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Together We Play: An Ecological
Approach to Inclusive Recreation
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Given the mandates for inclusion, coupled with the tightening of budgets and funding, community
agencies may benefit from collaboration to provide the complex continuum of recreation services
necessary to enable individuals with diverse needs to participate in community recreation. The
inclusion service delivery model illustrates an ecological approach to therapeutic recreation services
linking social service agencies, general recreation service providers, and parents who have children
with disabilities with existing community programs. It also demonstrates the role of the certified
therapeutic recreation specialist (CTRS) implementing inclusive recreation services. This model was
successfully implemented in a Midwest community of more than 135,000 people enabling 118
children of all abilities to have access to an array of recreation and after-school programs.
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In January of 2001, a coalition of con- ages 3 to 18 with high incidence disabilities,
cerned citizens from a Midwest community such as cerebral palsy, learning disabilities,
of approximately 135,000 gathered to exam- cognitive disabilities, and autism. The coa-
ine the existing challenges and opportunities lition consisted of local United Way agen-
to providing inclusive recreation, social, and cies, health and human service agency
education options for children and youth, administrators, recreation professionals, uni-
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versity faculty members, parents of children
with disabilities, and other education profes-
sionals who lived and worked in Cedar Falls,
Waterloo, and Waverly, Iowa; a region known
as "Cedar Valley." The following is a case
study of the development and evolution of a
multi-agency inclusion service intended to
help children with special needs experience
community recreation in this Midwestern met-
ropolitan area.

From the very beginning, members of this
coalition understood the developmental impor-
tance of integrating youth with disabilities into
community activities and that community rec-
reation and after-school programs can provide
the informal setting to foster social connec-
tions and relationships between individuals
with and without disabilities (Donnelly &
Coakley, 2002; Hughes & Carter, 2006;
Hutchinson & McGill, 1998; Institute on
Community Integration, 2003; Moon et al.,
1994; Schleien, Ray, & Green, 1997). At the
time, the community's recreation and leisure
agencies either did not serve young people
with disabilities or only offered them segre-
gated programs. Yet, many recreation pro-
grams/agencies realized they should be serv-
ing all community members and providing
inclusive opportunities. The coalition recog-
nized that; (a) agency staff of existing recre-
ation and after-school programs did not have
the understanding, skills, or training to inte-
grate youth with disabilities into existing com-
munity programs; and (b) the community
lacked the infrastructure for interagency col-
laboration to link children with disabilities
with various recreation, leisure, and education
services. Other parents of youth with disabil-
ities who were not members of the coalition
vocalized similar barriers identified by coali-
tion members including lack of (a) information
on how to begin the inclusion process, (b)
available training and expertise focusing on
inclusion activities, and (c) qualified personnel
to plan and lead inclusive opportunities. Per-
ceiving that the community had the potential,
the resources, and the existing recreation, lei-
sure, and education programs to provide rec-

reation services that included children with spe-
cial needs, the coalition decided that the best
solution to address these challenges was for var-
ious agencies to work collaboratively to enhance
existing services. The primary goal of the coali-
tion was to offer children and youth with and
without disabilities the same recreation, educa-
tion, and social opportunities by connecting peo-
ple to community resources and facilitating the
sharing of these resources among agencies,
thereby avoiding duplication of services.

What emerged from this community devel-
opment effort was an inclusion service deliv-
ery model that was later named "Together We
Play" (TWP). With start-up funding from
three community foundations (United Way:
Vision Inclusion; Community Foundation; and
R. J. McElroy Trust), a certified therapeutic
recreation specialist (CTRS) was hired as the
full-time Inclusion Director to assist the entire
community with inclusion. The local YMCA
provided the basic administrative support. The
decision to hire a CTRS as the Inclusion Di-
rector was based on the coalition members'
belief that a CTRS would have the skills,
knowledge, and experience to best provide the
technical assistance necessary to delivery in-
clusion services in an effective and efficient
manner. To coordinate the development of this
interagency infrastructure, the CTRS directed
numerous tasks such as: (a) working with
various education, medical, and social service
staff in a team-oriented approach to deliver
inclusion services; (b) providing information
on disabilities to agencies' recreation staff and
assisting them in adapting their programs in
the least restrictive and most inclusive manner;
(c) assessing and documenting clients' abili-
ties and progress in conjunction with their
Individual Education Plans1 (IEP); and (d)
evaluating the TWP program to ensure that
goals and outcomes were being met in order to

1 An IEP outlines a child's current level of aca-
demic achievement, goals and objectives, and ways to
measure the child's progress toward those goals and
objectives (Section 614(d) of the Individuals with Dis-
abilities Education Improvement Act of 2004).
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gain and retain program funding. Listed in
Table 1 are the 2001-2005 funding resources
of TWP. It is interesting to note that there are
15 different sources of funding representing
foundations, non-profit agencies, and govern-
ment monies.

The Theoretical and
Implementation Stages of

"Together We Play"
Two decades ago, Howe-Murphy and

Charboneau (1987) published their book Ther-
apeutic Recreation: An Ecological Perspec-
tive. This book presented the ecological ap-
proach, which is based upon the concept of
systems that interact with the individual's:
(such as culture, nationality, community, cli-
mate, and social institutions) need to be con-
sidered when planning therapeutic recreation
services. The focus of this approach is that
interdependence, opposed to independence, is

paramount—no person is totally independent.
In a book review of Howe-Murphy and Char-
boneau's work, Peterson (1988) responded
that the ecological approach adds a refreshing
addition to the clinical or medical model be-
cause the ecological perspective is directed at
societal change, as opposed to the clinical
approach which assumes that the individual
possesses deficits or problems. At the same
time, Peterson voiced concern about the feasi-
bility of the approach. In recent years, how-
ever, there are more examples of the ecologi-
cal approach to therapeutic recreation services
(e.g., Hutchinson & McGill, 1998; Shank &
Coyle, 2002; Sylvester, Voelkl, & Ellis, 2001).
Today, therapeutic recreation continues to fol-
low a predominately clinical and individual
focus. For example, the undeviating focus on
the doctrine of client outcomes (e.g., Stumbo,
2003; Stumbo & Hess, 2001), as opposed to
community, system, or environmental change,

Table 1.

Sources of Funding for Together We Play (TWP)

TWP's Financial Resources Funding or Cost-Share Partner Years of Support

Foundation Grants (Primary
operation funding)

Grants for specific projects

Cost-share for specific
services for qualified
families, as companions,
transportation, or waivered
services

TWP membership fees to
agencies

Administrative costs
(building, phone, mailings)

Fundraising Events (Fun run/
walks)

United Way: Vision Inclusion 2002-2005
Community Foundation 2001-2005
Autism Society 2003
John Deere Community Credit Union 2002-2003
R. J. McElroy Trust 2001-2004
Iowa Arts Council 2004
Christopher Reeve Paralysis Foundation 2004
Special Hope Foundation 2004
Department of Human Services 2001-2005
Exceptional Persons, Inc. 2001-2005
Childcare Resource and Referral 2001-2005
Area Education Agency (AEA 267) 2001-2005
Iowa Respite Crisis Care Coalition 2004
Recreation agencies using TWP services 2004—2005

Family YMCA of Black Hawk County 2001-2005
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exemplifies the medical approach of assuming
the client has a problem that needs to be
changed or fixed. Likewise, Austin's (2004)
definition of a helping relationship in thera-
peutic recreation, defined as ". . . maximizing
the client's growth potential and preventing or
relieving problem . . . [which leads] to inde-
pendence and self-sufficiency" (p. 241) also
assumes the clinical approach of changing in-
dividuals toward independence.

Although the clinical model does have a
valid place in certain settings (e.g., hospi-
tals), the ecological concept of system-di-
rected change is a method of facilitating the
participation of people with special needs in
community settings. The ecological ap-
proach includes strategies aimed at creating
or improving the organizations that are sup-
pose to be providing services to the people
in the community (Dieser, Scholl, & Schill-
ing, 2002; Howe-Murphy & Charboneau,
1987; Mandell & Schram, 2003; Mehr &
Kanwischer, 2004; Scholl, Smith, & Davi-
son, 2005). According to Mandell and
Schram (2003), system change can be gen-
erated from the "top down" and from the
"bottom up." When it starts from the top, it
usually comes via administrative or legisla-
tive directives. When change starts from the
bottom, people force change through the
weight of their numbers and the power that
weight can mobilize. In the case of TWP, the
formation of the coalition to organize efforts
and resources in support of common goals
and actions is an example of bottom up
systems change. Due to the start-up funding,
the TWP Inclusion Director was able to
work with community agencies' recreation
staff within their agencies to make changes
that would increase their agency's ability to
provide recreation opportunities for children
with disabilities. In order for inclusion op-
portunities to be available from an ecologi-
cal approach, it is necessary that there be a
continual exchange of ideas, communica-
tion, and support between the agency admin-

istrators and staff offering recreation ser-
vices (top down) and those who are using
these services (bottom up).

The current Together We Play (TWP)
service delivery model was adapted from
the Howe-Murphy and Charboneau model
(1987, p. 22; see Figure 1). In this model, the
CTRS does not deliver community recre-
ation programs but functions as a resource to
a multitude of community members to coor-
dinate the inclusion process that best serves
the child, parents, and recreation agencies.
To facilitate inclusion from an ecological
approach, the CTRS regularly interacts with
the participants and their families and the
various community agencies and organiza-
tions involved. At TWP this included: (a)
supervisors, instructors and coaches of rec-
reation programs as well as before and after-
school programs to assist them with the
necessary accommodations (e.g., building
staff competencies, removal of architectural
barriers) to maximize successful participa-
tion for everyone—children (participants),
parents, and agency staff; (b) the parents of
children with disabilities participating in the
general recreation programs by providing
additional information and education regard-
ing available recreation and after-school
programs; (c) referral agencies, such as the
local hospital, Exceptional Persons Incorpo-
rated (EPI), Department of Human Services
(DHS), or Area Education Agency, to ex-
change information on the various options
that might assist in covering the cost of the
inclusion experience for the child; (d) the
leisure companions (university students)
who worked for the TWP program; and of
course; and (e) the children and youth par-
ticipating in the community recreation and
education programs by providing activity
assessments and participation support chil-
dren with disabilities. The subsequent sec-
tions will describe the services offered, with
specific attention to the services provided to
parents and community agencies.
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Parents who have children with
disabilities

Children and youth with
disabilities & special needs

Service to Parents
Information on community recreation
activities
Education on services available for
recreation and after-school programs
including information on funding sources
and getting the most from their child's IEP

Service to Child
Assessments of appropriate activities
Assistance in finding recreation programs
and activities

TOGETHER WE PLAY (TWP)
"A Place for Inclusion Services"

Directed by CTRS

Recreation/After-school Agencies

Service to Community Agencies

Referral Agencies

Partnership with Referral Agencies
Communication with agencies to
identify various options that help
pay for and facilitate the inclusion
experience for the child.
Work with University students to
provide community TR field experience

inclusion trainin
Coordinates leisure companions
Coordinates adaptive equipment needs
Locates existing inclusion resources

within the community

Two-way communication between individuals involved in the inclusion process.

FIGURE 1. "TOGETHER WE PLAY" SERVICE DELIVERY MODEL.

Inclusion Service to Parents and
Their Children

Between 2001 and 2004, over 120 families
and approximately 118 children used the "To-
gether We Play" inclusion services. The ma-
jority of children were ages 5-15 and had a
disabilities such as, cerebral palsy, autism,
spina bifida, attention deficit hyperactivity dis-
order (ADHD), learning disability (LD), be-
havior disorder (BD), Downs Syndrome or
mental retardation, seizure disorder, or bipolar
disorder. An example of inclusion services
typically used by parents included the follow-
ing (a) reference packet containing informa-

tion on an array of community recreation ac-
tivities (b) education on waivered services2

available to help parents gain additional assis-
tance for their child's participation in commu-
nity recreation activities (c) leisure interest and
ability assessments of their child to assist in
the selection of appropriate activities for their
child and, (d) a trained leisure companion to

2 Waivered services are governmental programs
in which parents must qualify financially in order to
receive respite or community supported living ser-
vices.
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assist their child during recreation program(s)
when appropriate.

Before enrolling a child in a community
recreation program, the CTRS assessed the
abilities of the child and made recommenda-
tions according to the skills of the child. The
assessment consisted of three parts (a) the
Annual Information Form3 (AIF); (b) a leisure
interest survey; and (c) an interview with the
child, the child's teacher, and/or their social
worker. The AIF requests information about
the child's physical abilities, mobility, dietary
restrictions, communication and personal care
needs, behavior/personality, and swimming
abilities. The AIF also serves as a parental
authorization for emergency medical treat-
ment. The leisure interest survey was adopted
from Schleien, Ray, and Green's work (1997,
p. 224-226) and focuses on identification of
specific leisure activity interests as well as
preferred leisure style and barriers to commu-
nity participation. Together, the CTRS, the
child and/or the parents identified various op-
tions for participation (e.g., sports, arts les-
sons, summer camps). At the completion of
the assessment, the inclusion director updated
the parents on waivered services available for
recreation programs and how to advocate for
including extended year and after-school ser-
vices into their child's IEP.

When reviewing program possibilities,
some parents knew specifically what commu-
nity recreation programs they wanted for their
child (e.g., Girl Scouts, swimming lessons, or
summer camp), while other parents, despite
being interested, were apprehensive of enroll-
ing their child in a community recreation pro-
gram. In addition, some parents were looking
to have their child involved in a program that

3 For this ecological approach to community
inclusion services to be successful and integrated
into a wider scope of services for children with
disabilities, it was necessary that parents completed
an AIF, giving the CTRS permission to discuss a
client's situation with referral agencies such as the
Child Health Specialty Clinic, Lutheran Social Ser-
vices, teachers, physical therapists, social workers,
and other human service workers.

would also involve their child's siblings or
friends from school. For parents who wanted
to discuss program options with the CTRS, a
resource guide to all community recreation
programs was given to the parents. For exam-
ple, four different community recreation agen-
cies offered T-ball programs in the metro area.
Parents were encouraged to choose a program
that fit their family's schedule or was close to
home. To support the parent to follow through
with the first steps of involvement in commu-
nity recreation programs, the CTRS of TWP
often notified the recreation agency that a
parent with a child with a special need would
be contacting the community recreation
agency to enroll their son or daughter into a
specific recreation program. These programs
included summer camp, t-ball, weightlifting,
track, karate, swimming lessons, after-school
activities, gymnastics, art and cooking classes,
and Girl Scouts.

In most incidences, children participating
in a community recreation program had the
assistance of a leisure companion during the
activity. For leisure companions, the CTRS
hired and trained college students majoring in
therapeutic recreation (TR) or special educa-
tion who had completed one or more semesters
of therapeutic recreation, special education, or
social work course(s), and held current CPR,
First Aid, Automated External Defibrillators
(AED), and Mandatory Child Abuse certifica-
tions. Additionally, TR students prior to their
hiring as leisure companions had accrued 25
hours of experience with the TWP program as
an assistant or shadow as part of an academic
requirement. Leisure companions worked on a
part-time basis. Prior to their initial contact
with the child, the leisure companion received
1:1 training with the CTRS specifically related
to that child's disability and support needs as
stated on the child's AIF. The CTRS also
accompanied the leisure companion on the
first day of the child's participation in the
recreation program. In its first four years, TWP
hired approximately 50 leisure companions.

It is important to note that leisure compan-
ions assisted individuals with disabilities when

304 Therapeutic Recreation Journal



it was appropriate but did not facilitate the
actual recreation activity. Typically, their role
was to let the recreation agency staff lead the
recreation activity with the purpose of helping
to (a) facilitate the participant's goals, and (b)
assist with daily living tasks (e.g. toileting,
dressing, feeding). After each recreation or
after-school session, the companion docu-
mented (a) the participant's progress towards
accomplishing individual goals, (b) significant
incidents, and (c) any other situations that the
leisure companion observed. The following is
the progress of one child4 over three years of
TWP service.

Scott is 8-years-old, has autism, and
has been participating in the TWP pro-
gram for three years. During Scott's
first summer using TWP services, he
participated in the Leisure Services T-
Ball program, a 12-week program that
met two times per week. Dad was not
sure that this was going to be a great
idea. He thought that it would be too
hard for Scott, but Mom really wanted
to give it a try. She really wanted Scott
to have the same opportunities as his
brother to participate in fun activities.
The first week oft-ball was really tough
for Scott. He would not let the compan-
ion come near him and he cried for
most of the time t-ball was going on.
His younger brother, Brian, was also on
the same team and was doing just great.
In the second week things got a little
better for Scott. While he was on his
mom's lap, Scott would let the compan-
ion sit next to him and by the third week,
Scott and his companion were throwing
the ball back and forth to each other.
The fifth and sixth weeks turned out to
be even better—he would go out on the
field and play for part of the time with
his teammates. By the end of the season,
Scott was on the field with the other kids

4 The names in this example have been changed.

playing the game. His companion as-
sisted him in running the bases and
knowing where to stand when batting.
The subsequent summer, Scott was
signed up for the same program. He
was really timid at first and on the first
night there were a few tears and a lot of
sitting down on the field but each night
got better and better for Scott. By the
middle of this summer, the companion
was only there to help Scott know where
to stand when hitting and to assist him
in knowing which bases to run to. At the
end of the summer, the companion was
not needed except for encouragement
and Scott was able to participate fully
with his peers. In Scot's third summer
using TWP services, Scott's parents
signed him up for Coach Pitch Softball.
The first day was AWESOME. He met
his companion and introduced him to
his mom as his new friend. The com-
panion assisted Scott in getting to know
his teammates and with fielding and
hitting. By the third week of this third
summer, Scott was doing great and
needing his companion less and less. By
the middle of the summer there was no
companion needed. A true success and
the ultimate goal of Together We Play.

TWP and Referring Agencies
Collaboration

When TWP was initially funded in 2001,
the CTRS attended a variety of parental sup-
port groups for specific disabilities (25 differ-
ent groups), visited all 35 recreation agencies
in the Cedar Valley; and spoke at 30 different
service clubs (e.g., Lions, Rotary, Am Vets,
Moose, Elk) to promote and solicit support for
this new inclusion program. A key affiliation
was a relationship with the Community Edu-
cation Coordinator of the Waterloo Public
Schools in order to identify community agen-
cies and gain access to parents of children with
special needs within the local school district.

Due to this intensive networking effort by
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the CTRS, the majority of parents initially
heard about TWP from a referring agency such
as the Early Developmental Intervention pro-
gram at the local hospital, Exceptional Persons
Incorporated (EPI), and Area Education
Agency 267. Parents were also referred to
TWP through the Department of Human Ser-
vices, Childcare Resource & Referral, local
schools, therapists, social workers, and area
recreation agencies. The referral ensured that
parents were aware of the recreation resources
and programs within the community, the im-
portance of youth with disabilities having rec-
reation opportunities, and the services of
TWP. The CTRS developed a network among
the referral agencies to coordinate funding
options and to bring awareness of community
recreation opportunities. Many of the referral
agencys' staff (e.g., supported community liv-
ing staff, respite care provider) accompanied
or assisted the child in the inclusive recreation
experience. This allowed TWP's limited fi-
nancial resources to be used to provide direct
services to those children who did not qualify
for the referral agencies' services.

Inclusion Service to Community
Agencies

The uniqueness of this community inclu-
sion delivery model is that the CTRS makes
tremendous use of community resources. The
CTRS acts as a community resource to over 26
public and private recreation agencies in the
area for information about state and federal
regulations as well as providing inclusion and
disability training. To date, the recreation
agencies that have participated in this collab-
orative inclusion project include two local art
centers; an environmental education center, a
children's museum; three municipal recreation
agencies; four youth groups such as Boys and
Girls Club, Girl Scouts, Boy Scouts, and
YWCA; two commercial bowling alleys, and
ten elementary, middle and high school
schools.

As mentioned earlier, prior to the imple-
mentation of TWP, the agency staff of existing

recreation and after-school programs lacked
adequate understanding, skills, or training to
begin the process of including youth with
disabilities in existing community programs.
At that time, a number of agencies unfortu-
nately did not consider a need for assistance
with inclusion since individuals with disabili-
ties were not enrolled in their recreation pro-
grams. To remedy this widespread deficiency
within the community, the CTRS provided at
no cost to the recreation and after-school agen-
cies the following services: (a) in-service in-
clusion training for agency staff; (b) hiring,
training, and scheduling of leisure compan-
ions; (c) coordinating the sharing of adaptive
equipment needs among agencies; and, (d)
locating existing inclusion resources within
the community. Each participating agency re-
ceived training for full and part-time staff
dealing with issues and concerns specific and
relevant to that particular agency's inclusion
procedures and program implementation.
These trainings provided information to agen-
cies about best practices (Anderson & Brown-
Kress, 2003; Schleien et al., 1997) for working
with youth with disabilities during recreation
and leisure activities that focused on providing
quality programs for everyone. Examples of
in-service inclusion trainings for agencies
were as follows:

• Provision of information related to
equipment and supply modification, ap-
propriate rule adjustment, and how to
increase the number of non-competitive
activities offered by their agencies.

• Teaching of skills necessary for inclu-
sion such as lifting and transferring, un-
derstanding medication management,
understanding and utilizing behavior
modification, behavior adjustment for
the staff, assisting participants with ac-
tivities of daily living, and facilitating
social and peer interaction.

• Provision of information about high in-
cidence disabilities and community re-
sources available from partnering agen-
cies, local government, and non-profit
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agencies specifically developed to serve
individuals with disabilities.

Based on the approach of facilitating the
use of existing resources to provide pro-
grams and services, the CTRS mobilized
strategic partners by linking various agen-
cies to create the greatest impact on the
entire community. As a result, agency part-
ners demonstrated extensive in-kind support
and commitment through the provision of
space and supplies. For example, the medi-
cal center loaned out adaptive equipment to
use for staff training and ability awareness
events, area bowling alleys offered ramps
and retractable handled balls, the University
of Northern Iowa provided use of class-
rooms and its Wellness and Recreation Cen-
ter, the Area Education Agency loaned abil-
ity awareness training materials, the local
nature center had a sensory nature trail for
use by school groups, and the segregated
school allowed use of their specialty equip-
ment. Additionally, TWP acquired adaptive
equipment, such as adapted Checker and
Chess games, ringing/beeper balls, sensory
balls, and non-latex footballs and basket-
balls, that could be borrowed by community
agencies free of charge.

Social System Change via an
Ecological Approach

One of the greatest impacts of TWP on the
Cedar Valley community was how the collab-
orative inclusion delivery model integrated
both person-directed change and system-di-
rected change for agencies, families, and com-
munity members. Person-directed change is
initiated by change agents. Change agents are
people who use their skills to bring about
change in agencies or social settings, either
alone or in concert with others. System-di-
rected change aids individuals with disabilities
by making improvements and changes so that
recreation agencies and after-school programs
can provide inclusive leisure services to any-
one within the community. As part of the TWP
intervention process, enormous effort was

made by the CTRS deliberately acting as a
social change agent in the community to give
individuals with disabilities assistance. Even
more important was the need to educate the
recreation agency supervisors on the cost ef-
fectiveness and ethical implications of inclu-
sive recreation services (Scholl et al., 2005).

Implementing therapeutic recreation from
an ecological perspective requires efforts to
change environmental and social systems,
such as families, community organizations,
schools, transportation systems, politicians,
political shareholders, and ecological manage-
ment systems (Levy, 2000). Moreover, Gross-
man (2000) underscored that leisure profes-
sionals, including therapeutic recreation
specialists, are community members who
should educate people about the potential
value of play, recreation, and leisure in com-
munity development. For example, therapeutic
recreation specialists can help community
groups and members understand the impor-
tance of leisure opportunities, leisure areas and
facilities, and how leisure affects community
development. Grossman posited that leisure
and therapeutic recreation professionals
should take on the responsibilities of advocacy
and mobilization of resources in the process of
social intervention for community develop-
ment. As an advocate, leisure professionals
should pressure societal power structures for
new or improved leisure programs. This in-
cludes such endeavors as eliminating barriers
to leisure opportunities based upon disability
discrimination or supporting the right to play
or recreate in inclusive community structures
(e.g., YMCAs, community playgrounds). Mo-
bilization involves collaboration and support
from other organizations regarding leisure op-
portunities, such as motivating community
members to support inclusive leisure pro-
grams.

Witt (1991) has advocated for changing the
basic social, economic and political conditions
within the society that affect an individual's
ability to undertake meaningful leisure expe-
riences. Further, according to Witt:
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In the case of leisure 'problems,' we
tend to overestimate the 'defects' in an
individual's values, attitudes, skills, and
knowledge regarding leisure without
giving proper attention to the service
provisions and reinforcements provided
by society which influence leisure
choices and outcomes. Further, we fail
to give proper weight to factors such as
unequal distribution of income, social
stratification, inequality of power, plus
mechanization and urbanization as the
source of significant portions of the 'lei-
sure problem' for many individuals (p.
309).

Research by Dieser, Fox, and Walker (2002)
supports Witt's concern. Dieser and col-
leagues reviewed 20 years of research (19
studies) concerning learning outcomes of lei-
sure education programs. They found that only
two of 120 learning outcomes considered strat-
egies aimed at helping people experience lei-
sure by improving the community or organi-
zations (social intervention) that are suppose
to be providing leisure services.

Evolution of "Together We Play"
Many benefits of the TWP ecological in-

clusion service were observed including op-
portunities for (a) parents to enroll their chil-
dren in community recreation and after-school
activities, (b) children with disabilities to par-
ticipate in activities that are safe and age
appropriate, (c) agencies to increase their en-
rollment and diversity of clientele (d) agencies
to receive assistance in re-designing their pro-
grams to provide social experiences so that
participants might develop new relationships
and overcome stereotypes (e) the community
at large to accept differences and recognize
how these differences contribute to a progres-
sive society, and (f) youth with disabilities to
participate in community recreation with
friends and siblings without disabilities. While
this collaborative inclusion service has im-
proved inclusion for young people with high

incidence disabilities, the project still needs to
work on community-wide system change in
order to accomplish the primary goal on which
TWP was founded5 in which inclusion of peo-
ple of all abilities is a regular occurrence.

For the first three years, TWP provided
inclusion services through a number of grants
(see Table 1). This grant funding allowed
inclusion services to be provided at no cost to
recreation and after-school agencies. To keep
TWP operating in its subsequent years, since
July of 2004, participating recreation and af-
ter-school agencies have been charged a mem-
bership fee to cover the services of the CTRS.
This fee is based on the level of service that
each community agency incurs. Any agency
that needs a minimal amount of inclusion sup-
port can arrange for consultation for their in-
clusion needs at an hourly rate. Agencies with
year-round extensive need of the inclusion
services are charged an annual fee. Of the
original 26 agencies, following the initiation
of a fee, ten decided not to use the TWP
services. These ten recreation agencies felt
either that there were not enough children with
disabilities who attended their programs at the
time to warrant paying for the TWP services,
or they could now provide the inclusion ser-
vices on their own as a result of TWP's initial
training and support. This included direct
training to successfully accommodate individ-
uals with special needs, on-call consultation,
and a program module. It is anticipated that
some of these non-participating agencies will
resume TWP services at a later date when
more children with disabilities attend or
agency staff or programs change.

As the Cedar Valley moves closer to estab-
lishing a community culture that provides rec-
reation and after-school opportunities for all
children, changes in the structure of the inclu-

5 The primary goal of TWP as defined by the
coalition of 2001 was to offer children with and
without disabilities the same recreational, educa-
tional, and social opportunities by providing a
means to connect people to the community's exist-
ing resources.
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sion service delivery model will occur. Figure
2 illustrates the direction that TWP is aiming
to achieve. In this model, TWP will continue
to work with referral agencies, community
recreation program staff, and parents as tech-
nical support to increasing the capacity of the
community to service all children in recreation
and after-school programs. However, the first
change in the evolution of TWP would be that
parents would initiate the inclusion process by
calling the recreation agency themselves (Step
1). To accomplish this first step, parents need
to trust that the recreation agencies will wel-
come their child and that recreation staff is
appropriately trained to include a child with
special needs in the desired program. Cur-
rently, parents have more confidence in the
CTRS than in the recreation agencies' staff.
The recreation agencies also rely on the CTRS
to conduct the assessments and coordinate lei-

sure companions. More attention is necessary
to strengthen the direct communication be-
tween the families and agencies, so parents are
comfortable contacting agencies, and know
that the agencies will be able to include their
children, and that the agencies have the sup-
ports necessary for success.

Step 2 in the inclusion process would be to
increase the capacity of the recreation agencies
to incorporate children with disabilities into
their programs independently of TWP. The
trainings TWP provided were the initial step
towards making partner agencies self-suffi-
cient, with the emphasis on training staff at
their own agency to integrate youth with dis-
abilities. However, more training is needed to
help program planners decrease the need for
one-on-one leisure companions for individuals
with disabilities provided from outside their
agency. As the inclusion process continues,

Service to Parents
Information on community
recreation activities
Education on waivered servic
available for recreation and
after-school programs

Children and youth
with disabilities &

special needs

1. Assessments of
appropriate activities

2. Leisure companions
assist child

1. Inclusion trainings for agency staff
2. Trains and coordinates lei
3. Coordinates adaptive equip, needs
4. Locates additional inclusion resour

the community

TOGETHER WE PLAY: A Place for Inclusion Services
Directed by CTRS

Primary direction of communication when parent
enrolls their child in recreation program

Two way communication between players involved ii
the inclusion process

Inclusion services available to parents and
communitv recreation agencies.

FIGURE 2. FUTURE MODEL OF TOGETHER WITH PLAY.
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recreation agencies would continue to use
TWP as a resource center for training and
information on specific disabilities or issues
(Step 3). At this time, it is anticipated that
recreation agencies would continue to need the
services of the CTRS to provide the physical
and social skill assessments of the appropriate
activities for the child prior to the child's
involvement in the recreation activity (Step 4).

As the pressure on community recreation
agencies to provide a complex continuum of
inclusive recreation services (including thera-
peutic recreation) to individuals with diverse
special needs increases, while budgets and
funding for these services disappear, the need
for collaboration among community agencies
will be inevitable. An expanding role of the
CTRS may well be that of an inclusion spe-
cialist. Howe-Murphy and Charboneau (1987)
stated that CTRS professionals need do more
than just provide a rehabilitation process for
the individual: "We have failed to recognize
that improving a person's ability to function
independently does not always ensure commu-
nity acceptance and support" (p. 276). The
therapeutic recreation profession can best
serve its constituents by developing and utiliz-
ing effective strategies for community agency
education and change that promotes inclusive
recreation services for all individuals.
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