a.iration ¢ as n
1610 in s formaive stage just heng ceveisued ' Arrirca had rac a
tragition of gracduate training in aaministrztion--g:nu ne'y egua‘ional,
inteltectial, anc schotariv, if not scientific- sucnh & tra:it.en m:e,.nt have
served as a brake or restiaming force  As it was. a. wz: n flux, 1862 p
245,

As & resclt tne besis for professionaiizatich 0 ecucztiora’ acmir.strator. became tre

prescriptive aiscourse of scientiic management anc acministrat'on, rather than. say,

phisophy, or curriculum and instruction insteaa of becoming instructional lecuers or
experts in the social and psychological processes of ecucatinn and iearning, scnoo!

né
administrators bec.me "experts in how io acministrate ancd controi organizatiops” {Spnng,
'S80, p. 100). Anc the firs! casuallies of tre scientf.c managemen® onentat
Organizaticn and administration were siugen:s who were difficurt 1o teach aacd ma
regular classrooms, wno were segregalel ... special €iassrooms i~ the i

Crgaruzaticn efficiency.

Scott (1981} marked the emergence o' *he scnoiany aiscour

the pubiicat on 10 Engiish o Max Weser's analysis of nureaucranc orgamzatona: struciure

" 184€ anc 1947 (Gerth & Mitle 1548, Herg
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of bureaucracy--in essence

SCientisis wiin a thearehc gl fnondanon

IS i

m

rea of inquiry, from which emergeZ 'pe multdisniphinary nec of or
Althcugh tv tne early-1S2ls n
grounded 0 the business-ingLs!rizl Shenizaon of st

bureaucracy (Callzhar., 1652), in 1054 \ne ieadins profescors scugn!

gnt ¢ reornient tre

field by formaily adepting the rew field ~f organization

2iysis 25 a parent discichne fsee

Gnfiiths, 1659, Hayes & Brang, <c27. Eul. for &

ground the feld of educaucnal acminiration in

T
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analys's failed (see Cunningham, Hack. & Nystranc, 1977, malpin, 1570 Hapin & Hayes,

1977y, Ac z re il adirnistraton--in terms of the dominant

b
@3

conceptualization of schoo! crganization and management, the training of aaministrators &

the practice of school administration--iemains toccday essentially ac 1t was in

—
.y
[¢3]

mid-1880s /“lark, 1985; Gniffiths, 1883). "ne prescriptive discourss, wnrich s the
traditional perspective of scien-iic management and the machine bureaucracy, continues to
domnirnae the official discourse on school organization. Thus, th2 fieig of educational
administration, like the field of special education s aineoretical. Moreover, unhke special
education, which at least is grounded in the disciplines of psychriology and biology, eve~ if
unreflectively, the field of educational adritnistration has rio disciplinary fourdation at all,
grounded as it 1s in the prescriptive discourse (Spring, 1980)

Although forty years of research and theorizing in the field of orgznization analys's
have resulted in what appears {c te a bewildering array of competing and ofen contradictory
theories of organization, recent d2velopmenis in the figld provide a basis for comprehending
the most disparate perspecives within a single analysis (see Burrell & Mecrgan, 1883;
Morgan, 1583; Pleffer, 1382; Ritzer, 188C, 1883). The analysis to follow 15 taken from
Skrtic (1987a, 1$87b, in press 2j, in which this approach s agpphec to school
organizatcn and adaptability relative to scscial esucatinn reform. Althougr soace does not
permit a complete explication of the crounds c¢f the analysis. 1ts general parameters can be
discussed.

Four theoreucal perspective are presenteC  The first wwe (conhicuration theory and
nstiutionalization theory) can be thought o: as representing competing explanations of
organization within a gryctyrg! frame of reference  Tre next two theoretical perspectives

organizatons as paracigns and cogmitive thezrizs ¢f Crganizaicny can te thougnt of as

relalively ccmphimentarv explanations of orgamizauon within a op'tiral frare of reference
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School Qrganization and Chanqe: Sireciural Frame of Refererce

School organizations are modeled after the machire byreaycragy, which unt, the

1960s was assumed tc be the best and only wzy to crgarize. The machine bureaucracy
structure was adopted as the organizationai modsi for 4l pubiic orcanizanons during the
progressive era because 1t was assumed to be the epitcme of reticnality and tecqnical
efficiency (Callahan, 1962; Hater. 1964, And wrilc the sort of technica; rationztty
offered by the machine bureaucracy is appropnate for certan types of work, we wil see
that it 1s inappropriate for the type of work tha! 5choo: organizations Jo.

Whereas virtually all organization theory had been built Gpon the magh; ¢ analogy anc
the idea of "closed systems,” the availability of general systems theory in the :350s
introduced the grganismic aralogy and the concept of ‘open systems” (Bertalanfy, 156)
into the “ield of organization analysis. Closed systems are seli-contained, isolated from
their environments, whereas CPen systems engage in transactions with theirr environments
anc, in the process, change themselves. The Open sysi=ms concept led to the discovery in the
1960s that not afl organizations are machine hureaucracies. In fact, organizations were
Cescribed that appeared to be ditferent from the machine bureaucracy conceptualization in
virtually every respect (Burns & Stalker, 158686; Wilensky, 1967; Woocuwarc, 18635}, ang
the notion of "structural contingency theory” emerged i explain these findings (Woodward,
1865; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967) The basic propcsition of contingency theory s *ha!
there 1s no one best way tc organize. Rather, according to the tneorv, sreanmizaticnat
effectiveness results from a good match between situation and structiure.

Today, however, the very ioea of organizational structyre has been modined Dy
Mintzberg's (1979) notion of organmizaticral structuring: the idea that organizabions

stryctyre themselves into scmewrat naturaily occurr ng ceniigurations accorging o the

type of work that they de, the mears they have avzilab'e to control their work, and & \ 2riety

10
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of situational factors. ULsing Mintzberg's ideas, we can understand school organizations as

Siructunng themselves as professional byregucracies, even though they have always been
tnought of and treated as machine buresucracies Combining the configuration and the
institutionalization persmectives, we can think of the machine bureaucracy as the conceptual
cr nrormative structure of schoois--the structure that people expect bec” se it has been
mstitutonalized in modern, industriziized societies The professional bureaucracy, then, Is
the siructure that conforms to the technical requirements of public schocls: the type ot
work, means of cooraination, and situational conditions.

Differences Between the Maching and Professioral Surzaucracies

The difference between the two organizatons is the type of worx that they do and,
thus, the means each has availabie to ccoruinate its work. Macnine bureaucracies do simple

work--work that can be rauonzatized or broken cown 10 a series of precise, rcutine tasks

(@]
M

that can pe fully determined :n advan ftheir executior. Coordinauon of trus type of work

can be accomplished by buiding it 1nlo the work through the stangard.-ation of work

processes, whicn achieves centrol primarily through formalizauon--job specifications,

detailec instructions, and rules an< regulauons. But preiessional bureaucracies ar complex
work--work that cannot be :s'.onaiized. Compiex work requires the applicaticn of general

principles to particuiar cases and ihue involves unceriamnty and cannot be prespecified
complately. Organizations ccriigure themselves as professional bureaucracies wren their
wOrk Is 100 complex ¢ be ra.cnalized ard thus toc uncertam to be fcrmalizec. C-mplex

werk requires ihat the coordinzton oe built 'nis the worker through the g'znga-zization of

skills, which s accompiishes through professionalization Gntensive skl traning and
indoctrination, carned out w orofessionar schools). Simple woik 1s cooraimated through
formalization (rules and -‘zzuzions:, compiex  work IS coorainzted frrough

professionalization {trarming a~od incectninanon)




The type o coordination used determines the nature of the interdependency among
workers. which, in turn, influences the nature of change in organizations. Prof sionais

2n 1 good deal of autonomy so that they can use discretion to contain the uncertainty of
their complex work. Teachers--like other client-centered professionals--work
autorzmou.ly and personally with their clients, and only loosely with their peers, which
shapes the nature of the relationships among workers in professional bureaucracies.
Mintzberg sed Thompson's (1967) idea of ‘coupling” (see also March & Olsen, 1976;
Weick, 1976, 1982) to explain the nature of organizational interdependencies. The
interdependency among teachers in school organizations is an example of "pooled" o~ "loose"
coupling, a situation in which professionals share common faciliies and rescarces but work
alone with their clients. Pooled coupling involves the least amount of interdependence among
members. Coordination--a loose sort of coordination at best--is accomplished by everyone
knowing roughly what everyone else is doing by way of their common training and
indoctrination. Compare this to the sequential coupling characteristic of the machine
bLreaucracy where each worker, like a link in a chain, is highly dependent on other
workers. Reciprocal coupling, a type cf interdependency to be considered in ubseguent
sections, reguires’ still more interdeperdency because members must feed work back and
forth among themselves.

Treating Pro"zssional Bureaucracies Like Machines

Although the professional bureaucracy configuration provides so—e idea of the
technical requirements of schools as organizations, we should not lose sight of the fact that
schools are organized and managed as if they were 1. .chine bureaucracies. Moreover, from
the institutionalization perspective we know that because schools are public
organizations--get their legitimacy and support from the public--therr very survival

depends on their conformity to what their public wants them to be, which is an crganization
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that conforms to the institutionalized im&age of the machine bureaucracy. Thus, schools are
forced--by managers (Weick, 1982) and by their institutionalized environment {Meyer &
Rowan, 1978)--to adopt all the trappings of the machine bureaucracy (centralized power,
tight controf of personnel, standardized work processes, formalization, regulated reporting,
rational planning) even though these do not fit the technical requirements of doing complex
work. In principle, the effect is that the nrofesional bureaucracy configuration of schools s
driven to be more like the machine bureaucracy. And, as Weick noted:

When conventional management theory [i.e., based on scientific management

and the machine bureaucracy structure] I1s applied to organizations that fare

not machine bureaucracies), effectiveness declines, people become confused, and

work doesn't get done. That seems to be one thing that is wrcng with many

achools. They are managed with the wrong model in mind (1982, p. 673).

Professionalization is premised on relatively autonomous professionals using
discretion--applying general principles to particular r-~ses--to contain the uncertainty of
their complex work. Treating schools a machine bureaucracies introduces unwarranted
formalization which, in turn, reduces teacher discretion. Complex wurk cannot be
formalized by ruies and regulations:

except in misguided ways which program the wrong behaviors and measure the

wrong outputs, forcing the professionals to play the machine bureaucratic

game- satisfring the standards instead of serving the clients. . . .The individual

needs of the students—slow learners and fast, rural and urban—-as well as the

individual styles of the teachers have to be subordinated to the neatness of the

system (Mintzberg, 1979, p. 377).
By design, the machine bureaucracy seals off its operations by placing a barrier
—formalization--between the worker and the client. The professional bureaucracy
removes this barrier to permit a close personal relationship to develop between the
professional and the client. Excessive formalization in schoasls upsels this delicate

relationship, which is predicated on unimpeded personai contact between the prcfessional

and clent. Formalization in the machine bureaucracy at least lcaves chents witn
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nexpensive products; in the professional bureaucracy, formalization leaves clients with
impersonal and ineffective services (Mintzberg, 18789).

| r r

Fortunately, however, under ordinary circumatances formalization does not work
completely in school organizations. From the institutionalization perspecti.2 the safety
valve that permits schools to get out from under some of the ‘ormalization of the machine
bureaucracy structure is called "decoupling”, which is another way of saying that the formal
machine bureaucratic structure that schools are compeiled t& adopt 1s disconnected from or
has little to 4o with the way their work 1s actually done. In fact, according to Meyer and
Rowan, the formal machine bureaucratic structure of school organizaiions is a myth that 1s
created and maintained through symbols and ceremonies for pubiic censumption.
Maintaining the myth is very functional for schools because it permits the work to get done
according to the localized judgements of those who do it (the essence of the professional
bureaucracy structure), while protecting the organization's legitimacy and tne flow of
resources 1o it by giving the public the appearance of the machire bureaucracy thai it
expects.

Thus, decoupling enables organizaiions to maintain standardized, legitimating,

formal structures while their activities vary in response to practical

consideralions. “he organizations in an industry [broad sense] tend to be

similar in formal structure--reflecting their common institutional

origins--but may show much diversity in actual practice (Meyer & Rowan,

1877, p. 357).

Cumbining the configuration and instiwtionalization perspectives, we can understand
school organization in terms of t .o mcompatible structures: (a) a formal siructure (tne
machine bureaucracy configuration) which satisfies the institutionalized public mage of

what all legitimate organizations should look ike, and (b) an informal structure (the

proiessional bureaucracy coafiguration) which satisfies the techrucal demancs of doing
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complex, client-centered work. From the configuration perspective, we know that the two
structures are incompatible because formalization and professionalizaticn are incompatible
control rnectianisms. From the institntionalization perspective, schools live with this basic
cuntradiction by decoupling their mythical machine bureaucratic structure from their
actual professional bureaucratic structure, thus buffering their work from the demands of
the institutionalized environment. Byt decoupling does not work completely either. No
matter how contradictory formalization may be, it does require at least overt conformity to
its precepts and thus circumscribes teacher behavior, !f nothing else, ovart conformity to
misplaces formalization takes time and energy away from the real work (Dalton, 1259).

Similarities Between the Machine and Professional Byreaucracies

The machine and professional bureaucratic structures are similar in two important
viays. First. both are bureaucracies because, like ali bureaucracies, they use the principle
of standardization to produce standard products or services. Second, because they produce
standard products or services, they require a stable environment. Both are "performance
organizations"; they are designed (read, design themselves) to do one thing well under stable
conditions. This means that in principle both the machine bureaucracy and the professional
bureaucracy are inherently nonadaptable structures in twe respects.

The first type of nonadaptability 1s related to the use of standardization as a
coordination mechanism. In the professional bureaucracy, the set of s«ills a professional
teacher stands ready to use can be th- .t of as 'pertoire of stanrdara programs that are
applied to predetermined situ'mxons Or contingencies. Teaching, ike a!' professional wo.rk‘
entails two primary tasks: categorizing a client's needs so tnat a particular standard
program is indicated, and .en applying or executing that program. This ‘nigeonholing”
process, like stereotyping, simplifies matters greally by allowing teachers to move *“rough

their work without having to make continuous decisions at every moment (rerrow, 1870).
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But both the diagnosis step and the standard programs are circumscribed. The goal of
Pigeonholing is only to match a predetermined contingency (a perceived chent need) to an
existing standard program (Perrow, 1870; Simon, 1377; Weick, 187€).  Students whose
needs fall at the margins or in the cracks between standard programs tend to ge! forced
artifically into one category or another. A fully open-ended process--one that seeks a truly
creative solution to each unique need-requires a "problem-solving" O.gamzati.- what
Mintzberg calls an adhgcracy, which has no standard piograms and is organized to provide
novel solutions to each unique problem as ii arises. But the professional bureaucracy, like
the macnine bureaucracy, is a "performance” organization not a ‘problem-solving"
organization. Instead of accommodating unique variations, it screens out heterogeneity and
uncertainty and trys to fit its clients' needs into one of s standard programs. A client
cannot simply need help, he or she must need the kind of help the professional bureaucracy
has been standardized to provide (Segal, 1974).

The second sense in which the professional and machine bureaucracies are
nonadaptable structures also arises from ther use of standardization as an organizing
principle. In this sense, however, stancardization is important for the relationship it
creates betweer these organizations and their environments. Because both organizations vse
standardization to produce standard products or services, they require stable environments.
When their environments become dynamic--expect them to do somethirg other than wha;

they have been standardized to co--they are potentially devastated.

Before considering the way tnese organizations respons to dynamic environments, it
will be helptu’ to distinguish between two types of change cdemands. First, there are
fundamental changes: alterations in the fundamental operations for which the organization

has been standardized. In schools, a fundamental change 1s one tpat requires the scrcol to
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alter the basic operation of its <indergarten through twelfth-grade 'K-12) regular
education program. This would be a 1undamental change because it requires an alteration in
the way its primary workers--regular classrcom teachers--do ther work; the work for
which they have been standardized. Secand, there are what can be thought of as incigental
changes, which are changes that do not require an aiteration of the basic K-12 regular
education program. Fundamental changes require the school's teachers to do something
different from what they have been standardized to do. Incidenial changes require the school
to dc something additional: like adding on a new classroom, program, or spectalist (see
Meyer & Rowan, 1877).
R n han man

In the machine bureaucracy, change can be accomplished in a more or less
rational-technical manner; here, change is a techmical matter of restandardizing the work
processes through rerationalizing the work and reformalizing worker behavior. Even
though machine bursaucracies, like all bureaucracies, are performance organizations and
thus require a stabie environment, when changes in the environment demand 3 change in
what the organization does, at least change can be approached on rational-technical grounds.
But when its environment becomes dynamic, the professional bureaucracy cannot respond
by making technical adjustments in the way it does its work. Recall that, unlike the machine
bureaucracy, where each worker coes one part of the total job and coordination s buit
directly into the work processes through rationalization and formalization, the professional
bureaucracy’'s ccordination rests within each professional worker by way of inculcation ;of
knowledge and rnorms through training and indoctrination. Tc make a fundamental change in
what the professional bureaucracy coes wor.d requirs a change in what each professional

does because each professional coss the entire job individuzlly and personally with his or
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her clients. But because schoois have always been thought of as machine bureaucracies, the
approach for changing them has proceeded or: rational-technial grounds (House, 1579}

Rational-technical approaches to change assume that changes in the rules anc
regulations will resuit in changes in the way the work gets done. But even well-meaning
attempts to change the work by instituting changes n the formalized rules and regulations
are deflected from the actual work because the formalized rules and regutanons are
decoupled from the way the work gets done in the professional bureaucracy. Change attempts
that procede on rational-technical grounds have the effect of forcing schoots to extend
current formalization and thus drive them even more to take ¢n the machine bureaucracy
structure (Mintzberg, 1579). So, treating schools like machine bureaucracics forces
schools to be more like machine bureaucractes; and rational-technical change efforis extend
this push, driving schools to be even more like the machine tureaucracy, thereby leaving
students with even less effective and less personal service.

Simply stated, and for very understancabie reasons, the professional bursaucracy
configuration cannot change its fundamental operations in any supstantive way. A key point
10 grasp is that the inabiiity of this organizational configuration to change s not 2
dysfunction, in the sense that it car change but won't cnarge; In principie, the professional
burzaucracy configuration simply ¢zrnot change < "undamental K-12 operation by fiat.

But the professional bureaucracy configuration 1s well suited to making 1ngidental ghanges.

Because professional teachers are irained and indoctrinated t¢ do the entire job incrsidually
with their clients, a demand for change that can bpe carried out by adding za néw
program--which is to say, a new professional-- can be accompiished virtually cvernight.
All that is required 1s a professional teacher {who, as we know, comes pre-standardized to

feach), students, and the resources o support the program No  massiv
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reorganization 1s required precisely because of the loosely Coupled, ceiiular internai

structure of the professional Dureaucracy configuration

The Institutionalization perspective on change starts where the configuration
perspective leaves off. It asumes the inabilty of professional bureaucracy to charnge,
provides an explanation for how it deflects demands for chang', ard concentrates most on the
utiity of the process for the survival of schools as organizations and public education as an
instiution. Because schools are public organizations, the cannot be unresponsive to pubiic
demands for change. Beca'ise schools are required ‘0 change but yet cannot change, they do
the orly thing they can do: they create the illusion that they have changed when, in fact, they
remain largely the same (Meyer & Rowan, 1977. 1978, Rowar, 1880; Zuciker, 1981).
Schools relieve pressure for change by signalling the environmen: that a cnange has
occurred. In this way, schools can maintain therr :.eg'timacy and support--their very
survival--in the face of being unable to conform to environmental demands for change. This
is possible because the signals of change are built into the mythical machine tureaucratic
structure which, of course, is decoupled from the actual work.

By extending the idea of decoupling tc the internal structure of schoo! orgznization,
the institutionalization perspective can be used to describe incidental changes. Not only 1s
the formal structure of schoois decoupled from ns informa) structure, but the various units
fclassrooms =nd programs) are decoupied from each other as veell. This is no surprise
because we know, from the configuration perspective, that the meaps of coordinaticn--*he
standarzization of skills--sets up precisely this scrt ¢f pooleg or locsely coupléc’
interdependency among professionals. A decoupled internal struciure permns schoels to
respond to demands for change by adding on separate programs or specialisis to deal with
them. These changes need not be intecrated into the ongoing structure, they are simpiy added

on segmentally, making any substantai recrgan.zation of activity unnecessary. Because
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these aad-on units or pregrams are organized separately, the reguiar K-12 instructional

program is buffered from them (Meyer & Rowan, 1878),

A key difference between the configuration and institutionaiization perspecives turns
on whether schools as organizations actually aitempt 10 make changes. In the case of the
former even well-meaning chanye attempts get lost in the organization's nonfunctional
formalization. In the case of the latter, the ronfunctional formalization exisis precisely to
absorb and defiect environmental demands fo: change. In eitner case, howevear, the
formalized machine bureaucracy structure--and ail of its trappings--1s nonfunctional =+ a
means to control teacher behavior and, in principie, fundamental changes never occur.
inciaental changes. on the other hand, are easily handled. And, tranisforming a fundamenta!
change intc an inciuental change is a good way to survive i a dynam'c environment,
particularly when add-on units can be decoupiec internally (see Meyer & Rowan, 1§77:
Zucker, 1981). Add-on units and the ntuals and Ceremonies put in the formal structure
a.c IMporiant as symbols of change, but they are incidental 1o or decoupied from tne ongoing
operation of the basic K-12 instructional program,

Scheol Qrganization and Chapas: Cyltyra! Srame of Beforanca

In order to understand the cultural frame of reference, we must consider the cea cta
paradigm. A paradigm is a general guide to perception, & map, a way of viewing the wor'd.
Organizations as paradigms, the first theoretical persrective within the cultural frame of
reference, i1s based on Thomas Kuhn's (I£70) idea of the role of paradigms and caraaigm

reveidtions in the physical sciences. A paracigm s a wav ¢° seeing which, for a time,

3

Serves as an onenting framework for members of a2 scientific community.  Scientists

working within the strictures of a mutually agreed upon paradigm are doing "normal

"

science.” Over time, unreconciable z=omolies cr contradictions build up it the prevailing

paradigm ancd set the stage for its overinrow and tne introduction of a new paracigm. The
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shift to a new paradigm 1s “revolutionary science.” For Kuhn, normal science resis on the

mutual acceptance of a given paradigm among the members of a community ¢f scientists.
Revolutionary science requries the defeat of wha! had ceen the prevaiing parad:gm and a
shift 10 2 new one. The new paracigm proviaes a different way of viewing the worid ang
making sense of it.

Organizztional Paradigms and Change

Cne way that anomoties are introduced into organization paradgms s through the
availabiity of technical information that the current paradigm s not working. Cnange based
on technical information, according to Rounds (1981, can occur in two ways It can be a
confron:ztion between an individual (or cmail constituency group) who rejects the most
fundamental assumptions of the current paradigm on the basis of reliable, valid information
that the system is not working, and the rest of the organization's members who are acting in
defiance of the negative information ‘o preserve the prevailing paradigm. The second way 1s
the case where some smal! peripheral problem s recognized as indicating a minc- flaw 1n on
otherwisz viable system. Rounds explained that initially some sonservative aciion 1S taken
to correc! the flaw with the least possible increment of change. The corrective measure
leads 10 the unanticipated consequence of raising some new ampiguities about tne system.
Often new positions are created to deai with the anomolies, which orings new people, iCeas,
and vai.zs into the system, providing the cpportunity for new peopie to lay czim to

different zarts of the system. Other flaws are detected, and so or, leading o an elzsorate

)y

feedback ioop that calls more of the system into guestion until the ground is cresares 1or
radical rzzonceptualization of the entire organization. In this scenerno, what were inttally
conserve:ve attempts to protect the system end up ungermining it anc ushering in z new

paradigrr
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Rounds (1979) provided another explanatior for an organizational paradigm shift n
wnich the anomoly 15 introduced because of shitting values and preferences in
society--rather than because of the availability of new technical knowiedge. In this case,
paracigms die because the social theory and values ungerlying the™ change. This does not
remove the older paradigm overnight, however. If the new societal values and beliefs are
not consistent with the members prevailing organizational paradigm, resistence in the form
of an increase in ritualized activities acts to reaffirm the paradigm called into question.

Thinking Thinkers and Qrganizationa! Paradigms

Cognitive theories ef organization emphasize ir.dividuals as the creators of meaning
(the creators of organizational paradigms). The essence of the cognitive perspective 1s
perhaps best encapsulated by Weick's assertion that "an organization is a body of thought
thought by thinking thinkers" /1579b, p. 42). Organizations are bodies of thought
(paradigms) and these paradigms are created by thinking thinkers--the individual as the
creator of meaning. Moreover, Weick made the connection between the cultural and
structural frames of reference by pointing out that there are “grains of truth” i+ the
ccnstructions of organizational members. Something 1s going on independent of the
observers, even though members embpellish and elaborate those grains cf truth vigorously
and with originality. Something is going on, “but what happens 1s tnat the actor in the
organization plays a major role in unrandomizing and giving order to the bewildering
number of variables that constitute those grains” {Weick., 7397%b. p. 45). Through
activity, selective attertion, consensual validation, and luck. pecoie organizations ére
able to wade into streams of rancom experience and unrancomize them sufficiently so that
some kind of sensemaking map or paradigm of tne territory 1s possible. Now, the paradigm
1S not the terntory, it 1s only a representation of the waoric. But, for VWeick "the miap 1s the

territery f people treat it as such” (Weick, 18790, p. 45). Things are real pecple treat
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them as real, and paradigms--correct or not--structure the territory sufficiently so that
someone can initiate activity in it, which may produce a workable order.

People's sampling of the environment and the paradigms they construct aiso are
dominated by prior beliefs. For Weick, believing 1s seeing in organizations, and beliefs are
the filters through which organizational members examine the'r experience. Weick urgec
anaiysts to think of organizations as bodies of thought that centain grains of truth which are
ellaborated by people as a basis of constructing an organizational paradigm that i1s treated as
if it were real. Al this is fillered thiough prior beliefs, with action serving as the pretext
and raw material for sensemaking. Thus, he argued that it is not the actual structural
elements (e.g., formalization, professionalization) .nat are real, but rather the effects of
these elements on the grains of truth, maps, beliefs, and acltiens that yield organizational
paradigms. Moreover, Weick argued that the causal arrow also gpes the other way. "Maps,
beliefs, and thoughts that summarize actions, themselves constrain contacts,
communication, and commands. These constraints constitute anc'-shape organizational
processes that result in structures” (Weick, 197¢b, P- 48). An organizauorn is a cogritive
entity, a paradigm or schama--" an abridged, generalized, corrigible orcanization of
experience that serves as an initial frame of reference ‘or action and perception. A scnema
Is the belief in the phrase, I'l see it when | beleve it" (Weick, 1979b, p. 50).

Schocls have Leen recognized as perhaps the most ambiguous orgznizations that we
know (Cohen, March & Oisen, 1872y  We knew that schocls configure themselves as
professiona! bureaucrazies precisely because teaching is complex and thus ampiguous work.
Furthnermore, we know that as comn'=x work, teaching in an orgamzézzonal context requires
a coordination mechanism--the standardization of skills--that creates a pooied or loose
coupling form of interdepeiiency among teachers, which Increases ambiguity even more

Moreover, schools exist in a7 institutionaiized environment that expects them to be machine

24

23




24

bureaucracies, and are manageAd as it they were machine bureaucracies This creaies even
more ambiguity by forcing schools to act like a totally different type of organization,
decoupling notwithstanding.

Underorganized Systems

Although there are a number of popuiar metaphors that capture the gisorder and
ambiguity of schoois as organizations--organized anarchies, loosely counied systems,
garbage cans--a key point to grasp s that, although there may be a good deal of disorder,
order is not completely lacking. Weick (1985) reminded analysts recentiy that o ganized
anarchies gre organized, loosely coupled systems are systems, and garbage cans have
bounaaries, ang suggested that a more appropriate metaphor for schools might be
"underorganized systems." The key idea is that while schools may be as ambiguous and
discrderly as organization theorists have portrayed them, there is some order. Moreover,
according to Weick, anything or anyone thai can create mcre order can bring about change.
Thus, the very underorganized nature of schools that prevents change, is the precise
condition that can create change.

Weick used the ideas of superstitious iearning--the erroneous interpretation of a
change in environment as the direct result of Iindwvicual behavior--and self-fulfiliing
Prophecy (Jones, 1877) to explain change n underorganized systems like schools.
Superstitious learning occurs when organizational members mistakenly see a chenge n the
environment as caused by therr own aclton. As a result, they build into therr causa!
theories--czuse maps or paradigms--the belief tnat they arz able to change environments.
Of course, this is an error in the cense that i IS an ncorrect interpretation of what actually
happened. But, Weick argued that when environments are sufficiently maileable, acting on
this mistaken belief can set in motion 2 sequence of activities that aliows pecple to create the

reality that the belief 1s true. In changeable environments, an apparent efficacy can
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transform a superstitious conclusien into a correct perception. For Weick, self-fulfilling
prophecies provide profeund insight into haw organizations function and change.

Ambiguity in loosely coupled, underorganized systems is reduced when people can
incorporate o tneir paradigms an inference--rightly or wrongiy--about cause and effect.
When people act on the stored inference as if it were true, a previously loose relationship
between cause and effect becomes tightened and the uncertainty surrounding the effect 1s
reduced. Confident action tased on a presumption of efficacy can reinforce the inferance
about etficacy stored in ihe paradigm. In short, people in ambiguous. underorganized
systems can make things happen.

Values/Power

When ambiguity is present, people who czn resolve it gain power. And because
ambiguity In organizations increases the extent to which action is guided by values and
ideology (Weick, 1985), the values of these powertul people--the ones who can reduce
ambiguity--affect what the organization is and what it can become. When ambiguity
increases, it sets the stage for ideology and values to be reshuffled--what we would call a
paradigm shift. The people best abie to resolve ambiguity gain power, as does their vision of
the world and the organization. The recognition of an important, enduring ampiguity--an
unresolvable anomoly in the prevailing paradigm—is an occasion when an organization may
redefine itself. Those who resoive the ambiguity for themselves znd others can implant a
new set of values in the organization. which creates a new set of relevancies and
competencies anc introduces a source of innovation. Ambiuity sets the occasion f.or
organizations to learn about themselves and their envi-onments and 'aHows them to emerge
from their bou! with ambiguity in a different form than when they started the confrontation.
But, behind it all are pecple with ideas that are rooted in their values and vision of what can

and should be. For Weick, the Importance of presumptions, expectations, and commitments
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cannot be overestimated. Confident, forceful, persistent people can span the breaks in
ioosely coupled, underorganized systems with their presumptions, expectations, znd

commitments by encouraging interactions that tighten settings. "Th nditions of order an

tightness in organizations exist as much in the mind as they do in the field of action” (Weick

'

1985, p. 128; original emphasis).

School Organization, Specia! Educansn and Reform

in considering the im»lications of the analysis of schocl organization and adaptability
tor the official discourse on students with disabilities, it will be helptul to organize the-
remaining discussion according to special education's assumptions about the nature of
disability, special education as a helping professior, and progress. The implications of the
analysis for the new mainstreaming debate are addressed in the section on "progress” as we!l
as in a concluding section.
School Qrganization_and Disability

At the outset, the assumptions abcut the nature of disapility--that disability is a

conditior that individuals have and that disabled/typical is a useful and objective
distinction--were challenged on the basis of theory choice at the applied science level of
special education professional knowledge. At this point we can extend that challenge on the
basis of the analysis of school organization. From the structural frame of reference, the
pr essional bureaucracy, in principle, is a nonadaptable structure in two sen-es, both of
which stem from its use of standardization as an organizing principle. First, it is
nonadaptable as an organization because bureaucracies are not configured for innovauo.n;
they are ill-suited to producing new outputs, a topic io be considered in suhsequent sections.
For now, it will be important to consider the second way In which the prcfessional

bureaucracy is nonadaptable, i.e., nonadzptability zt the leve! of the ingivigual profescional

because of the use of standardization of skills--professionalization--as a cocrdinating
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mechanism. Under this arrangeraent, the set of skills a professional teacher stands ready to

use can be thought of as a repertoire of standard programs that are applied to predetermined
situations, which creates two prouiems relative to the notion of "disability.” First, there is
the problem of the nature of these standard programs and, second, there is the problem of
the manner in which they are applied.

Considering the nature of these programs, we can ask about their validity. The
dominant mode! of professional knowledge creates the image that they are the end product of
a rational system of knowledge production in which positive knowledge--objective
knowiedge about reality--is engineered by applied scientists to create the models,
proceduies, and techniques--the standard programs--used in professional practice (see
Schein, 1972; Schon, 1984). But, from Kuhn (1970) and others (Barnes,1982: Skriic, in
press b), we know that instead of produ~ing objective knowledge, the process of
professionalization produces subjective knowledge--a particular way ol unrandomizing the
complexities of practice, which, on the basis of authoritarian professional induction, is
assumed to be the gnly way. Thus, the dominant mode: of professional knowledge yields
standard programs that are not inherently valid; they are merely the product of a
particular knowledge tradition that is based on the customs and conventions of a professional
subculture.

At this point the manner in which these programs are applied can be considered. From
the structural frame cof reference, teachers, like all professionais, apply therr siandard
program - according to the circumscribed, two-step process of "pigeonholing,” Whlé:h
matches a predetermined contingency (a perceived client need) to an existing standard
program. As Mintzberg (1573) noted, a common problem associated with pigeonholing is
that "the professional confuses the needs of his clients with the skilis he has to offer them"”

{p. 374). This is not a problem as long as the student's needs actually match what the
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professional has to offer, but when the learning style and individual needs of a particular
student do not match the professionai's repertoire of standard programs, the student gets
forced artifically into one program or another or forced out of the system altog siher. Recall
that the professional bureaucracy is a "performance organization"--which is based on the
execution of predetermined standard programs--not a "problem solving organization"
designed to seek a creative solution to each unique need. The problem of innovation at the
level of the individual professional, or what Mintzberg (1979) called the "means-ends
inversion," finds its roots "in convergent thinking, in the deductive reasoning of the
professional who sees the specific situation in terms of the general concept. In the
professional bureaucracy this means that new problems are forced into old pigeonholes"
(p. 375). And, it is important to recognize that this is not a dysfunction of the professional
bureaucracy structure. It is configured precisely to screen out heterogeneity and
uncertainty, to fit its clients' needs into one of its standard programs.

The fact is that great art and innovative problem solving require inductive

reasoning, that is, the induction of new general concepts or programs from

particular experiences. That kind of thinking is divergent--it breaks away

from old routines or standards rather than perfecting existirn ones. And tnat

flies in the face of everything the Professional Bureaucracy is designed to do.

(Mintzberg, 1979, p. 375).

The means-ends inversion can be understood from the cultural frame of reference by
thinking of a set of standard programs as a paradigm--that is, a technology of standard
practices built on beliefs about cause-effect relations (Brown, 1878). From this
perspective, a paradigm of standard pr~ 1rams comes to be embecded in the sagas and myths
of the practitioner culture as the appropriate technology for doing the profession's work.
Regardless of whether tnese stories are true, they persist because they provide a sense of

justification for action (see Brown, 1978: Clark, 1872; Pfeffer, 1382). Onze the

paradigm ot the practitioner culture 1s In place, it changes very slowly “ecause
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anomolies--new informatinn that the technology is not working--are ditoried so that they
are consistent with the prevailing paradigm (Jonsson & Lundin, 1977). In 1 s sense,
professional behavior in schools is governed more by institutionalized, cultural norms
than it is by rational, knowledge-based actions designed to improve instructional
effectiveness. Things are done in certain ways simply because they have always been done
that way. To do anything else in these organizations would not make sense (see Zucker,
1977, 1981).  From this perspective, teaching in a professional bureaucracy (applying
standard, cunventional programs) is a ritualized activity that takes place in an
institutionalized environment. Although paradigm shifts can cccur, resistance takes the
form of political clashes between adovcates of a new paradigm and the defenders of the oid
one, conservative attempts to patch up the system incrementally, and an increase in
ritualized activity (Rounds, 1978, 1981).

In schools, the competence and conscientiousness of individual teachers
notwithstanding, the professional pigeonholing process works until it encounters a student
whose needs do not fit the prevailing paradigm or availabie standard programs. This is
where most “students with miid disabilities” come from.  The implication is that, for
students so labeled, "disability” is neither an objective condrtion that students have, nor is
it an objective distinction. From an organizational perspective, being “disabled” is a
matter of not fitting the available stancard programs In an organization that is not
structured to provide novel responses to umaqgue differences. If current school organization
and its avaiiable stancard programs were inherently "correct” and "good," we would have
grounds, perhaps, to believe that mild disabilities are conditions students have and that
disabled/typical is a useful and objective distinction. But when we car understand that

current school organization and its standard programs are simply matters of convention
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and tradition, we can understand that calling students who do not fit the standard programs
“disabled” is blaming the victims for the inadequacies of the system.
The Nature of Special Edycation

The adequacy of the assumption about the nature of special education--that it IS a
rationa:ly-conceived and coordinated system of services that help children labeled
disabled--can be assessed by considering the funstion of special education in current school
organization. We can answer this question by considering the nonadaptability of the
professional bureaucracy as an orqanization in conjunction wit:: the status of school
organizations as public organizations.

Schools are public organizations and thus depend on the public for their fiscal support
and legitimacy--that is, therr very survival. Thus, their institutionaiized environment is
a powerful source of fashion to which school organizations cannot afford to be unresponsive.
Aithough the institutionalized environment is a constant source of pressure in this respect,
on occasion value changes in cociety make additional demands that require school
organizations to change (Rounds, 1878). In some instances, school organizations are
required ‘o make incidentzl, add-on changes, which they are able to do quite easily because
of their loosely counled internal structure. In other instances, however, schools are
required to make fundamental changes--ones that require teachers to do something other
than what they were standardized to do, which are resisted according to the jegree to which
the values embedced in the change demand run counter 1o those of the prevailing paradicm
(Rounds, 1879). From the institutionalizaiion perspective, schoo! organizations deal with
demands from thewr institutionahzed environmenis by either buiding symbols and
ceremonies of change into their decoupled machine bureaucracy structure, or by

converting fundamenta! change demands into inzidental changes and responding by adding
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separate programs or specialists to the existing organization, thus buffering the basic

operation from the change demand.

The segregated special class--the exclusive mode! for special education from tne turn
of the century until the 1970s--is the guintessential example of this ptocess at work.
Earlier in this century, when society required schools to start serving new popu'ations of
students--children of the working class, children from economically disadvantaged
families, children of the ever-increasing immigrant population--the special classroom
emerged to deal with children that couid not be squeezed into the available standard
programs (the prevailing paradigm) of the regular education system (Laz.rson, 1583:
Sarasui. & Doris, 1979). Thus, from an organizational perspective, the separate special
class served as a legitimating device that allowed schocls to signal the pubiic that they had
complied with the demand to integrate these new populations of students, while at the same
time allowing them to maintain their current paradigm of operation. Once specia! classes
were created, they were decoupled from the internal workings of the school. Indeed, this
disjunction beiween the special class and the rest of the school enterprise was one of the
major complaints in the 1960s and 1970s that led to the passage of P.L. 84-142 (see
Chnistophos & Renz, 1969; Deno, 1970: Dunn, 1868; Johnson, 1962). Another speciai
education example is when schools were required to integrate chiidren from minarity
groups in the 1850s. From an organizationa! perspective, the overrepresentation of these
children in special classes in the 1960s (Chandier & Plakos, 1969; Dunn, 1%58:
MacMillan, 1971 Mercer, “573: Wright, 1857) can be understocd as scho- .'
organizations us'ag an existing decoupling device--the separate special class--to mantan

tegitmacy and public support in the face of faling to meet the needs of disproportionate

numbers of these children in regular class-ooms




Thus, when one considers the function of special education in current schscl
organization, one can hardly claim that it 1s a rationally-conceived ana coordinated system
of services. From an organizational perspective, special education is not rationally
conceived because, historically, it has served as a myth and a legitimating device for schonl
organizations to cope with the shifting value demands of thei: institutionahzed
environments. Special education services are not rationally coordinated bacause, in
orinciple, they are decoupled from the basic operation of schools. Morzover, the
rationality of the overall schuol enterprise is called into question when one understands
that the organizing principle of standardization--which Creates the need for myths and
decoupling--itself produces as artifacts the "students with mild disabilities” that special
education serves.

The unintended consequence of using organizations to provide services to society is
that the services are shaped by the nature and needs of the organizations themselves (see
Allison, 1871; lllich, 1976). Society wants education, but what it gets s a particular
kind of schooling--an education shaped by the organizations that proouce i. From an
organizational perspective, "students with mild disabilities” are the by-products of these
organizations. Is "disabled” a usefyl distinctisn? It mst certainiy is. But from an
organizational perspective, the primary beneficiaries are school organizations themselves.
The Nature of Progress

Special education assumes that progress in the field is made by improving diagncs:s,
intervention and technology. This assumption is embodied n tnhe recurrements of P—.L.
$4-142. The law is perceived to be a new technolegy--a new organizationa!
paradigm--for improved diagnosis and intervention. Its features are meant to represent
advances in diagnosis--for determining which students get into special education ang, just

as important, which students are kept out. Parent participation, appropriate education,
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and least restrictive environment are all related to what are percewved to be advances in
intervention.

From an organizational perspective, the requirements of P.L. 54-142 make implicit
assumptions about what school organizations are, what they can be, and how to change them.
To understand these assumptions, it will be necessary to introduce briefly a third type: of
organization--in addition to the machine and professional bureaucracies--which, until
this point, was only mentioned in passing. The reader will recall that in the discussion of
the nonadaptability of the bureaucratic organizational structure the point was made that
both the machine and professional bureaucracies are nonadaptable because they are
"performance," not "problem-solving" organizations. They are performance organizations
because they are organized on the principle of standardization and thus are configured to
perfect standard programs, not to invent new ones. But Mintzberg's (1979) “adhocracy"
configuration--a term he borrowed from Alvin Toffler (1970) who popularized it in
Future Shock--is organized on the principie of innovaticn. It is the guintessential
problem-solving oarganization.

The L.t example of this configuration is America's most famous adhocracy of the
1960s, the Apollo Program of NASA's Mann/ed Space Fligrt Center. It could not use staniarg
programs to accomplish its goal--to put a man on the moaon before the end of the
decade--because there were none. It had to invent and reinvent its programs as it went
along. Like the professional bureaucracy, the adhccracy uses professional workers, but
instead of using standardization of skills as a coordinating mechanism--which creates a
pooled or loosely coupled arrangement in which each p.rofessionai functions
independently--it places its workers in a reciprocal coupling arrargement premised on
Collaberative problem solving among teams of professionals. "raced with a chent

problem,” Mintzberg (1979, p. 436) explained, "the [adhocracy] engages in creative
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effort to find @ novel solution: the professional bureaucracy pigeonholes it into a known
contingency to which 1t can apply a standard program. Ore engages In divergent thirking
aimed at innovauon; the other in convergent thinking aimed at perfection.”

The basic problem with P.L. 84 142 from an organizational perspective is thar il
fails to recognize school organizations as professional bureaucracies, requires them to be
adhocracies, and approaches implementation as if they were machine bureaucracies. The
faiiure to recognize schools as professional bureaucracies 1s a failure to recognize that, in
principle, school organizations cannot change their fundamental operations. By requiring
schools to be'adhocracies (i.e., problem-solving organizations in which teams of regular
and special education professionals collaborate reciprocally in the interest of individual
students), P.L. 94-142 requires school organizations 1o be something that they cannot be
without a total reorganization. By approaching change as if schools were machine
bureaucracies--through new rules and regulations inserted into the existing
formalization--P.L. $4-142 faiis to recognize that tne existing formalization 1n school
organization is decoupled from the actual work.

But, because formzlization in the professional bureaucracy requires at ieast overt
conformity, today's scnools are replete with formalized symbols and ceremonies of P.L.
94-142 compliance, even though, in principle, many of the laws requirements--and
particulzi'y those related to mainstreaming students with mild dicabilities--are mol
possible within current zchool organization. Although the situation 10CL, 15 more compiex,
the same process of symbc'c and ceremonial cemphance that has colored the hvstcry.of
special education’s role In scheol organizaticn is at work in the limplernemamn of P.L.
94-142. Consider two exampies.

Programs for stucents with mere severe disabilities--for wnom regular classroom

Integration s not required--are treated ocrganizationally like the traditional segregated
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special classroom. That is, these programs are simply added to the existing school
organization anag decoupled, to one degree or another depending on the |ocal history of
special education services, which reflects values embedded in state and local political
Cultures (see Biklen, 1985; McDonnel & Mclaughiin, 1982; Noel & Fuller, 1985: Skriic,
Guba & hnowlton, 1985). The appropr.ateness of these programs for children depends on
the availabiity of quality special education personnei arc the wilingness and capacity of
local school districts to hire and support them. Beyond this, they have very little to do
with the basic school operation.

Programs f~r students who are considered to have mild disabiiities--for whom
regular classroom integra‘ion, to the maximum extent possible, is required--are quite
another matter, however. Remember that students in these programs are in them
precisely because they cannot be squeezed into existing pigeonholes in regular programs.
So, we see today that, depending on history and poiitical culture, mainstreaming for
students who are "miidly mentally retarded” and “emotionally disturbed" means sympolic
integration n lunch, art, music and physical education, if that (Biklen, 1285; Skrtic et
al., 1885; Wright, Cooperstein, Reneker, & Padilla, 1582), which 1s hardly different
from what was happening before P.L. 94-142. For most students with "learning
disabilities” (and some "'mildly mentally retarded" and "emotionally disturbed” students)
the resource room 1s the symbool of compliance But, in princizle, the resource model
simply hias no place in schools ac they are currently organizec.

Recall that work 15 coordinated through the s*ancarcization of the skills ;of
professional teachers, which means that virtually all of the necessary coordgination rests
within inaividual teachers, who work closely with their students and only loosely with
their p2ers. In trus pooied or loosely coupled arrangement tnere 1< no need for teachers to

cooperate with one another (Weick, 1¢78) and, ac expecied, cooperation s rare (Tye &

36

35




Tye, 1984). In principle, teachers working together cooperatively in the interest of a
single student for whom they share responsibility--the essence of the resource model--s
not consistent with current schoot organization. The resource model requires reciprocal
coupiing (Thompson, 1967), which is not the type of interdependercy set up by
coordination through standardization nf skills. Moreover, seeking advice from another
teacher or, worse yet, offering unsolicited advice to a colleague--in essence, what the
resource model requires--is rarely dcne in schools (Bidwell, 1965; Bishop, 1977:
Glidewell et al., 1983; Lortie, 1975: Mintzberg, 1879).

The list could go on, but the point is that P.L. 94-142 assumes tha‘ its
implementation context is a rational, macmne bureaucracy that is capable of
rational-technical change. The problem s that, in principle, P.L. 94-142's goal of
appropriate education in the least restrictive environmen: cannot be achieved as a
genoralized phenomenon in public education as long as schoois are organized as professional
pureaucracies and regular and special zducation professionals are trained, indoctrinated,
and acculturated to work indwidually and deductively as "performers.” P.L. 94-142
requires that schools operate as adhocracies in which teams of professionals and parents
work inductively as "problem-solvers.” Moreover, the harder we try to make school
organizations work like adhocracies by fiat, the more we make then work like machine
bureaucracies by default. This, of course, makes them even less effective and perscnalized,
which creates even more “students with learning problems.” Ang since there 1s a lege!
limit on how many students can be calied "disabiec”, as well as a political imit on hcﬁw
many student failures society will tolerate, a new ciass of stucent casualities Is createcd and
decounled from both regular equcaticn and special education

Enpinca' Evidence gr tke implemertation of Pl S4.142  When one considers the

empirical evidence on ine efficacy of P.L. 94-142 for "stugents with mild disabilities”, 1t
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is apparent that it does not represent advances in diagnosis and Intervention, or an
improved technology of special education practice.  Diagnosis Is unrehiable, inconsistent,
excessively costly, and of littie instructional value (Biklen, 1985; Potter, Ysseidyke,
Regan & Algozzine, 1983; Skrtic et al., 1985; Stainback & Stainback, 1980, 1984:
Reynolds, Wang & Waiberg, 1587). Interventions Go not appear to be effective (Glass,
1983, Lloyd, 1984), and students continue to be stereotyped and stigmatized (Skrtic et al.,
1985; Stainback & Stainback, 1984). As we would expect from the analysis of the
professional bureaucracy configuration, the individua! needs of "students with mild
disabilities” cannot be accommodated by the standard programs available in regular
classrooms. As a result, these students continue to be segregsted anc many of those who
attend regular -'assrooms must be removed to receive services (Wang, Reynolds &
Walberg, 1986), a preolems that is intensified by the fact that there js viriually no
collaboration between regular and special teachers (Lortie, 1878; Skrtic et al., 1985).
Rather than a rationally-conceived and coordinated system, services ara provided on the
basis of social nressure and acministrative and organizaional convenierce (Skriic et al.,
1985; Wang et al.,, 1986,.

Beyond these failures to realize expected benefits, the unexpected outcomes of P.L.
94-142 implementation z2!so conform to what one would expect from the analysis of school
organization and adaptability: implementation has resultes In consistently iarger numbers
of students identified for special education placement (Alzozzine & Korinek, 1985: Bikien
& Zollers, 1286; Hagerty & Abramson, 1287), many of wnem are not actually disabled b.ut
simply cannot be squeezed N the available reguiar class-com programs (Shepard, Smith
& Vojir, 1983), while, at the same ume, addiional students require special assistance but
are not identified and thus recewve nons {Sheparc, 1987 Skrtic et al., 1885: Sontag,

Hagerty & Button, 1883). Finally, the empirical evidence suggests that, rather than

s
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leading to a new technology for special education equity, the implementation of PL 94-142
has resulted in a system that encourages categorization, sterotyping and exclusion;
reduces equal rights; legitimates other forms of discrimination and subjugation; and
permits school professionals to treat “handicapped” students like second-class citizens
(Hobbs, 1980; Skrtic et al, 1985; Stainback & Stainback, 1984).

The New Reform Proposals. Although at this point it wouid be difficult to specily the

exact nature of all the reforms being proposed within the new mainstreaming debate, trere
seem to be three unwersal elements: elimination of the “pull-out" approach, collaboration
among regular and special education professionaic and tne restructuring of curren: school
organization. The proposed solution to the puli-out problem 1s to eliminate the need to
remove students from regular ciassrooms by allowing regular educators, special educators,
and the various special needs educators (in Chapter 1, bilingual. and migrant education
programs) 10 work cooperatively to serve virtually all students in regular classrooms
(Reynolds et al., 1987; Stainback & Stainback, 1984; Wang et al., 1986). Of course, such
a system would require cooperation among professionals (reciprocal coupline; within a
problem-solving organizational framework (adhocracy). Anc, 2s we know, such an
orientation, in principle, is impossible within the current professional bureaucracy
structure of school organization. But the reform advocates also have recognized some of the
constraints of the current organization of schools and special needs programs. Although
each of the proposals for the reform of regular and special education is somewhat uniGue,
most call for major revisions in current schocl organization. For example, Wang, et -ai.

(1986) have called for:
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ways to resiructure special education and other compensatory and remedal
programs withi a broad framework. We propsse that the reform of special
education and other categorical programs must occur in the coniext of the entire
educationa: system. (1986, p. 8)
But, even though they have argued that "we must begin to make structural changes in our
educational system now" (Wang, et al., 1986, p. 7), their analysis of the problem and therr
solution--as weli as those of other reform advocates (e.g.. Cantalician Foundation, 1983:
Heller, Holtzman & Messick, 1982: Mayor's Commission on Special Education, 1985:
Stainback & Stainback, 1984: Will, 1984, 1685)--lack a theoretical basis for
understanding schooi organization and adaptability {and thus the sources of the problems
they dentify) and the organizationa! imphcations of the reform measures they are
proposing. Moreover, they fail to recognize that the lack of success of the current reform
measure (i.e.,, P.L. 94-142), whicii all of the reform advocates use as a rationale for tnerr
proposais, stems from the same sort of organizational naivete. Thus, there is the potential
for a repeat of the same mistake made in trying to reform special education under P.L.
94-142. That is, we may be preparing for another reform in the absence of a guiding

Aeory of schoo! organization and change.

Prospecte for the Sptyre

Although there are serious structural and cultural barriers to realizing the goais of
P.L. 84-142, virtually avery major study of the impiementation of P.L. 94-142 contans
examples of successful mainsireaming programs (see, e.g., Biklen, 1985; Saric et al,
1985, Wright et al., 1982). Furthermore, aithougn the effectiveness of school
organizations and ..eir ability to improve has been seriously questioned (sec Cuban. 1572,
Hawley. 15675), there are eifective schocis--or, at least, schools that are markedly more

effective than others--and sci* ois that are canable of change (see Clark, Lotte, & Astuto,
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1984).  How can this deviaticn from the analysis of school organization and change be
€xpiained?

One way to confron‘t this apparent cortradiction is to consider Weick's (1985)
Characterization of schools as underorganized systems. As we know, ambigurty prevails in
these settings, and where it does people can make things happen. Configent, persistent,
forceful people can tighten up the setting for themselves and others, affecting what the
organization is and can be. These people can reshuffle the organizational paradigm by
injecting it with a new set of values, which are reflected in presumptions, expectations, and
commitments. Is there anything to this? Can values éxpressed as presumptions,
expectations, and commitments actually make schools more effective and bring about
change?

Apparently they can. In a recent reanalysis of much of the literature on effective
sciiools and school change, Clark, et al. (1884) catalogued the factors that one finds
working 1n a mutually reinforcing way in successful schools. And, at bottom, the difference
is people. People acting on their values and affecting what the organization can ope. Teachers
affect student learning by the expeciations they hold for student performance and their own
teaching performance (see, also, Brophy, 1983). Students affect one another by their level
of achievement and expectations. Principals and superintendents make a difference when
they exhibit active support in the form of communicated expectations for success. The key
for effective schools “lies in the people who populate particular schoois at particular times
and their interaction w 1 these organizations. The search for excellence in schools is the
search for excelience in people” (Clark et al., 1534, p. 50). And 1r;e same holds true for
school improvement. "As with the effective school, effective school improvement programs

are probably best representec as a 'syndrome’ or ‘culturs' [what we would call a paradigm]

40




of mutua'ly reinforcing expectetions and activities....People matter most in school
improvement programs” (Clark et al., 1984, p. 58-59).

And the same holds true for mainstreaming programs. As with effective schools and
effective school improvement programs, effective rmainstreaming programs are best
represented as a culture or a paradigm of mutually reinforcing expectations and activities.
People matter most in effective mainstreaming programs {see particularly, Bikien, 1985:
Skrtic €. al., 1985). School crganizations can be responsive to students' needs and
prcfessionals can work cooperatively as problem-solvers. But the point is that these
organizations are effective, adaptable, and respensive preciszly because they op=-ate morz
like aahocracies than prefessional bureaucracies. They operate more like adhocracies
tecause the people who inhabit them think zrd act like problem-solvers. And these people
think and act like problem solvers because someone or some group tightened up a loose
setting with problem-sclving values.

The imporiant thing about the aew mainstrezming debate is not the actual reform
measures that are being proposed. It 1s the fact that it 1s caling more cf the prevaiiing
paradigm into question.  Recall that changes based on technical information that the
prevailing paradigm is not working can occur in two ways—eithic thrcugh a confrontation
over the adequacy of the current paradigm between an individual or small group and the
remaining organizational members, who sesk to preserve the prevailing paradigm: or
inrough conservative attempts to correct a generally recognized flaw (in what otherwice is
considered to be a viable system), which eventually result in the recognition of mors ﬂa\.ns
and ultimately lead to the undermining of the entire system and tné Introduction of a new

paradigm of practice. Both of these processes of change are operaung within the general

moverr. to refoirm: special education.




First, we can understand the special education professional and advocacy communities

collectively as a small group of vocal participants in the ongoing debate over public
education. Prior to the passage of P.L. 94-142 this group called into question the adequacy
of the then current special education system. Although at that time they did not question t e
adequacy of the general education system, they introducted into the debate technical
information that the special education system was not working, which, of course, led to the
passage of P.L. 94-142. Today a somewhat smaller group of special education professionals
and advocates is calling the P.L. 42-142 special education system into question. This time,
however, they are arguing that the real flaw is in the regular education system, and they are
demanding more than simple access to the mainstream: they are caliing for a reconstituted
mainstream. In this second scenerio for change we can understand P.L. 84-142 as an
initially conservative effort to remediate a flaw in the otherwise viable system of regular
education. In this sense, P.L. 94-142 can be thought of as a measure taken to correct the
flaw with the least possible increment of change. But the correction measure led to the
unanticipated consequence of raising new ambiguities about the overall system. Over the
past 12 years of implementation of F.L. 94-142 sufficient anomolies have built up to call
mere of the system into question. Tne reform broposals of the new mainstreaming dzbate
refiect a growing recognition of the inadequacies of the overall system of pubiic education.
P.L. 94-142 did more than provide "studants with disabilities” with access 7 the
regular education system. !t created opportunities for special educators to become mnore
familiar with general education, which exposed some of its basic contradictions to people
with problem-soiving values. Special educators genera'ly have problem-soiving values
because o! the needs of the clients they work with and, moreover, because traditiorally they

have worked in adhocracies--special classrcoms--within, but cecounled frcm, the
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protesional bureaucracy structure. In large part, this 1s why P.L. 94-142 which was
written largely by special educators, assumes an adhocracy or problem-solving ocrientation.
In a very real sense, the new mainstreaming debate potentially represents a vehicle for the
infusion of + "oblem-solving values into the system of public education in this country. The
real value of P _. 94-142 has not been improvement in the education of "students with mild
disabilities.” Its real and lasting contribution will be wha' it has done to expose the
inadequacies and contradictions of the current system of public education.

The special education community potentially can have its most significant impact on
school organization--and thus on the education of all students, including those who are
thougnt of as iiaving, or may actually have, special needs--by injecling problem-solving
values int. the larger system.2 This will require that special educators confidently,
persistently, and iorcefully cali the prevailing paradigm into question. The goal of the
special education professional and advocacy communities nationally and locally should be to
increase ambiguity and thereby set the occasion for the prevailing paradigm to be
esnuffled, opening it up to nroblem-solving values in the form of new presumptions,
oxpectations, and commitraents. The moral, thical, and political arguments behind the
struggle for appropriate education in the ieas1- restrictive environment have always been
correct. But this is not enough. The new struggle must be informec by a broader and more
comprehiensive understanding of the complex web of social, political, Cu'tural, economic,
and organizational interrelationships within wrich things like ecucation, reform, and
"disability" exist. And, of course, education is only one of many nstitutions nmplxcat;ed
here. The special education professional and advocacy communities must - - sufficiently
courageous and informed to guestion the morality of the social, poitical, and economic
institutions which, In conjunction with education, act to create and maintain the notion of

"\he other" in our society.
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Note

The meterial in tnis paper was drawn from previous work (Skrtic, 1987a, 1987b,
in press a), which was supported, in part, by the National Institute of Education
(Research Contract # 400-81-0017), the University of Kansas Intra-University
Visiting Professorship program, and the Joyce and Elizabeth Hall Center for the
Humanities, University of Kansas. It does not, however, necessarily reflect the views
of these agencies.

By using the term "problem" | do not mean to imply that an organization premised on
problem-solving values would consider students with unigue needs to be problems. A
“problem” in this context simply means a situation for which the organization does not
have a ready-made response. Thus, a "problem" in an adhocracy is the occasion for
creating a unique response. In a bureaucracy, a "problem" is the occasion for either
forcing the situation into a configuration for which the organization has a ready-made
(standardized) response, or forcing it out of the organization altogether.
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