- individually for each pupil. We interpret this principle to mean that students with
anthlpated . bj_]_i . h ld b d . . .
disabilities should be educated in a setting that most closely approximates the gen-
—_— eral education classroom and still meets the unique needs of the individual. As we
will see shortly, for a growing number of students, this setting is the general educa-
T tion classroom. The concept of LRE calls for maximum opportunity for meaningful
1 to other involvement and participation with classmates who are not disabled. One of its inher-
ent difficulties is the required balancing of maximum integration with the delivery of
e ———
an appropriate education.
1d Part C Section .
" ©0€®8® [IGURE23 Percentage of School-Age Children With Disabilities
OI1S1 : . ; ;
P ) Served in Various Educational Settings
8—446, are -
1ary care
ort the
?P pink- Regular classroom (62.19%)
ist }i % M Resource room (19.2%)
o0da ? B Separate class (13.7%)
hdpl”f B Other environments (5.0%)
laIS, an
erspec
vithou!
in this ledvet
11 OTE: Data are for students ages 6-21 enrolled in special education during the 2013-2014 school year
Other environments include separate schools, residential facilities, homebound/hospital environments, correctional facilities
fhe | and parentally placed in private schools.
1t
nen 5 Information based on data from the hfty states, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and outlying areas.
|351Z SOURCE: U.s. Department of Education. (2013). Historical state-level IDEA data files. Retrieved November 13, 2013 from httpy/
ak & tadnet.public.tadnet.org/pages/712

family, are reflected in the IFSP’s required outcome
no longer teach skills in isolation; rather,
the daily activities of the youngsters and

be practical and functional, reflecting real-life situations occurrin
environment.

statements. Interventionists

goals are developed that are relevant to
their families. These statements need to

g in the natural

Service Delivery Options:
Where a Special Education Is Provided

Now that the IEP/IFSP team has decided whar will be taught, it must decide where

special education services will be provided. The issue of appropriate placement of chil-
has generated considerable controversy and debate. In fact, it

Henry and Flynt (1990) called it, the most productive environment. The question
confronting the team is “What is the most appropriate placement for achieving the

goals (outcomes) of the IEP (IFSP)?” The chosen setting must allow the pupil to reach
his or her IEP (or IFSP) goals and work toward his or her potential.

It is at this point in our decision-making model that school authorities, in col-
laboration with the child’s parent(s)/guardian(s), attempt

where the student will be served. The principle guiding thi
least restrictive environment (LRE). This is a relative conc

to reach agreement about
s decision is known as the
ept; it must be determined

least restrictive environment
(LRE): A relative concept individually
determined for each student; principle
that each pupil should be educated, t«
the maximum extent appropriate, with
classmates who are typical.
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SOURCE: Adapted from S. Graves, R. Gargiulo, and L. Sluder, Young Children: An Introduction to Early Childhood Education (St. Paul, MN: West, 1996), p. 398.

up the hierarchy generally leads to the delivery of more intensive services to children
with more severe disabilities, who are fewer in number. However, intensive supports

are now being provided in general education classrooms with increasing frequency.
Environments at the upper levels are considered to be the most restrictive and least

normalized, yet, as we will see shortly, they may be the most appropriate placement

for a particular individual.
As originally conceived, the natural flow of this cascade of service delivery options

would be in a downward movement from more restrictive settings to those viewed
as least restrictive, such as the general education classroom with or without support

services. Contemporary thinking, however, suggests that pupils begin in the general
education classroom and ascend the model, reaching a level that meets their unique

needs. A key feature of this model, too often overlooked, is that a particular placement
is only temporary; flexibility or freedom of movement is what makes this model work.
The settings must be envisioned as fluid rather than rigid. As the needs of the pupil

change, so should the environment; this is why there is an array of service delivery
possibilities. In our opinion, there is no one best educational placement for each and

every student with disabilities.

A Contemporary Challenge

At the present time, the field of special education is confronting the challenge of calls
for greater inclusion of individuals with disabilities into all aspects of society, especially
educational programs. Simply stated, some advocates for people with disabilities (and
some parents as well) dismiss the long-standing concept of a continuum of service
delivery possibilities and argue that a// pupils with disabilities, regardless of the type
or severity of their impairment, should be educated in general education classrooms

at neighborhood schools. They argue further that students should be served on the
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Least Restrictive Environment

Least restrictive environment (LRE) is a legal term

often interpreted to say individuals with disabilities
are to be educated in environments as close as pOs-

sible to the general education classroom setting. An
LRE is not a place but a concept.

Determination of the LRE is made individu-
ally for each child. An appropriate placement for
one student could quite easily be Inappropriate for
another. The LRE is based on the pupil’s educational
needs, not on his or her disability. It applies equally
to children of school age and to preschoolers. Even
infants and toddlers with disabilities are required by

law (PL 102-119) to have services delivered in nor-

e often saying the In malized serting?.
.nt words. There forsame I‘nherent \.mthin the mandate of providing a
countered i des. .e’.We specxzfl educatlf)n and/or re.lated services within the
nb“lg LRE is the notion of a continuum of service delivery
possibilities. Figure 2.4 (page 69) reflects varying
degrees of restrictiveness, or amount of available contact with typical learners.
Being only with children with disabilities is considered restrictive; placement
first appeared with. peers without.disabilities is v.iewed as least restrictive. As we ascen.d the
 argument pys ? the cor'ltlnuu.n;l, the.enwronments. provide fewer and fewer opportunities for inter-
o Wiscom oF orth acno.n }wt typlcally. developing age-mates—hence thc.: perception of greater
. servip, o restrictiveness. Despite a strong preference for association with students who
mSs, Which w, thep, are typical, this desire must be balanced by the requirement of providing an
 his call for a Mo education appropriate to the unique needs of the individual. Consequently, an
ovement away from Integrative environment may not always be the most appropriate placement

option. Each situation must be individually assessed and decided on a case-
by-case basis. The educational setting must meet the needs of the learner

itegratio

) cir n A4S the The philosophy of the LRE guides rather than prescribes decision making

- U;atlonal PAo- (Meyen, 1995).

di > ,t_ r.ep r.csents We recognize, as do many other special educators, that maximum integra-
isabilities in the tion with typically developing children is highly desirable and should be one of

elf never appears our major goals. The question is when, where, with whom, and to what extent individu-
als with disabilities are to be integrated.

> mainstreamed:

' that they have Regular Education Initiative
an inclusionary The third concept that requires our attention is the regular education initiative, or,
s thinking. as it 1s commonly called, REI. REI is an important link in the evolution of the full

ition based on
nvisioned that
al needs must

inclusion movement. The term was introduced in 1986 by former assistant secretary of
education (Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services) Madeleine Will,

who questioned the legitimacy of special education as a separate system of education

s ol it and called for a restructuring of the relationship between general (regular) and spe-

1v stipulates cial education. She endorsed the idea of shared responsibility—a partnership between |
iy stp g general and special education resulting in a coordinated delivery system (Will, 1986b). T

be cd.ucatc Will recommended that general educators assume greater responsibility for students

individuals, with disabilities. She envisioned a meaningful partnership whereby general and special  regular education ini
>e an 1nap- educators would “cooperatively assess the educational needs of students with learning An approach that advo
- restrictive problems and cooperatively develop effective educational strategies for meeting those g;f::s,e;;?gs ﬁ:s:
As educa- needs” (Will, 1986a, p. 415). Will (1986b) also believes that educators must “visualize students with disabhti
€Nness.

Chapter 2 @ Policies, Practices. and Pr
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to the program {p- < that the delivery of spe ion, and collaborat; d
professionals would dispute egter coordination; cooperation, tion general
significantly enhanced if there were gt oral ed
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Full Incluston full inclusion as an oxtension of REI and earlier think- kc)’;f
nclu , :
We see the movemifig: towi,uf1 4 tl>ilities <hould be educated. Full inclusion represents Y
ing about where children WITA 757 -dine an education in the leas oP"
the latest trend in meeting the reqtHemEl B PYO‘;IS;‘;%’; ;‘ox and Ysseldyke (1997t) oPr
restrictive environment (Bennett, DeLuca, & Bruns, 720" 4 y £1 mer
consider full inclusion as a further attempt at operationalizing the concept o RE. sup
Figure 2.5 illustrates the evolution of this thought process. do
Full inclusion is a potentially explosive issue, with vocal supporters as well as detrac- %,
tors. It has emerged as one of the most controversial and complex subjects in the field Tl
of special education. As with other controversial topics, an agreed-upon definition is of
difficult to develop. We offer the following succinct interpretation: Full inclusion is i

a belief that a// children with disabilities should be taught exclusively (with appro-
priate supports) in general education classrooms at neighborhood schools—that is,
in the same school and age-/grade-appropriate classrooms they would attend if they
were not disabled. Successful implementation will require new thinking about curricu-
lum design along with increased collaboration between general and special educators

(Noonan & McCormick, 2006). Recall that Will (1986b) origs
M : : originall 1
of partnership in her regular education initiative. ey proposed this e
Although the trend in judicial

(Yell, 2016), the LRE mandate doe

education classrooms or in their n

Interpretations 1s toward inclusionary placement

S not require that all pupils be educated in general
eighborhood schools. The framers of IDEA never

St Advocates of full inclusion

full inclusion: An Interpretation of the

principle of least restrictive enyi '
zqw:,caung that all pupils with onment disabilities” (Skrt;c 1’919’? “etacly for Students considered to h ml? o
isabilities be educated i th y » P 625) Chlld ave mild to mod
| . . . erate
education classrog. & general gr amming 1s frequendy £ ICn are 1abeled and :
. . ragmented stigmatized -
ownership for studente smented, and general edycatq s of , their pro
10 special education (2 “vour” ten assume little or no
» 4 "your” kids vergys “my” kids attitude)



Placement in a general education classroom,
with a working partnership between spe-
cial education teachers and general educators,
Early twenty.- woul.d result in a .bettcr cc?ucation for all pupils,

not just those with special needs, and would
occur within the context of the least restrictive

'm nc. o v EY L o
P'Oducedby When correctly instituted, full inclusion is
Mig.

characterized by its virtual invisibility. Students
with disabilities are not segregated but dispersed

hat brin gs th into classrooms they would normally attend if
race this jg © Chiy they were not disabled. They are seen as full-
sorvikce Ideg Fe,, fledged members of, not merely visitors to, the

> Woy]q be general education classroom. Special educators

, and COUaboration provide an array of services and supports in the

general education classroom alongside their gen-
eral education colleagues, often using strategies
such as cooperative teaching in an effort to meet
the needs of the pupils. Table 2.8 summarizes the

’ key components of most models of full inclusion.

1S10n . . . . .
" T€presep, Full inclusion is definitely a controversial gy inciusion results in students with disabilities being seen as full-fledged
On In the Ieas t topic; even professional organizations have members of the general education classroom.
seldyke (1 997) opposing viewpoints. For instance, TASH (for-
\Cept of LRE merly The Association for Persons with Severe Handicaps) has issued a statement fully

supporting inclusion, which it considers to be a national moral imperative. However, the

desirability of full inclusion is questioned in some professional circles. The Council for

Learning Disabilities, for example, endorses the continuation of service delivery options.
, The Council for Exceptional Children, the premier professional organization in the field
: . of special education, has also taken a stand on this issue. Its policy statement on full

inclusion, adopted in 1993, reads as follows:

7ith appro-
s—that 1S, The Council for Exceptional Children (CEC) believes that all children, youth,
nd if they and young adults with disabilities are entitled to a free and appropriate educa-
t curricu- tion and/or services that lead to an adult life characterized by satisfying relations
>ducators with others, independent living, productive engagement in the community, and
this type participation in society at large. To achieve such outcomes, there must exist
for all children, youth, and young adults with disabilities a rich variety of early

cement
general
. never —_— ;
ycated ‘
1 fact, “Home school" Defined as the local school the child would attend if he or she did not have a disability.
order attendance

Natural proportion at The percentage of children with special needs enrolled in a part.icu.lar §choo\ IS in proportion to the |
Fs08 the school site percentage of pupils with exceptionalities in the entire school district; in general education classes, this
Ll would mean approximately two to three students with disabilities.
el ,' Zero rejection All students are accepted at the local school, including thogg with severe impairments; pupils are not
arc | screened out or grouped separately because of their disability.
1{€

e ‘ Ane-/arade- A full inclusion model calls for serving children with special needs in general education c\as;rc?oms according



