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"The purpose of thls investigation was to identify .

differences among normal chlldren, learning disabled children,
educable #entally hhndlgapped children, and trainable mentally
handicapped children in motor skill abilities and to develop profiles
to demonstrate these differences. Subjects of the study were all
educable and trainable mentally handxcappé&\phlldren in the selected

public elementary school system, and a rando
learning disabled children. Tests in motor sk

- sampling-of n 'rmal and
11l abilities vere )

administered to each of the groups. Comparisoys of these groups were

done both statistically and graphically to’

ine if any

. differences or similarities existed among fhem in™ or skill .

abilities that could give direction necess

for mainstreaming them

in physical education classes&\Results of tests are presented in the

form of graphs,
indicated that certain activities lend themselyes more’to

mainstreaming and others to participation in
found .that it certain activities normal and
"children should not be integrated with train
children. It was indicated that certain grou
disabled, and educable mentally handicapped
integrated and that other groups of educable
~trainable mentally handicapped children coul

.

and an analysis of variance is\ present d. Findings -
pecial programs. It was
earning disabled
ble mentally handicapped .
s of normal, leéarning
hildren could be ’ .
mentally handicapped and -
be integrated. (JD) /
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AN APPROACH TO MAINSTREAMING THE HANDICAPPED CHILD WITH - {,’J'c’so"é‘x“,'sﬁ[‘: ;‘,‘;Eg.:fysp'ﬁ:gx
THE NON-HANDICAPPER,,CHILD ~ ATING 17 POINTS OF VIEW ORIOPINIONS
. STATED DO NOT NECESSARIWY REPRE.
f SENY FICIAL NATIONAL INSTHTUTE OF
coucAnprosmou OR Toucv N
Attempts to adjust to student’ needs have. resulted in a variety of R
adminiatrative plans such as homogeneous grouping, departmentalized pro-
- - R R .
grams, up-graded s¢hools, and modular scheduling. ‘Mainstreaming the

ED164507

'process of integrating‘lfarning disabled and mentally handicapped chil- .

dren into classes with\non —~handicapped children have been initiated in

. [
a number of physical education classes.in public schools. "

' MO, C °

One of Anooshian's major conclusions 'is thatﬂthe“process of inte- . %
m . ; 2'111.";’
g ,gration is justified X aTbhough further research was recommended, since ' A

| s
one-third of the respondents oppose the process or were unsure of its . v
O

.ox (/25—)

n Surveys by Brace, Gross, and Anooshian, and others have 1ndicated

value.

,

that Integration is a prominent procedure in the public schools. 7 N

K Ethhe efficiency of\mainstreaming. Investigations comgarihé mentally
\
!hepdﬁcapped children to non—handicapped children in measures of mqtor o,

-~

2

-

iy

A, :

EE; . In review of the literature, questions still tend to exist relevant
-5

ki%Ilperformance do not seem to support the process of mainstreaming\
RegFagPh gtated in comparing the motor skills of normal children, - . SRS
- va A = k‘:j ‘
leaining disabled children and mentally handicapped children have not! = ! L

A N

been fully igclusive regarding the motor abilities of ‘these childreﬁ en-t

s . ‘\ w
‘rolled in pubiic schools.’ Studies by Rarick and Dobbihs have shown that

¥

} o
mentalﬂy handiquéed children and normal c i drir do not‘differ in factor

strucgures of bheir motor domains. Their in .ﬂ,\?'ﬁions show that some $;5€:;.
mentally handicapped children were well above cﬂé';:;n of normal children, ‘ "{.3‘
: ' . y Lo :
suggesting that deffciency'is not solely affunction'of subnormal intelli- x
i ’ gence. Their literature also dicates.that‘mentally handicapped‘children
¥ \

make substantial gains in motor s ills when they are provided with a_program
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~_ of competent instruction. However, Lhe vast majority of the literature , )

4

reviewed sqggdsts ‘that mcntally handicapped children might lag well be- vj;
hind‘childrenlof normal intclligencc. In fact, the studiesugndicat%‘a \ |
lag of from{two,to four years7when comparing mentally handicapped and nor—

mal children in skill deVelOpment. Little indications were made to state

. . . that hentally hand!capped children performed differently in a segregated

oo . ) >, C ’ N . -
: versus -an integrated clgss. : :

r
‘

. ‘ J ‘_‘ -
- The purpose qf this investigation was to identify diffefrences among

- o A .. . u»
- normal children, learning disabled children, educable mentally handicapped

¥

,children, and trainable mentally handicapped children in'motor'skill’abilities,

-and to subsequently developed profiles that would graphically demdﬁstrate

L]

these differenees. Thus . giving some directioning for mainstreaming.'
fROCEDURES
Séventy public, elementar} scnools in the city of Albanerqne, New’Mexicoipr
served as a pool for the initial selection of subjects. The subjects ranged ‘
~* 1in age from 6 years through 9 years, 11 months..'A total of l9 schopls.were
utilized with a sample of 36 normal children, 26 learning disaBIed:b?ildren,_

R L
. 26 educable mentally handicapped children, and'15 trainable menbdliy handi—'x

capped children with a total population of 103. : . _ L

The sample was effected by: !(l) age range, (2) parent permission, and

» E s

(3) physical ability to participate in the_research. ’511 publicfschgﬁls in

buquerque, New Mexico, that acco&modated educable mentally handicapped

. ' Y R . ®
and trainable nentally handicapped children were utilized. Random sampling |

Y

was used to select the normal and learning disabled-children who'met the Ty B
criteria fod this Investigation. Tests in motor skill abilities were ad- s
- g , , S —
- ministered tp each of the groups. Comparisons of these groups were done
. ¢ - ' o _ )
* " both statisti®ally-and graphically to determine if any differences or
, . . LoTEEES
- S Ty
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“indicate the percentage of N, LD, EMH, AND TMH children having similar

\

similarities existed among them in their motor skill abilities. These dif-

ferences and similarities gave the direction necessary for malnstreaming

these specific groups. The tests for measurement of motor skill development

consisted of the following: simple gﬂd choice reaction time, simplé and
choice movement time, visual pursuit rotor tracking, static and dynamic

balance, grip strength, and the verticalljump, pass and catch, and the

z1g-zag run from the JOHNSON'S FUNDAMENTAL SKILL TEST BATTERYa-, All sub-

Jects ﬁere administered these tests by the author and his assistant, who
both héd qwarded degrees in physical)pducation. The results were recorded
on ‘the subjects' score sheets for final computatioh. The procured data was
subject to analysis of variance in an effort to determine'significant

differences“among the means of the four specifig groups on variables of

~

physiéal motor skill abilities. Because motor skill tests consisted of

eleven variables, a factor analysis was utilized to reduce the variables,

thus giving less chance of probability error. The Newmgh—Kaulé test was

-

eémployed 1f a significant F resulted.- : ‘
A . ;

RESULTS

The féctorgd mean differences in specific motor skills of normal,
learning disabled, educable mentally handicapped, and trainable mentally.

handicapped children were compared usihg an analysis of variance. The

results are shown in Tables 1, 1A, 2, 2A, and in Graphic Profiles A A

through K. The resultant F was found to be significant, indicating
there was a difference in specific motor skills of N, LD, EDM, and TMH

children. .

s -

When graphically portraying the profiles on motor skill abilities;

the group mean scores obtained from the factor analysis were utilized to-
om .

tagz scores. Each profile was divided and given a letter symbolz

4



TABLE 1

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE IN REACTION TIME OF NORMAL,
LEARNING DISABLED, EDUCABLE MENTALLY
HANDICAPPED, AND TRAINABLE MENTALLY

HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

——

Source DF SS | MS F Sig.
.Between Groups 3 18.3183 6.1061  7.2239 .05%
Within Groups 99 83.6810 0.8453
Total 102 - 101.9993

*significant at 0.05 level

&\~///TABLE 1A

NEWWAN KAULS: TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE IN REACTION TIME

N LD EMH ~ TMH
N .0 :
. LD . .16 0
~ BM 56k L 40% 0
TMH 1.23% 1.08% L67% 0
* ' , \
Significant at 0.05 level : A\
Yy

>
JOT



o " TABLE 2

ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE IN STRENGTH, BALANCE, AND HAND-EYE
DRDINATION OF NORMAL, LEARNING DISABLED, EDUCABLE
MENTALLY HANDICAPPED, AND TRAINABLE MENTALLY
HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

—

Source DF SS MS F Sig.
Between Groups 3 51.5194 17.1731  33.6795 .05%
Within Groups 99 50.4799 0.5099
Total 102 101.9993

*
Significant at 0.05 level

‘ TABLE 24
NEWMAN KAULS TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE IN STRENGTH,
| BALANCE, AND HAND-EYE COORDINATION

P ]

N 1w EMH . T
N 0
. LD S .18%* -0
B .96x o .78% 0
™M 2.03* 1.85% .07« 0

[ —S——

*
Significant at 0.05 level

' -




Graphic Profile A on simple reaction time is divided into four groups.
, Please note that the lower the score, the greater the pérformnnce: Group A
includes all children on or above the group mean of .368; Group B includes
all children on or above the group mean of .579, but below .368; Croup C
1ncludesla11 children on or above the group mean of .864, but below .579;
and Group D includes all children below the group mean of .864. The fol-
lowing 1s the percentagc of children from each specific group tested

that compared Groups A, B, C, andID:‘ 70 percent-(ZS)'N,“57 percent (15) LD
and 15 percent (4) EMH children were in Group A; 3% percent (11) N, 39.per—
cent (10) LD, 50 percent (13) EMH nndzgaApercent (3) TMH children were in
Group B; 4 percent (11) LD, 27 percent (7) EMH, and 47 percent (7) TMH
children were in Group C; and 8 percent (2) EMH and 20 percent (3) TMH

children were in Group D. Thirteen percent (2) of TMH ¢hildren, ?fter

repeated instruction on the reaction time test, were destructive ﬁowards
;
/ -

Graphic Profile B on simple movement time is divided into 4 groups.

[

the machinery and would not respond to the test.

Please note that the 1ower ~he score the greater the performanep: Group A
includes all children on or above the group mean of .385; Grou$lB includes
ail children on or above the group mean of .604, but below .38}; Group C
includes all children on or above‘the group mean of 1'292’,bﬁg below .604;
and Group D includes all children below rhe group mean of 14592. The

/
following 1is the percentage of children from each speciﬁ}c group tested
that comprises Gtoups A, B, C, and' D: 75 percent (27) N, 33 Eercent (19)
LD, and 8 percent (2) EMH children were in Group A; 35 percent (9) N,
15 percent (4) LD, 42 percent (11) EMH, and 7 percent (1) TMH children

¥
were 1in Group B; 12 percent (3) LD, 50 percent (13) EMH, and 40 percent

(6) TMH children were in Group EQ\RSd bp percent (6) children were in

- o’

& £

N\
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L *Note: 137 of the T™H children would not respond to test,
B ' - \
Profile A ° Simple Reaétiqn Time of Normal, Learning Disabled, Educable

Mentally Handicapped, and Trainable Mentally Handicapped
Children | o
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Note: }43‘7. of the TMH children would not respond to test

rofile B Simple Movement:Time of Narmdl, Learning Disabled, Educable Mentally
‘ ' Handic&pped, and Trainable Mentally Handicapped Children '
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Croup Do Thirteen percent (2) ot IMU children, atter repeated Tnntractfon

on{ alople movement time tests, were destructive towards the machinery and
”

tl(l not respond to the testy,

wO

Craphic Profile € on chofce reaction time s divided fnto tour groups.

{
/ . -
Please note that the lower the score, the greater the performance:  Group A
//
~~ < Ancludes all children on or above the group mean of 43635 Group B Includes

—_—
all children on or above the proup mean of 992, but below (4736, (:;‘()|||) G
{ncludes all children on or .‘lhnvcv(ho p_rnub mean of .H‘)‘Z, but below ,592;
and Group D includes all children below the ‘p,r(mp mean of .892,  The
followiny fs the percentage of children from each specific group tested
that comprised Groups A, B, C, and D: 86 percent (31)'N, 62 percent
(16) LD, and 14 percent (4) EMH children were In Croup”A; 14 percent- (5) N,
31 percent (8) LD, 43 percent (11) EMH and 20 percent (3) TMH children |
children-were In Group B; 7 percent (2) LD, 36 percent 65) Hﬂh children,

I3

and 40 percent (6) TMH children were in Crdup C; and 7 percent (2) EMH,

and 27 percent (4) TMH children were in Group D. Thirteen percent (2)
of TMH children, after repeated Instruction of the choice reaction time
‘ tests, were destructive towards the machinery and would not respond to

the tests, ‘

Graphic Profile D on cholce movement time is divided into four groups.
Please note that the lower the score, the greater the performénée:‘ Gfoup A
includes all children on of'abovg,the group mean of +424; Group ﬁ includes
all children on or above the group mean of .632, buf below .424; Créup C
include's allvéhildren on or ab;ve the group mean of 1.189, but below .632;

v'and QrOUp D 1ng1udes all chiiﬁren below the group mean of 1.189. The
following 1is the\bercentagé of children from each specific group tested -
) ﬁ?at comprised Groups A, B, C, qnd D: 86 pefcenf (31) N, 73 percent

(19) LD, and 8 percent (2) EMH children were in aroub A; 14,perceht (5) N,

i

“ ' lU’ ) ' ; 3



TMH (YA 407- 277.

M| [ a” %% ]
w | Bzl s m | \ MEANS
| N - .379
s ~ 1D - .436
N 2501 I EMH - .592
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* |
. Note: 13% of the TMH children would not respond to test.

Profile Choice Reaction Time of Normal, Learning Disabled, Educable Mentall
| Handicapped, and Trainable Mentally Handicapped Children




A B C D
*
™H 7% fon 402
EMR 1%, 542 31 % 7%
MEANS
AN 2% N - ..338
LD : LD - .42
EMH - .632
N 587 |28% 247 - TMH - 1.189
S/ I I I B S S S e e S —
Joo e In 4oe ] b Mmoo Mo i l oo M e’ Koo /70 /se
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*
Note: 13% of the TMH children would not respond to test.

Proiile D  Choice Movement Time of Normal

, Learning Disabled, Educable

Mentally Handicapped, and Trainable Mentally Handicapped

Children
%
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- 15 percent (4) LD, 54 percent (14) EMH,and 7 percent (1) TMH children were

A X .
in Croup-Bt 12 percent (3) LD, 31 percent (8)"EMH§?hnd 40" percent (6) TMH

\ - :\.'

children were in Group C; and,7 percent (2) EMH and 40 percent (6) TMH

"children were in Group D. Thirteen percent (2) of TMH children,/éfter

repeaaed instruction on choice movement time tests, were destructive éowards
[ A R .

. the machinery and would' not- respond -to the tests. T
* . , @ o~ .
i ; Graphic ‘Profile E on dynamic balahce is divided into five groups:

¥ Group A includes all children on or above the group mean Hf 32, 68 Group B

-includes all. children on. or above the group mean of 30 65, but below 32 68;

!/

L Group»C includes a1l ‘children on.or above the group mean of l9 23 but be-

EN

low 30. 65 Group D includes all children on or above the group mean of

N

6.47, but below 19.23; and Group E includes all children or or- above

‘the group mean of 6,47.“Thevfollowing iqﬁthe percentage of children

from each specific group tested that comprised .Groups A, B, C, D, and E:
64 percent (23) N, 50 percent'(l3) LD,rand 8 percent (2) EMH children )
were in Group A; 8 percent (3) N, 15 percent (4) LD, and 11 percent (3)
EMH children were in Group B; 28 percent (10) N, 27 percent (7) LD, and ”
31 percent (8) EMH children were in Group C; 8 percent (2) LD, 42 per-
cent (11) EMH and 67'percent (10) TMH children were in Group D; and

.8 pe?;ent (2) EMH and 33 percent (5) TMH children were in Group E.

Graphic Profﬂge F.on static balance is divided into 5 groups: Group A
includes all children on or above the groﬁp mean of 6.11; Group B includes all
children on or above the grOup mean of 5.07, but below 6.ll; Group C'includes
all;children on or above the group mean of 2.91, but below 5.07; Group D -
includes all children on or above the" group mean of 1.53, but below 2. 9l°

”and Group E includés ﬁll chiﬂ@ren below the group mean of 1.53. The fol-

A\

lowing 1is the percentage of children from each specific group tested that
. ..,‘ c Sl
\‘1 Cs . S

'J.'f \
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. 15 .

and 8 percent (£) EMH children were in Group A; 8 percent (3) N, 19 per-—

. comprised Groups A, B, C, D, and E: 47 percent (1?) N, 27 percent (7) LD;

i

, _ . B .
and 8 percent,(Z) EMH children\were in Group A; 8 percent (3) N, 19 per-

cent (5) LD, and 4 percent (l)\EMH children were in Group B; 42 percent \
e

\(15))N 23 percent (6) LD, 31 percent (8) EMH, and\7/percent (l) TMH

children were in Group C; 3 percent (1) N, 31 percent (8) LD, 38 percent

(10) EMH, and .33 percent: (5) TMH children were in Group D; tand 19 -percent

I3 i\.

(5) EMHgy, and 16 percent (9) TMH children were in Gr0up E.”

A- Graphic Profile G 6n pass and catch 1s divided into 5 groups. Group h
includes all children on or above the group mean of 24.17; Group B in-
cludes all children on or above the group mean of 22. 92 but below 24 17

Gtoup b includes all children on or above the group mean of 15.96, but

‘below 22.92; Group:Dﬁ;gcludes all children on or.above the group mean of
-~ i\—. v

. Q .
6.47, but below 15.96; and/Group E includes all children below the group
mean of 6.47. The followihg is the percentage of children from edch EEE:;//

cific group tested‘that comprised Groups A, B, C, D, and E: 50 percent

(18) N, 42 percent (11) LD, and 19 percent (5) EMH children were in Group A;
P ’ P o ; A . P ’

5 percent (2) normal children, 11 percent (3) LD, and 4 percent (1) EMH were

, B : {
in Group B; 25 perdent (9) N, 27 percent (7) LD, and 27 percent (7) EMH c?}ldren

were 1in Grgup C; 20 percent/L}ﬁ N, ll'percent (3) Lp, 23 percent (6) EMH, and

60 percent (9) TMH children were in Group D; and 9 percent (2) up, 27 percent
\\/

(7) EMH, and 40 percent (6) TMH children were in Group E. : {'

Graphic Profile H on grip strength is divided into 5 groups: Group A

includes all children on or above the group mean of 30. 47 Group B includes

.Y

~all children ‘on Or: above the group mean of 29.64, but below 30.47; Group C

is
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-y P

includes all children on or above the group mean of 24. 64 but below’ 29 67
Group D includes all(children on or above the group mean_of 14.02, but ‘

" below 24.69; and 8roup E includes all“xhildrgh below ;he’E?Bup mean of 14.02.
The following is the percentage of children from eech specific‘group tested.
that comprised Groups A, B C, D, and E: 42 percent (15) N, 54 percegt (14)
LD, and 31 percent (8) EMH\Ehildren were 1n Group Aj; 5 percent (2) N ind
4 percent (1) LD children were in Gronst 28 percent (10) N 27 percent _ r £
(7) LD, and 11 percent-(3) EMH children were in Group C; 25 percent (9) N,

15 percent (4) LD, 50 percent (13) EMH, and 60 percent (9) TMH children
were in Group D;?end 4 percent (1) LD, 4 percent (1) EMH, and 40 percent
(6) TMH children were in Group E/’M—f/ . « .

Graphic érgfile I on tracking is divided into 5 groups: Gronp A
includes a11 children on or above the group mean of 2.32; Group B 1includes
‘all children on or above the group mean,of 1.51, but below 2.32; Group C
includes all children on or above the group mean of .30, but below 1l.51;
.Group D includes e}) children or above the group mean of .04, but below .30;
and Croup E includes all children below thelgroup mean of .04, The following
is the percentage of children from each specific group teSted that comprised
Groups A, B, C, D, and E: 42‘percent (15) N, and 19 percent (5) LD children
were in Group A; 14 percent (5) N, and 19 percent (5) LD children were in Group B;
33 percent (12) N, 46 percent (12) LD, and 31 percent (8) EMH children were
in GrOup C; 11,percent (4) N, 16 percent (4) LD, 69 percent (18) EMH and

and 47 percent (75 TMH children were in Group D; and 53 percent (8) TMH

[ ~

children were in Group E.
Graphic Profile J on vertical jump is divided into 5 groups: Group A
includes all children on or- above the group mean of 8.44; Group B includes

—~all children on or ahove the group mean of 8.35, but below 8.44; Group C

N

¥
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includes all children on or above the group mean of 6.83, but below-8.35;

-

- Group D includes all children on or above the group mean of 5.13 but below
' -

8.83; and Group E includes all children below the group mean of 4. l3.‘ o
The following is the percentage of children from each specific group tested

that comprised Groups A, B, C, .D, and E; 56 percent (20) N, 46 percent

v

(12) LD, ardd 27 percent (7) EMH children'rere in'Group A; Group B included

none of the specific groups; 8 percent (3b N, 31 percent (8) LD, 19 perJ

cent (5) BMH and 20 percent (3) TMH éhildren were in €roup C; 36 percent
(13) N, 23 percent (6)/(: 39 percent (10) EMH, and 20 percent (3) TMH
children were in Group D; and 15 percent (4)’EMH, and 60 percent (9) TMH

children were in Group E. S
0 ° ! i d . '

_ -
Graphic Profile K on zig-zag xun #s divided into 5 ggﬁgps. Please
note that the lower the score thergreater the performancet Group A
Tncludes all children on or above the group mean of 7.46; Group B 1includes

' - all children on or above the group mean of 7.74, but below 7. 46 Grqup C

includes all children on or above the group mean of 8.96, but below 7.46;

Group D 1n ludes all children on or above the group mean of 12.71, but

below 8.96;'and Group E includes all children below the.group‘mean of

12.71. The following.is the percentage of children from each specific group

, - . o -

tested that comprised Groups A, B, C, D, and E: 50 percent (18) N, -
50 percent (13) LD, and 4 percent (1) EMH children were in Group A; 14
percent (5) N, 8 percent (2) LD, and 8 percent (2) EMH children were

! fn Group B; 36 percent (13) N, 31 percent (8) LD, and 36 percent (12)

EMH children were in Group C; 11 percent (3) LD, 42 percent (11) EMH,

and 53 percent (8) TMH cHildren were in Group D; ‘and 47 percent (7)?
P

)

- ‘v(: ' .
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" CQNCLUSIONS

The foilowing conclusions abpear justiffed:

’

<J 2
.ow

. o ;
y " 1. Young N and LD children were similar in their abiliﬁies to perform !

-

reaction time and movement time skills. . ' P ~ "

2. Young N and LD children were significantiy different from EMH and TMH

- . ¢

children wﬁen cbmparing their abilities to perform reaction time and

. . ! .
K movement time skills.

3. ‘Youhg EMH chiléfen were signif?cantly different when compared to TMH

-

children regarding their abilities to pefform'reaction ttme and‘movéj’ _
ment time skills, t N

4. Young N children were significantly different from LD, EMH, and TMH -5

LN

children when comparing their abilities-to perform motor skille invol—.Q‘

ving pass and catch, grdp strength, static balance, dynamic balance;
: : ' /
tracking, vertical jump, and the zig-zag run. = _{

W

5. Young LD children were significantly digﬁé?ent from EMH and TMH

T N . ) :
childrén| j eir abilities to perform motor skills involving

Ny

: / - -
pass and“grth, grip strength, static balance, dynamic balance,

- - tracking, vertical jump, and the zig-zag run.
6. Yo;ng éﬁH childrgn were signif;santly different from TMH children-
in their abilities to perform motor skills involving pass and catch,
“gf;b ;trength, static balancg, dynamic balance, tr;cking, verkica{

™~

" jump, and the zig-zag run.

* ‘ .
SUMMARY

S
T

¥

This investigation sought to find both statistically and by profile
dev. 1f any differences or similarities existed among and between groups
of N, LD, EMH and TMH children for the putrpose of mainstreamihg. The sta-,

¥ tistical results of this study, like many others, found a difference among

/
€y »
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~ th@\group weans; this result gives little directions for mainstreaming.

. ~ . :
The pr;§ilg§'ggre developed in part to determine the feasibility of inte-

-

grating the speé¢fic groupé of this Investigation into physical education
S (1925
programs. Surveys by Anooshian, Thurstpne, Brace, and Gross have in{icated

the predominace of 1ntegrated programs of physical education throughsut the

United States. Yet, very little empirical evidence is provided that could,

supabort the process of mainstreaming. The significance of thiglinéestfgatton

™ is that it is directed towards mainstreaming LD, EMH and TMH children. Not
“dnly that but, through the graphic profilés developed, the investigation
h;s ;;swgred, in part, the question of whether certain activities lend
themselyeé more to malnstreaming and others to participation in special

v d .

programs. .
_ _ o
Findings derived from the pass and catch, grip strength, and vertical

.
Jump.profiles suggested that all the groups tested could possibly be inte-
grated, while-the static balance, dynamic balance, track reaction fime,
and zig-zag run ;rofiles indicated that N and LD children should not be
integrated with TMHIchildren. The study indicated thaf certaln groups

of N, LD, and Eﬁﬁ children could be integrafed and.thét'otﬂer groups of
EMH and TMH chiidred could be integrated. Other variables such as age

and social maturiﬁy.must also be considered before final decislons are

made “on mainstreaming.

oo
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