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a system that will bring the program to the child rather than one that brings the child 
to the program” (p. 21). As special educators, most of us can embrace this idea. Few 
professionals would dispute that the delivery of special education services would be 
significantly enhanced if there were greater coordination, cooperation, and collaboration 
between general and special educators.

Full Inclusion
We see the movement toward full inclusion as an extension of REI and earlier think-
ing about where children with disabilities should be educated. Full inclusion represents 
the latest trend in meeting the requirement of providing an education in the least 
restrictive environment (Bennett, DeLuca, & Bruns, 1997). Fox and Ysseldyke (1997) 
consider full inclusion as a further attempt at operationalizing the concept of LRE. 
Figure 2.5 illustrates the evolution of this thought process.

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 
of special education. As with other controversial topics, an agreed-upon definition is 
difficult to develop. We offer the following succinct interpretation: Full inclusion is 
a belief that all 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) originally proposed this type 
of partnership in her regular education initiative.

Although the trend in judicial interpretations is toward inclusionary placement 
(Yell, 2016), the LRE mandate does not require that all pupils be educated in general 
education classrooms or in their neighborhood schools. The framers of IDEA never 
pictured, according to Kauffman (1995), that the general education classroom located 
in the neighborhood school would be the least restrictive setting for all pupils. In fact, 
policy makers believed that a cascade of placement options would be required in order 
to provide an appropriate education for students with disabilities.

Advocates of full inclusion (Downing, 2008; Kennedy & Horn, 2004; Peterson 
& Hittie, 2010) argue that the present pullout system of serving students with spe-
cial needs is ineffective. They contend that “the diagnostic and instructional models, 
practices, and tools associated with the EHA [PL 94–142] and mainstreaming are 
fundamentally flawed, particularly for students considered to have mild to moderate 
disabilities” (Skrtic, 1995, p. 625). Children are labeled and stigmatized, their pro-
gramming is frequently fragmented, and general educators often assume little or no 
ownership for students in special education (a “your” kids versus “my” kids attitude). 
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  FIGURE 2.5  The Evolution of Placement Options for Children With Disabilities
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