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Abstract: 

 
This qualitative systematic review examines the complex relationship between individualized educational approaches, 

exemplified by Individualized Education Programs (IEPs), and the demands of standardized curricula within the U.S. 

special education framework. Central to this analysis is the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act’s (IDEA) 
principle of the Least Restrictive Environment (LRE), which mandates educating students with disabilities alongside 

their non-disabled peers to the greatest extent appropriate. Despite strong legal mandates, significant variability 
exists in the interpretation and implementation of LRE across jurisdictions, often influenced by resource constraints, 

administrative decisions, and legal ambiguities. The review synthesizes empirical, legal, and policy literature spanning 

four decades, highlighting persistent tensions between individualized instruction tailored to student needs and 
systemic pressures for uniformity and accountability. It reveals that although there is a national trend toward more 

inclusive placements, meaningful access to the general curriculum remains uneven. Factors such as teacher 
preparedness, curriculum adaptations, and peer interactions critically affect the success of inclusion efforts. 

Moreover, the study discusses challenges related to balancing social integration with academic progress, identifying 

legal inconsistencies and practical barriers that complicate placement decisions. It underscores the importance of 
systemic reforms—including universal design for learning, leadership commitment, and professional development—

to better align educational practices with IDEA’s equity goals. This review contributes a nuanced understanding of 

how educational equity, inclusion, and legal mandates intersect in special education, offering insights for 
policymakers, educators, and researchers striving to fulfill the promise of truly inclusive learning environments. 

 
Keywords: Least Restrictive Environment (LRE), Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), Individualized 
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Introduction: 

 
The United States has made substantial legislative strides to ensure equitable education for all, especially for students 

with disabilities. Central to this effort is the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), which mandates a Free 

Appropriate Public Education (FAPE) in the Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) (McGovern, 2015). The LRE principle 
obligates schools to place students with disabilities in settings that maximize their interaction with non-disabled peers 

to the greatest extent appropriate (Osborne & Dimattia, 1994). However, scholars and legal experts argue that the 

interpretation and implementation of LRE vary widely across jurisdictions, leading to inconsistent access and 
outcomes (Underwood, 2018; Karanxha & Zirkel, 2014). 

 
Despite the strong legal framework, challenges persist in balancing individualized support with standardized 

educational mandates. Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) are designed to tailor instruction and services to 

each student's unique needs, but these often clash with broader systemic pressures such as curriculum 
standardization and accountability benchmarks (Osborne & Dimattia, 1995; Hasazi et al., 1994). This tension is 

evident in ongoing debates about inclusion versus segregation in educational settings, where educators must 
reconcile the ideals of personalized education with institutional demands for uniformity (Taylor, 2004; Heron & 

Skinner, 1981). 

 
In practice, the placement of students in inclusive or restrictive settings is influenced by a range of factors beyond 

student needs, including resource availability, teacher preparedness, and administrative interpretations of policy 

(McLeskey et al., 2012; McLeskey & Billingsley, 2008). While some progress has been made in moving students with 
disabilities into less restrictive environments, concerns remain about whether these placements genuinely support 

meaningful access to the general curriculum (Soukup et al., 2007; Schumaker et al., 2006). The quality of instruction 
and classroom environment plays a crucial role in shaping the effectiveness of inclusion, particularly for students 

with learning disabilities. 

 
Moreover, research indicates that the presence of peers with disabilities in general education classrooms can impact 

overall classroom dynamics and outcomes, both positively and negatively (Justice et al., 2014). Educators often face 
dilemmas when addressing the complex needs of students in inclusive settings, especially when training, support, 

and collaboration mechanisms are lacking. The ability of schools to meet IDEA’s mandates is thus not merely a matter 

of legal compliance but also one of pedagogical capacity and cultural commitment to diversity and inclusion (McLeskey 
et al., 2012; Justice et al., 2014). 
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This study explores the complex interplay between individualized and standardized approaches in U.S. special 

education. By examining legal interpretations, policy shifts, and classroom practices, the research aims to illuminate 
the persistent challenges and emerging innovations in fulfilling the promise of the Least Restrictive Environment. 

Drawing from a wide range of scholarly perspectives and empirical findings, the goal is to contribute to a more 

nuanced understanding of how schools can effectively balance equity, excellence, and inclusivity in special education. 
 

Literature Review: 

 
The principle of the Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) lies at the heart of special education policy and practice, 

notably embodied in the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). LRE mandates that students with 
disabilities receive education in settings as close as possible to the general education environment, with appropriate 

supports. The literature on this topic reveals evolving interpretations, debates, and implementation challenges that 

illuminate both the promise and complexity of inclusive education. 
 

The legal imperative of LRE originates from IDEA, which calls for children with disabilities to be educated with their 
nondisabled peers to the maximum extent appropriate (McGovern, 2015; Osborne & Dimattia, 1994). Taylor (2004) 

provides a critical lens, arguing that the traditional continuum of placements often undermines true inclusion by 

reinforcing segregated settings as the norm. Heron and Skinner (1981) highlighted early efforts to define the regular 
classroom as the LRE for students with learning disabilities, establishing the foundational parameters that continue 

to influence placement decisions today. 
 

Despite federal mandates, interpretations of LRE vary. Underwood (2018) explains how circuit courts have diverged 

in their interpretations of LRE, resulting in inconsistent applications of the standard. Karanxha and Zirkel (2014) 
further show that court decisions reflect complex legal balancing acts between student rights and institutional 

capacities. These legal nuances underscore the ambiguity educators face when translating LRE mandates into 

practice. 
 

Empirical studies show a gradual movement toward more inclusive settings. McLeskey et al. (2012) found increased 
placement of students with disabilities in general education classrooms, but the extent of true access remains 

contested. Soukup et al. (2007) and Schumaker et al. (2002) emphasize that mere physical presence does not 

guarantee curricular access, a point reinforced by Lee et al. (2010) who note that curriculum modifications are 
essential for meaningful inclusion. 

 
Teachers play a critical role in bridging the gap between policy and practice. McLeskey and Billingsley (2008) highlight 

the impact of teacher quality and turnover on the efficacy of inclusion, pointing to a significant barrier in realizing 

the full promise of LRE. Justice et al. (2014) add that peer interactions in early childhood settings can be both 
beneficial and challenging, depending on classroom dynamics and support structures. 

 

A major area of concern in inclusive education literature is the effect of inclusion on both students with and without 
disabilities. Fletcher (2009, 2010) and Gottfried (2014) investigate potential spillover effects on academic and 

noncognitive outcomes of typically developing students, especially in the presence of peers with emotional or 
behavioral disorders. Findings are mixed: while some negative effects are documented, they often depend on the 

level of teacher preparation and classroom support. 

 
Conversely, inclusion can enhance social outcomes for students with disabilities. Bould et al. (2018) explore how 

social inclusion can be fostered through everyday interactions and simple interventions, such as the presence of a 
dog. Schur, Kruse, and Blanck (2013) emphasize the importance of mainstreaming people with disabilities not just 

educationally but socially, contributing to a culture of equity and inclusion. 

 
Genuine inclusion hinges on more than just physical proximity; access to the general curriculum is central. Cushing 

et al. (2005) and Sailor and Burello (2009) argue that system-wide reforms are needed to make inclusion work, 

including universal design for learning (UDL) and differentiated instruction. Lee et al. (2010) provide evidence that 
targeted curriculum modifications significantly improve access and outcomes. 

 
Moreover, Bernacki et al. (2021) conducted a systematic review emphasizing the importance of aligning learning 

practices with the diverse purposes and profiles of learners. Basham et al. (2016) call for an operationalized 

understanding of learning, particularly in inclusive settings, to help guide instructional decision-making. 
 

The ACT Government’s (2018) strategic vision for education stresses equity, student engagement, and lifelong 
learning, all of which align with inclusive education goals. Similarly, the 2018 Gonski Review discussed by Allen, 

Rowan, and Singh (2018) underlines how teacher education reforms can better support inclusive practices. Atkin 

(1996) reminds us that values and beliefs about learning must guide instructional practice, especially in inclusive 
contexts where assumptions often go unexamined (Katowitz & Thurman, 2017). 
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Leadership plays a pivotal role in facilitating inclusion. Suter and Giangreco (2009) explore service delivery models, 

emphasizing the importance of paraprofessionals and resource allocation. Likewise, Hasazi et al. (1994) present a 
qualitative policy analysis illustrating how LRE implementation varies depending on local interpretations and 

leadership commitment. 

 
Inclusion is increasingly viewed through a global mental health lens, as seen in Baumgartner and Burns (2013), who 

propose social inclusion as a key outcome. Odom, Buysse, and Soukakou (2012) chart the evolution of inclusion 

research over 25 years, documenting progress but also ongoing challenges in early childhood settings. Alamri et al. 
(2020) advocate for learner self-determination in digital environments, an important consideration given the 

expansion of online learning. 
 

Online and blended learning modalities also pose both opportunities and obstacles to inclusive education. 

AndhariniDwi and Basuki (2012) discuss the importance of designing web-based learning paths that are adaptable 
and responsive to diverse learner needs, aligning with inclusive education principles. 

 
A long-standing debate persists over whether inclusion has gone too far. Gilmore (2018) questions the impact of full 

inclusion on all stakeholders, while Scruggs and Mastropieri (1995) argue for evaluating programs using PASS 

variables—Peer acceptance, Academic progress, Social behavior, and Self-concept. These criteria provide a 
comprehensive framework for evaluating whether inclusive practices are genuinely effective. 

 
Bell and Brown’s (1980) theory of interest convergence provides a critical lens, suggesting that inclusion advances 

only when it aligns with the interests of the dominant group. This underscores the importance of advocacy and 

continuous policy revision to ensure that the rights of students with disabilities are not subordinated to institutional 
convenience. 

The literature on the Least Restrictive Environment and inclusive education reveals a rich and complex field shaped 

by legal mandates, policy interpretations, instructional practices, and empirical evidence. While significant progress 
has been made toward including students with disabilities in general education settings, major challenges remain. 

Ensuring access to meaningful curriculum, preparing teachers, and supporting diverse learners require systemic 
commitment and innovative practices. Ultimately, the success of LRE and inclusion depends on the alignment of 

values, leadership, pedagogy, and policy—working together to build truly inclusive educational communities. 

 
Methodology: 

 
This study employed a qualitative systematic review approach to comprehensively analyze and synthesize existing 

literature on the intersection of individualized education and standardized educational systems. The review focused 

on peer-reviewed journal articles, legal commentaries, government policies, and scholarly analyses that discuss the 
development, implementation, and implications of Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) within the broader 

framework of standardized curricula. 

 
To ensure a thorough and rigorous review, key academic databases were utilized, including ERIC (Education 

Resources Information Center), JSTOR, and Google Scholar. Search terms were strategically selected to capture a 
wide range of relevant literature and included phrases such as “individualized education plan (IEP),” “least restrictive 

environment (LRE),” “inclusive education,” “educational equity,” “special education policy,” and “standardized 

curriculum.” Boolean operators and filters were applied to refine search results by date, subject area, and peer-
reviewed status. 

 
An initial pool of over 100 sources was identified. After a detailed screening process based on inclusion criteria—such 

as direct relevance to the topic, methodological rigor, publication in reputable academic outlets, and impact within 

the field—30 primary sources were selected for in-depth analysis. These sources span publication years from 1980 
to 2021, reflecting both historical and contemporary perspectives on the topic. Studies included qualitative case 

studies, longitudinal policy reviews, meta-analyses, and legal analyses. 

 
Thematic coding and content analysis were employed to extract and synthesize key themes and findings across the 

selected literature. This process facilitated a structured understanding of how individualized educational practices 
interface with standardized systems, particularly in terms of legal mandates, educational outcomes, equity 

considerations, and implementation challenges in diverse learning environments. This methodological framework 

provided a solid foundation for drawing conclusions and identifying gaps in the current body of research. 
 

Findings and Discussion: 
 

The Challenge of the Least Restrictive Environment (LRE)  
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The principle of the Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) stands as one of the most critical and, simultaneously, 
contested components of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). It emphasizes that children with 

disabilities should be educated to the maximum extent appropriate alongside their non-disabled peers. However, the 
application and interpretation of this principle have varied widely across legal, educational, and practical contexts, 

resulting in inconsistent implementation that often undermines its intended goals. 

 
McGovern (2015) underscores that while LRE is a legal mandate rooted in the civil rights framework of IDEA, its 

practical enforcement has frequently failed to live up to its promises. Schools and districts interpret LRE provisions 

differently, and these interpretations are often influenced by available resources, administrative attitudes, and 
community expectations rather than the individual needs of the student. This misalignment frequently results in 

placements that are either too restrictive—segregating students unnecessarily—or insufficiently supportive, placing 
students in general education settings without adequate accommodations. 

 

Underwood (2018) echoes this legal ambiguity, noting that U.S. circuit courts have applied varying standards when 
determining what constitutes the "least restrictive" setting. Some courts emphasize academic benefit, while others 

prioritize social integration or parental preference. These conflicting interpretations make it difficult to establish 
consistent nationwide practices, thereby complicating the decisions that educators and administrators must make. 

Karanxha and Zirkel (2014) add that case law on LRE reveals not only an increasing number of legal disputes but 

also a lack of predictability in outcomes, which further exacerbates the uncertainty surrounding implementation. 
 

Taylor (2004) provides a foundational critique of the continuum model of placement, which structures special 
education settings along a spectrum from most to least restrictive. While intended to offer a range of options tailored 

to individual needs, this model, Taylor argues, inadvertently reinforces segregation by implying that students with 

more severe disabilities inherently belong in more restrictive settings. This perspective runs counter to the inclusion 
movement and promotes a stratified system that limits access to general education rather than facilitating it. 

 

Adding to this, Heron and Skinner (1981) highlight the need for clear criteria in defining what constitutes an LRE, 
particularly in the regular classroom setting. Without operationalized guidelines, the subjective nature of placement 

decisions often leads to arbitrary or biased determinations, potentially influenced by teacher preparedness or 
administrative convenience rather than student-centered planning. 

 

Empirical data from McLeskey et al. (2012) show mixed progress in the national trend toward educating students 
with disabilities in less restrictive settings. While there has been an overall increase in inclusive placements, many 

students—particularly those with significant cognitive or behavioral needs—continue to be served in segregated 
environments. This uneven progress suggests that inclusion is still viewed as a privilege rather than a right, 

depending heavily on local attitudes and structural supports. 

 
Soukup et al. (2007) and Lee et al. (2010) identify classroom variables—such as teacher quality, curriculum 

adaptation, and peer support—as key determinants of successful inclusion. However, these variables are not 

uniformly present across schools, meaning that students placed in general education settings without the necessary 
supports may not receive a meaningful educational experience. In some cases, inclusion becomes a token gesture, 

lacking in depth and authenticity. 
 

Justice et al. (2014) explore the effects of inclusion on early learners, arguing that while peer interaction can benefit 

children with disabilities, poorly implemented inclusion can actually be detrimental to both disabled and non-disabled 
peers. This underscores the need for intentional, evidence-based practices in creating inclusive environments rather 

than assuming that mere physical placement is sufficient. 
 

From a policy standpoint, Hasazi et al. (1994) conducted a qualitative policy study revealing that local education 

agencies often interpret federal mandates through the lens of available funding and institutional culture. 
Consequently, the implementation of LRE is often shaped by systemic constraints rather than by the needs of 

individual students. Osborne and Dimattia (1994, 1995) emphasize the legal implications of failing to adhere to LRE 

standards, warning that inadequate placements can lead not only to educational failure but also to costly litigation. 
The implications of this inconsistency extend beyond individual students. As Fletcher (2009, 2010) and Gilmore 

(2018) note, poorly designed inclusion models can produce negative spillover effects on classroom climate, teacher 
stress, and peer learning outcomes. These consequences reinforce the importance of preparing educators, modifying 

curricula, and ensuring institutional commitment to inclusive practices. 

 
Despite these challenges, there are promising developments. Odom et al. (2012) document a quarter-century of 

research showing that with adequate supports, inclusive education can lead to improved academic and social 
outcomes for students with disabilities. Sailor and Burello (2009) advocate for system-wide reforms that scale up 

best practices in inclusive education, including co-teaching models, Universal Design for Learning (UDL), and 

professional development. 
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Ultimately, achieving the goals of LRE requires a reconceptualization of inclusion—not as a placement decision, but 
as a comprehensive educational philosophy that values diversity, equity, and individualization. As Bernacki et al. 

(2021) argue in the context of learning theory, instruction must be adaptive and purpose-driven to meet the diverse 
needs of all learners. Likewise, Allen et al. (2018) point to the importance of transforming teacher education to reflect 

the realities of inclusive classrooms. 

 
While the LRE principle is foundational to special education policy, its implementation remains fraught with legal 

ambiguity, inconsistent practice, and systemic barriers. To fulfill the true intent of IDEA, stakeholders must move 

beyond compliance and toward a deeper commitment to inclusive education. This involves aligning legal mandates 
with pedagogical best practices, supporting teachers and schools, and reimagining educational environments that 

genuinely accommodate and celebrate all learners. 
 

Standardization vs. Individualization 

 
The ongoing tension between standardization in education and the individualization required by students with 

disabilities remains a central debate in special education. Heron and Skinner (1981) were among the first to draw 
attention to the challenges of defining a "regular classroom" that truly meets the diverse needs of students with 

learning disabilities. Their work underscores that while integration into general education classrooms may align with 

the principle of the least restrictive environment (LRE), it often fails to accommodate the unique educational 
requirements of students with disabilities. 

 
The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) mandates that students with disabilities be educated in the 

LRE, meaning they should spend as much time as possible with peers without disabilities. However, McLeskey et al. 

(2012) note that progress toward achieving this goal has been limited, with systemic and structural barriers 
persisting. Taylor (2004) critiques the very concept of the LRE continuum, arguing that it inadvertently reinforces 

segregation by ranking educational environments hierarchically, instead of focusing on meaningful access and 

participation in general education settings. 
 

One significant barrier to effective inclusion is the rigid application of standard curricula that do not reflect the diverse 
learning profiles of students with disabilities. Lee et al. (2010) found that curriculum modifications are crucial for 

providing students with disabilities access to general education content. Without such accommodations, students are 

often physically included but cognitively excluded. Soukup et al. (2007) further support this claim, demonstrating 
that the presence of curriculum adaptations and differentiated instruction significantly influences access to learning 

opportunities for students with disabilities. 
 

Moreover, the legal interpretation of what constitutes an appropriate LRE has varied considerably among circuit 

courts (Underwood, 2018). While some rulings emphasize physical inclusion, others consider educational benefit, 
creating inconsistency in implementation. Osborne and Dimattia (1994; 1995) highlight the legal and philosophical 

complexities of IDEA’s LRE mandate, arguing that blanket inclusion without support does not fulfill the law’s intent 

and may, in fact, disadvantage students. 
 

Inclusion without meaningful support often leads to what McLeskey and Billingsley (2008) describe as a “research-
to-practice gap.” This gap is partially attributed to the lack of preparation and ongoing support for general education 

teachers, many of whom are ill-equipped to modify instruction or manage inclusive classrooms effectively. Justice et 

al. (2014) explored peer effects in early childhood classrooms and found that inclusion could positively or negatively 
affect outcomes depending on how well the classroom environment is managed and adapted. 

 
Furthermore, Cushing et al. (2005) stress that students with significant cognitive disabilities require extensive 

curriculum adjustments, and without these, their inclusion becomes tokenistic. Schumaker et al. (2002) go as far as 

to question whether access to general education curricula is a myth or a reality for adolescents with disabilities, 
noting that merely placing a student in a general education class does not equate to genuine access. 

 

Policy studies have also shown the limitations of IDEA’s implementation. Hasazi et al. (1994) conducted a qualitative 
policy study and found that despite legal mandates, many schools continue to prioritize institutional convenience and 

resource limitations over student needs. Meanwhile, Karanxha and Zirkel (2014) analyzed trends in special education 
case law, revealing that litigation frequently arises from disputes over appropriate placement and modifications, 

highlighting the ongoing disconnect between policy and practice. 

 
The broader implications of this divide are significant. According to Sailor and Burello (2009), taking inclusive 

education to scale requires systemic change, not just classroom-level adaptations. This includes professional 
development, policy reform, and collaboration among stakeholders. Gilmore (2018) questions whether inclusion has 

gone too far, suggesting that without adequate resources, it may negatively impact all students—those with and 

without disabilities. 
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Despite these challenges, there is evidence that when implemented correctly, individualized approaches within 
inclusive settings can yield positive outcomes. Basham et al. (2016) and Bernacki et al. (2021) argue for an 

operationalized understanding of learning that embraces variability and centers learner agency. Such frameworks 
recognize that standardization alone cannot address the complexity of diverse learners’ needs. 

 

Balancing standardization and individualization requires a shift in mindset—from compliance to commitment. As Atkin 
(1996) notes, translating values and beliefs about learning into practice is essential. Inclusion should not be seen as 

a one-size-fits-all mandate but as a flexible, responsive approach that prioritizes equity, access, and authentic 

learning for all students. 
 

Legal and Policy Gaps   
 

Legal and policy frameworks surrounding the Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) mandate under the Individuals 

with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) continue to face scrutiny due to gaps in interpretation, implementation, and 
enforcement. A significant body of scholarship highlights how legal discourse and litigation concerning LRE often 

revolve more around procedural compliance than ensuring that students with disabilities receive meaningful 
educational outcomes. Karanxha and Zirkel (2014), through an analysis of special education case law from 1998 to 

2012, emphasize that the majority of published decisions concern procedural violations, such as timelines and 

documentation, rather than whether the student's placement actually promotes learning and inclusion. This signals 
a systemic focus on administrative fidelity over educational equity. 

 
Osborne and Dimattia (1994; 1995) argue that the legal ambiguity of the LRE mandate creates tension between 

upholding students' civil rights and addressing practical concerns in school systems, such as availability of resources 

and teacher preparedness. Courts have not consistently defined what constitutes an LRE, leading to variation in 
decisions across jurisdictions (Underwood, 2018). This inconsistency has produced a patchwork of legal 

interpretations, making it difficult for educators and administrators to apply the standard uniformly and fairly. 

 
McGovern (2015) further critiques the disconnect between the aspirational goals of IDEA and the reality of its 

implementation. He contends that while IDEA promises inclusive education, the law lacks enforcement mechanisms 
to ensure that inclusion translates into genuine access to the general curriculum. Taylor (2004) provides a critical 

analysis of the continuum of placements model, which is often used to justify segregated settings. She argues that 

this model inherently reinforces a hierarchy of inclusion, where general education settings are not truly accessible or 
supportive of students with disabilities. 

 
Research by Heron and Skinner (1981) reveals that defining the regular classroom as the least restrictive 

environment is fraught with challenges, especially when schools fail to provide appropriate supports and 

modifications. This is echoed in the work of McLeskey et al. (2012), who question whether educational systems are 
genuinely moving toward inclusive practices or simply rebranding old paradigms with new terminology. Their study 

shows that although more students are being placed in general education classrooms, the quality of support they 

receive varies significantly. 
 

Adding to this complexity, Hasazi et al. (1994) conducted a qualitative policy study that found inconsistencies in how 
school districts interpret and implement LRE provisions. The lack of clear policy guidelines leads to subjective 

decision-making, often influenced by administrative convenience or staffing constraints rather than the needs of the 

student. This reinforces the notion that LRE is often interpreted through a lens of feasibility rather than fidelity to the 
law’s intent. 

 
Moreover, classroom-level studies have shown that placement in general education settings does not automatically 

guarantee access to the general curriculum or meaningful participation. Soukup et al. (2007) found that factors such 

as teacher expectations, classroom management styles, and instructional materials significantly influence the extent 
to which students with disabilities can engage in grade-level content. Without adequate training and support, general 

education teachers may inadvertently create environments that are technically inclusive but functionally exclusive. 

 
Justice et al. (2014) add that assumptions surrounding the benefits of inclusion are not always realized in practice, 

especially in early childhood education. Their research on peer effects questions whether simply placing students 
with disabilities alongside their typically developing peers leads to positive academic or social outcomes. Instead, 

successful inclusion appears to be highly dependent on classroom dynamics and intentional instructional design. 

 
Scholars like McLeskey and Billingsley (2008) link these implementation gaps to broader systemic issues, such as 

teacher shortages and high turnover rates in special education. When schools lack a stable, qualified workforce, the 
promise of LRE becomes difficult to fulfill. Teachers who are overworked, undertrained, or unsupported are less likely 

to create inclusive environments, regardless of legal mandates. 
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The cumulative evidence underscores a persistent gap between legal theory and educational reality. While IDEA’s 
LRE requirement is grounded in civil rights principles, its effectiveness depends on local interpretation, administrative 

will, and the availability of trained personnel and resources. As Bell and Brown (1980) argue in the context of civil 
rights law, genuine equity is often contingent upon an “interest convergence” between marginalized groups and those 

in power. In the case of LRE, meaningful progress may require not just legal mandates, but also systemic reforms 

that align the interests of students, educators, and policymakers. 
 

Addressing the legal and policy gaps in LRE implementation requires a shift from procedural compliance to outcome-

oriented accountability. This includes clearer federal guidance, increased support for inclusive practices, and stronger 
oversight mechanisms to ensure that legal mandates translate into educational opportunities that are both equitable 

and effective. 
 

Peer and Classroom Dynamics 

 
Peer interactions are a critical dimension of inclusive education, particularly when assessing the outcomes for both 

students with disabilities and their non-disabled classmates. One of the key assumptions underpinning the least 
restrictive environment (LRE) principle is that all students, regardless of their abilities, benefit from being educated 

alongside their peers in general education settings (McGovern, 2015; Taylor, 2004). However, peer dynamics in 

inclusive classrooms are complex and multifaceted, and their impact on educational outcomes remains a topic of 
ongoing inquiry. 

 
Justice et al. (2014) offer compelling evidence that peer effects are significant in early childhood inclusive education 

settings. Their research suggests that the presence of children with disabilities can shape academic and behavioral 

outcomes among peers—sometimes positively by fostering empathy and collaboration, and other times negatively 
when instructional pacing must adjust to diverse learning needs. These findings resonate with earlier studies by 

Fletcher (2009, 2010), who found that classmates of students with emotional or behavioral disabilities may 

experience “spillover effects,” resulting in lower academic performance and test scores. Such results invite a nuanced 
view of inclusion—one that acknowledges both its promise and its challenges. 

 
Adding to this complexity, Gottfried (2014) examined how classmates with disabilities affect students’ noncognitive 

outcomes, such as motivation, attendance, and socio-emotional skills. He found that the presence of peers with 

disabilities can foster more inclusive attitudes and increase resilience among typically developing students. However, 
he also highlighted the importance of appropriate support structures, such as co-teaching models and behavior 

management strategies, to mitigate potential disruptions and maximize benefits for all learners. 
 

The effectiveness of inclusion, especially from the perspective of peer dynamics, also hinges on how well schools 

implement LRE policies. According to Heron and Skinner (1981), defining the general classroom as the LRE depends 
not merely on physical placement but on the quality of instruction, classroom climate, and teacher attitudes toward 

diversity. Similarly, Underwood (2018) noted that court interpretations of LRE vary, which reflects broader systemic 

inconsistencies in inclusion practices across school districts. 
 

McLeskey et al. (2012) argue that while there is a trend toward educating students with disabilities in less restrictive 
environments, this progress is uneven and often undermined by resource limitations or inadequate teacher 

preparation. Indeed, effective inclusion demands highly trained educators who can manage diverse classrooms and 

foster positive peer relationships. This underscores the importance of bridging the research-to-practice gap, as 
discussed by McLeskey and Billingsley (2008), who identified teacher quality and stability as key factors influencing 

inclusion success. 
 

Another vital aspect of peer and classroom dynamics lies in access to the general curriculum. Soukup et al. (2007) 

emphasized that classroom variables—such as curriculum modifications, instructional grouping, and teacher 
support—play a critical role in determining whether students with disabilities truly participate meaningfully in inclusive 

settings. Schumaker et al. (2002) went further to challenge the myth that all students with disabilities automatically 

gain access to the general curriculum in inclusive environments. In reality, without intentional instructional planning 
and peer-mediated strategies, students with disabilities may remain marginalized despite being physically present. 

Gilmore (2018) raised an important question: Has inclusion gone too far? He points to concerns from educators and 
parents that the presence of students with significant needs might dilute instructional quality or demand 

disproportionate attention, affecting their peers. This concern reinforces the need for adequate supports such as 

paraprofessionals, adaptive technologies, and differentiated instruction to ensure a balanced and effective learning 
environment (Suter & Giangreco, 2009). 

 
Beyond academics, peer relationships are crucial for fostering social inclusion. Odom et al. (2012) reviewed a quarter-

century of inclusion research and concluded that while academic outcomes vary, social inclusion is consistently 

enhanced when students with disabilities are given opportunities to interact with peers in meaningful ways. These 
interactions not only benefit students with disabilities but also promote empathy, patience, and a sense of community 
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among all learners. Bould et al. (2018), in a different context, also demonstrated that social inclusion can be catalyzed 
through shared activities—an insight that may be applicable to classroom-based interventions. 

 
From a legal and philosophical standpoint, the LRE mandate stems from the Individuals with Disabilities Education 

Act (IDEA), which asserts that students should be educated in the general education classroom to the maximum 

extent appropriate (Osborne & Dimattia, 1994; Hasazi et al., 1994). However, as Bell and Brown (1980) warned 
through the lens of interest convergence, inclusion efforts may falter if they do not also align with the perceived 

interests of the dominant group. Therefore, promoting positive peer effects in inclusive classrooms requires aligning 

instructional strategies with broader social justice goals. 
 

The impact of inclusion on peer and classroom dynamics is both promising and problematic. On one hand, inclusive 
settings provide opportunities for all students to develop social skills, tolerance, and collaborative competencies. On 

the other, without careful planning, training, and support, these environments can result in unintended academic or 

behavioral consequences for both students with and without disabilities. The challenge, then, lies not in questioning 
the value of inclusion but in refining its implementation so that peer interactions serve as catalysts for mutual growth, 

rather than sources of tension or inequality. 
As the field continues to evolve, future research must examine the long-term effects of peer dynamics in inclusive 

settings, taking into account variables such as disability type, classroom structure, and teacher efficacy. By 

integrating legal mandates with evidence-based practices and a commitment to equity, schools can harness peer 
influence to strengthen inclusion and improve outcomes for all students. 

 
Conclusion: 

 

Achieving individualized education within a standardized educational system presents not only logistical and legal 
challenges but also deep philosophical questions. It compels educators, policymakers, and stakeholders to reconsider 

long-standing definitions of fairness, equity, success, and inclusion. While standardized systems aim to ensure 

uniformity and accountability, they often fall short in accommodating the diverse needs, backgrounds, and learning 
styles of all students—especially those with learning disabilities, cultural differences, or unique educational needs. 

This disconnect underscores the urgent need to move beyond one-size-fits-all approaches and toward a more 
responsive, learner-centered framework. 

 

To bridge this gap, innovation in pedagogy must be prioritized. Differentiated instruction, Universal Design for 
Learning (UDL), and adaptive learning technologies offer promising strategies to tailor education to individual needs 

without sacrificing overall educational standards. However, these innovations require robust teacher training and 
ongoing professional development to be implemented effectively. Teachers must be equipped not only with the tools 

but also with the mindset to recognize and respond to student diversity. 

 
Policy reform also plays a critical role. Educational policies should create space for flexible curricula, inclusive 

assessments, and adequate support services that empower schools to personalize learning while maintaining system-

wide coherence. Collaboration among educators, parents, and communities is essential in crafting inclusive 
environments that celebrate rather than suppress individuality. 

 
As education systems adapt to increasing global diversity and rapid technological advancement, the integration of 

individualized approaches within standardized frameworks is no longer a luxury—it is a necessity. Doing so can lead 

to more equitable outcomes, enhance student engagement, and better prepare learners for the complexities of 
modern life. In this evolving landscape, the pursuit of individualized education is not merely an aspiration but a 

crucial step toward achieving genuine educational equity and excellence for all. 
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