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Agency Readiness to Provide
Inclusive Recreation and After-School
Services for Children With Disabilities

Kathleen G. Scholl, John G. Smith, and Amy Davison

The adoption of proven practices in inclusion of persons with disabilities in community
recreation programs is inconsistent, and, as a result, there continue to experience many barriers
to participation. One method for increasing the prevalence of inclusive community recreation
programs is the provision of training and technical assistance directed to community recreation
agency personnel who lack knowledge and experience with inclusion. This evaluation focused
on the views of principal players who participated in a multi-agency inclusion program
specifically designed to provide such assistance to community recreation providers and families
of children and youth with disabilities as well as developing a cadre of trained "leisure
companions" available to accompany children and youth to programs. Following their involve-
ment, all key player groups supported the inclusion process, yet indicated that they would have
liked more disability training. Leisure companions employed directly through the inclusion
program were more confident in their training and abilities than coaches and instructors from
community programs. Community program supervisors were not as confident in the inclusion
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companions' abilities compared to the perceptions of coaches and parents of the inclusion
companions' abilities. Future research is needed to identify: (a) the specific inclusion training
needs of key players, (b) the specific disabilities that key players define as "mild disabilities" and
those disabilities perceived as "severe," and (c) reasons for supervisors holding lower perception
to the benefits of inclusive recreation services for their agencies.
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Over the past 25 years, a great deal of
research and demonstration projects have been
funded to investigate the leisure needs of per-
sons with disabilities, including the program-
matic strategies that promote the inclusion of
individuals with special needs into mainstream
community recreation activities (Devine &
Wilhite, 2000; Hutchingson & McGill, 1998;
McAvoy & Lais, 1999; Modell, 1997; Rynder,
et al , 1993; Schleien, Green, & Ray, 1997;
Scholl, 2002; Smith, Austin, & Kennedy,
2001; Voeltz, 1982; Voeltz, 1980). During this
time, many public and private recreation agen-
cies utilized and added to the growing body of
knowledge regarding the leisure needs and
interests of persons with disabilities by devel-
oping accessible recreation programs that are
attractive to the consumer of community rec-
reation services and members of their families.
Nevertheless, the understanding of successful
inclusion practices for recreation and after-
school programs is still in its infancy (Favazza,
Phillipsen, & Kumar, 2000; Germ & Schleien,
1997; Heyne, Schleien, & McAvoy, 1993;
Wachter & McGowan, 2002), particularly
since organized recreation programs are typi-
cally targeted to distinct groups based upon
age, such as youth or seniors, and designed for
a specific level of physical or cognitive ability.
Consequently, many young people with dis-
abilities continue to be excluded from general
recreation and after-school programs.

While much has been learned about the
steps recreation agencies must take to be ef-
fective in making their programs truly inclu-
sive (Anderson & Brown-Kress, 2003; Sten-
srud, 1993), many persons with disabilities
and their families continue to have great dif-
ficulty in accessing the community-based rec-

reation programs that other citizens take for
granted (Mactavish, 1994; Scholl, McAvoy,
Rynders, & Smith, 2003). In some cases, this
difficulty is caused when recreation providers
do not avail themselves of information regard-
ing the best ways to accommodate persons
with disabilities, and therefore do not offer
inclusive programs of high quality. This con-
tinued lack of awareness among many com-
munity agencies serves to confirm the fears of
persons with disabilities that recreation pro-
grams are generally incapable of accommodat-
ing their support needs (Devine & McGovern,
2001). Admittedly, many professionals are
still unsure how to serve these individuals and
their families due to the variety of disability
issues that affect recreation participation (De-
vine & Kotowski, 1999; Devine & McGovern;
Herbert, 2000a), and only recently have re-
searchers focused on how to implement inclu-
sive practices (Conaster & Block, 2001; Germ
& Schleien, 1997; Herbert, 2000b; Wachter &
McGowan, 2002).

Other agency barriers to providing inclu-
sive services include a lack of financial re-
sources to ensure accommodations such as
accessible participant transportation, adaptive
equipment, appropriate program placement,
and accessible facilities, as well as resistance
to inclusion by community members without
disabilities (Devine & Kotowski, 1999). Rec-
reation staff responsible for providing typical
recreation programs often lack the knowledge
and skills to include people of differing abili-
ties within typical leisure service programs. As
a result, recreation professionals may be will-
ing to have individuals with disabilities partic-
ipate in their programs, yet have little infor-
mation on which to base the development of
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inclusive programs. Devine and McGovern
(2001) strongly recommended more training in
program and behavior modification strategies
and updates on state and federal regulations to
encourage public park and recreation agencies
in providing inclusive leisure services.

A critical issue in assuring the widespread
adoption of proven practices in inclusion of
persons with disabilities in community recre-
ation programs is the development of a means
for agencies to receive support and technical
assistance for increasing the knowledge and
training about the Americans with Disabilities
Act (ADA) and inclusive practices. While pro-
viding leisure and recreation program for per-
sons with disabilities and their families, local
recreation agencies must continue to develop
new methods for making recreation opportu-
nities truly "inclusive." Some examples of
inclusive strategies developed at a grassroots
level include: (a) developing creative, digni-
fied, and respectful ways to modify recreation
activities and equipment, (b) finding funding
sources to partially or completely cover addi-
tional costs associated with accommodations,
and (c) creating collaborative relationships
with disability-related organizations who have
the capacity to provide technical assistance
and build liaisons between community recre-
ation agencies and persons with disabilities.
Such liaisons are crucial in reaching the many
persons with disabilities and families who
have grown skeptical of the ability of main-
stream recreation agencies to fully accommo-
date their needs (Scholl, 2002).

To accomplish this end, Howe-Murphy and
Charboneau (1987) proposed that therapeutic
recreation specialists should take an ecological
perspective based upon the concept of systems
that interact with the individual, such as cul-
ture, nationality, community, climate, and so-
cial institutions (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). An
ecological approach as a social intervention
includes strategies aimed at helping people in
the community by creating or improving the
organizations that are suppose to be providing
services to them (Schram & Mandell, 2003;
Mehr & Kanwischer, 2004). McDonnell and

Elmore (1987) provided suggestions regarding
the use of alternative "policy instruments" to
motivate school districts to implement reforms
in the face of competing pressures and de-
mands. These policy instruments ranged from
mandates intended to force compliance with
desired actions, such as the DA to "system
changing transfers of authority and responsi-
bility to individuals and agencies in order to
alter the system by which public goods and
services are delivered" (p. 134). Their sugges-
tions are also applicable when looking at dif-
ferent ways for recreation agencies to move
beyond the expected minimum when serving
individuals with disabilities making use of
proven methods of inclusion.

An example of an innovative approach to
improving the delivery of quality inclusive
services is a program called "Together We
Play" (TWP), a multi-agency initiative in a
midsize region within the midwestern United
States that functions as a resource to a multiple
of community members to coordinate the in-
clusion process that best serves children and
youth with special needs (ages 2-18), their
parents, and the recreation agency. As the only
full-time staff member, the TWP Certified
Therapeutic Recreation Specialist (CTRS)
provides activity assessments, participation
supports for children with disabilities, and in-
formation and education to parents regarding
available recreation and after-school programs
that match their children's leisure interests and
support needs. In addition, the CTRS of TWP
assists local agencies with the necessary sup-
port to provide inclusion services through the
provision of training and technical assistance.
TWP's mission is to ensure children and youth
with and without disabilities the same recre-
ational, educational, and social opportunities
by providing a means to connect people to
existing community resources as well as sup-
plying a means for recreation agencies to share
existing resources and not duplicate services.
TWP accomplishes this by providing the fol-
lowing services: (a) supplying recreation agen-
cies with a program model to help implement
successful inclusion, (b) training program
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planners to decrease reliance on one-on-one
inclusion companions, (c) linking families and
agencies and acting as a catalyst to build those
relationships, (d) working with referral agen-
cies, such as local hospitals, Exceptional Per-
sons Incorporated (EPI), Department of Hu-
man Services (DHS), or Area Education
Agency (AEA), (e) making referral agencies
aware of community recreation opportunities,
and (f) coordinating funding options for lei-
sure companions. Leisure companions assist
children with special needs when participating
in community recreation and after-school pro-
grams (see Figure 1).

The purpose of this evaluation was to ex-
amine the views of key players involved in this
relatively new inclusion program. TWP is a
service delivery model that does not directly
deliver community recreation programs but
functions as a resource and referral service to
coordinate the inclusion process for commu-
nity members. "Key players" were solicited to
share their views on the training and resources
available from the TWP program to provide
inclusive leisure services in this region. The
key players in this evaluation included: (a)
recreation agency personnel (supervisors, in-
structors and coaches), (b) the TWP program's

Figure 1: Together We Play (TWP) Service Delivery Model

Children and youth with
disabilities & special needs

Parents who have children with
disabilities

Service to Parents
1. Information on community recreation

activities
2. Education on services available for

recreation and after-school programs
including information on funding

Assessments of appropriate
activities
Assistance in finding rec

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
and internships.

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

FIGURE I. TOGETHER WE PLAY (TWP) SERVICE DELIVERY MODEL.
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leisure companions, and (c) parents of chil-
dren with disabilities participating in general
recreation programs.

The experiences of stakeholders involved
in this program confirm several challenges
commonly faced by community recreation
programs as they work to include persons with
disabilities in their mainstream offerings. Even
as more community agencies begin to utilize
best practice information and offer programs
that are truly "inclusive," they may have dif-
ficulty attracting an adequate number of pro-
gram users among persons with disabilities
and their families. This problem is two fold for
recreation providers because of the lack of
access to the identities of local individuals and
families affected by disability due to protec-
tion of their confidentiality and the challenge
of gaining the trust of individuals and families
who may have been poorly served by commu-
nity recreation programs in the past. If recre-
ation agencies decide to put resources into the
creation of inclusive programs that are under-
utilized, it may become difficult to justify a
continued commitment to assuring that agency
programs are truly accessible to and inclusive
of persons with disabilities.

The "Together We Play" Program:
A Potential Approach

Sponsored by a private nonprofit agency
and funded by local foundation grants, the
TWP program is unique to a region that has
little history in implementing non-segregated,
inclusive activities and programs for young
people with disabilities. Historically, agencies
in this area offering recreation have kept youth
with disabilities primarily in segregated envi-
ronments. Since the TWP program com-
menced in the fall of 2001, TWP has made
available inclusion training and support to
over 26 public and private recreation agencies.
During the first 12 months of the TWP pro-
gram, 12 of the area's 26 recreation agencies
participated in one or more of the inclusion
training workshops. Each workshop typically
ran from one to four hours in length. Examples

of the type of trainings available to recreation
and after-school agencies included knowledge
related to equipment modification, appropriate
rule adjustment, and information on how agen-
cies could increase the number of their non-
competitive activities. Other workshops fo-
cused on such topics as lifting and transferring,
understanding medication management, be-
havior modification of the individual with a
disability, behavior adjustment for the staff,
and facilitating social and peer interaction.

Since 2001, children with a variety of dis-
abilities and special needs (e.g., autism, As-
perger's syndrome, cerebral palsy, learning
disabilities, mental retardation, seizure disor-
ders, brain injury, mental illness, attention def-
icit disorder, hearing impairments) have par-
ticipated in various existing community
recreation programs. These children have been
involved with a variety of community recre-
ation programs including summer camp, t-ball,
weightlifting, track, karate, swimming lessons,
after-school activities, gymnastics, art and
cooking classes, and Girl Scouts. TWP en-
courages youth who are involved to progress
from a level of dependence to independence,
which is critical to community integration. In
fact, TWP not only impacts youth with dis-
abilities but also their peers. It is more optimal
for young people without disabilities to learn
to accept the differences of their peers in
typical social settings because it becomes the
social norm to accept those who are different.
When children who have disabilities partici-
pate in recreation programs with children
without disabilities, they become prepared for
life in a diverse society (Favazza, Phillipsen,
& Kumar, 2000; Model, 1997). Perhaps the
most important benefit of inclusion for partic-
ipants with disabilities is greater social accep-
tance by peers (Favazza et al.). Additionally,
Schleien, Ray, and Green (1997) found numer-
ous benefits accruing from inclusive recreation
services for participants with and without dis-
abilities, including greater understanding and
acceptance of others, personal growth, social
interaction, a broadening of social networks
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and friendships, and increased opportunity to
acquire and perform lifelong recreations skills.

The TWP program builds upon current
practices used in other states (Schleien, Light,
McAvoy, & Baldwin, 1989; Wachter &
McGowan, 2002) but has shaped and changed
these practices to fit the needs of the local
community. Through the creation of a compre-
hensive community inclusion process (see Fig-
ure 1), TWP creates a model program for
providing inclusive recreation services that in-
crease the effectiveness and improve current
inclusion practices by agencies in the local
community. Over the past four years, there has
been a need to make adaptations to the deliv-
ery of services. Initially, the TWP program
was fully funded by local community founda-
tion grants, and the local recreation agencies
received the services of the TWP program at
no cost. The TWP program restructured the
means by which this program was funded.
Specifically, TWP began implementing a fee
for service to participating recreation agencies
by providing different options that allowed
agencies to share the cost of implementing
inclusion practices based on the agencies' dis-
tinct needs and abilities.

Method

Data Collection
The questionnaire for this study was devel-

oped by means of: (a) literature on individual
beliefs about inclusion, perceived competency
of facilitating inclusion (Conaster & Block,
2001; Herbert, 2000a, 2000b), attitudes to-
wards disability (Yuker, Block, & Younng,
1966) and (b) a panel of experts consisting of
a therapeutic recreation (TR) practitioner, one
supervisor of a recreation agency, one aca-
demic in clinical TR and one academic in
community TR. Using a four-page question-
naire, the researchers gained insight into the
beliefs about inclusion in recreation settings of
each group of key players in the TWP pro-
gram. Two scales (Conaster & Block; Herbert,
2000a, 2000b) related to beliefs about inclu-
sion and the perceived competency of facili-

tating inclusion required respondents to rate
the degree of agreement (1 = strongly agree,
2 = agree, 3 = slightly agree, 4 = slightly
disagree, 5 = disagree, and 6 = strongly
disagree). Twenty items addressed beliefs
about inclusion in recreation settings (e.g., "I
believe it is best to have special recreation
programs for children with disabilities than to
combine programs for both children with and
without disabilities."), and 15 items addressed
perceived competency of the leisure compan-
ions and recreation staff in facilitating the
inclusion process (e.g., "I know how to effec-
tively modify recreation programs to accom-
modate a child with mental retardation.").

To measure the key players' viewpoints
toward persons with disabilities, the Attitude
Towards Disabled Persons Scale (ATDP Form
O; Yuker, Block, & Younng, 1966) was used
in this study. The ATDP is "a widely used and
generally accepted instrument of choice when
measuring attitudinal disposition toward per-
sons with disabilities" (Herbert, 2000b, p.
215). These 20 items about attitudes towards
people with disabilities (e.g., "You have to be
careful what you say when you are with a
person who has a disability") required respon-
dents to rate the degree of agreement (1 =
strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3 = slightly agree,
— 1 = slightly disagree, — 2 = disagree, and
—3 = strongly disagree).

There was a slight variation between each
key player survey, however. First, recreation
personnel and leisure companions surveys
asked six demographic questions that included
gender, age, number of years worked at cur-
rent agency, disability courses taken in col-
lege, various disability types key player had
worked with in recreation programs, and prior
knowledge and relationships with others who
had a disability prior to working with the TWP
program. Second, recreation personnel and lei-
sure companions surveys had nine (9) addi-
tional questions related to the training they
received to facilitating the inclusion process
(e.g., "I receive sufficient training at this facil-
ity regarding social adjustment issues of per-
sons with disabilities"). Finally, surveys were
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sent to the supervisors of 26 recreation agen-
cies participating in the inclusion program dur-
ing the summer of 2003. In addition to com-
pleting a survey themselves, supervisors
distributed the surveys to instructors and
coaches who had children with special needs
participating in their 2003 summer program or
activities. Included with the survey was a
cover letter explaining the project and a self-
addressed stamped envelope.

In contrast, parents whose children with
disabilities participated in the inclusion pro-
gram during the summer of 2003 were mailed
a postcard from the TWP inclusion program
inviting them to participate in a telephone
interview to share their opinions about the
effectiveness of the inclusion program (see
Table 1). If they were interested in participat-
ing, parents sent the postcard to the researcher
with their contact information and the best
time to call. All telephone interviews were
conducted by one individual. Of the 25 fami-
lies who had a child participating during the
summer of 2003, nine agreed to be inter-
viewed, which represented 36% of the chil-
dren with special needs participating in the
summer community recreation programs. Af-
ter the interview was complete, parents were
mailed the same belief, attitude, and compe-
tency towards inclusion survey as the recre-
ation agency staff and leisure companions. In
the parent survey, however, parents were not

Table 1.

Interview Questions for Parent of Child
Participating in "Together We Play"

Program

1 Please tell me about your experience
participating in the TWP program.

• How has this program affected your child?
• How has this program affected you or

other members of your family?
1 If the TWP program was no longer

available, would you still enroll your child
into community recreation programs?

asked the survey questions related to inclusion
training or demographic information.

Data Analysis
Survey data were analyzed using descrip-

tive statistics to identify the views of recre-
ation agency personnel, leisure companions,
and parents. Fifty-one surveys were completed
by inclusion companions (n = 18), recreation
supervisors (n = 14), instructors and coaches
(n = 11), and parents of children with disabil-
ities (n = 8). Further comparative data analy-
sis included analysis of variance (ANOVA), a
commonly accepted test of the differences be-
tween more than two groups. This study had
four primary groups; therefore the ANOVA
was appropriate for this study.

In addition, nine semi-structured telephone
interviews were conducted with parents whose
child was currently participating in the 2003
summer recreation program. Parent interview
data were analyzed using a constant compar-
ative method (Strauss & Corbin, 1990) to
identify recurrent themes and categories about
their families' experiences participating in the
TWP program. To identify these themes
within the parent interviews, the researcher
read through each transcript to identify de-
scriptive units of meaning (Giorgi, 1997).
Each time the researcher experienced a transi-
tion in meaning, it was noted in the transcript.
This resulted in a series of meaning units
expressed in each parent's own language.

Results

Description of the Sample
There was a significant difference in age

between the key players who assisted in the
facilitation of the inclusive recreation pro-
grams (F(2, 40) = 12.719, p < .001). Super-
visors of community recreation and after-
school programs were significantly older (X =
35) than inclusion companions (X = 21.9),
and the coaches and instructors (X = 25.5) of
the recreation programs. In addition to a dif-
ference in the age, there was also a significant
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difference between the key players' length of
involvement working at their current agency
(F(2, 38) = 15.030, p < .001). On average,
inclusion companions' current involvement in
the TWP program was 2 months; the instruc-
tors and coaches directly facilitating commu-
nity recreation activities had worked at their
facility an average of 7 months; and the mean
length of continuous employment of agency
supervisors was 3.5 years (see Table 2).

Sixty-four percent of the supervisors and
coaches had never had a course that dealt
specifically with disabilities. Of the 36% of
recreation staff who had taken courses, four
recreation staff had an undergraduate degree in
either special education or physical therapy.
The other 20% of recreation supervisor and
coaches had taken at least one class or in-
service that focused on disability issues. Since
the majority of the leisure companions were
current college students taking special educa-
tion or therapeutic recreation courses, 83% had
one or more college courses that dealt specif-
ically with disability issues. Only three leisure
companions had not had an undergraduate or
graduate course related to disabilities at the
time they were participating in the TWP pro-
gram.

Beliefs about Inclusion
Table 3 presents items for which groups

had significant differences related to their be-
liefs about inclusion in recreation programs.
The internal consistency of this scale was
measured using Cronbach's (1951) alpha test.

Results showed an alpha score of 0.85. Find-
ings indicated that the majority of key players
agreed that inclusive recreation services are a
benefit to both children with and without dis-
abilities. There were numerous statements
about inclusive recreation that over 90% of
key players "agreed" or "strongly agreed"
upon, including: (a) inclusive recreation helps
children with disabilities develop a positive
self-concept, (b) inclusive recreation provides
opportunities for acceptance by their peers
without disabilities, and (c) inclusive recre-
ation has positive benefits for both children
with and without disabilities. In addition, 78%
of all respondents "agreed" or "strongly
agreed" that within the next five years, more
children with disabilities will participate in
inclusive recreation programs than currently do.

Conversely, key players differed in their
belief about inclusion. First, supervisors' over-
all scores related to beliefs about the benefits
of inclusive recreation programs were lower
than the scores of parents, coaches, and inclu-
sion companions (F(3, 47) = 4.280, p < .009).
Although supervisors agreed that more chil-
dren will participate in recreation programs in
the next five years, they did not agree as
strongly as coaches, companions, and parents
(F(3, 47) = 5.627, p < .002). Second, inclu-
sion companions were more likely to have
higher positive beliefs about the benefits of
inclusive recreation than any of the other key
player groups. Finally, parents were more
likely to disagree that recreation programs can
be adapted to serve all persons regardless of

Table 2.

Survey Respondents & Age Length of Employment of Facilitators of TWP Program

N Mean Age Mean Time at Agency

Inclusion Companions
Supervisors
Instructors/Coaches
Total

18
12
11
41

21.9
35.2
25.5

2 months
3 yrs, 6 months

7 months
1 yr, 4 months
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Table 3.

Key Player Belief about Inclusion and Inclusion Attitudes

(a)
Supervisors

(b)
Coaches

(e)
Companions

(d)
Parents

Survey Content Mean SD Mean SD Mean SI) Mean SD

Beliefs about Inclusion
Total Inclusion Score
Within next five years, more persons with

disabilities will participate in recreation
programs

Recreation programs can be adapted to serve all
persons, regardless of abilities

Including children with disabilities is too disruptive
for the other participants

Attitudes Towards Disabled Persons (ATDP)
Overall ATDP Score
You should not expect too much from individuals

with disabilities
People with disabilities should not be expected to

meet the same standards as people wilhoul
disabilities

You have lo be careful what you say when you are
with someone with a disability

80.79 16.43 89.18 8.21 95.11 8.79 87.25 8.40 c > a*

4.50 0.94 4.90 0.70 5.50 0.62 5.38 0.52 c > a*

4.86 1.66 5.09 0.54 5.61 0.61 4.00 1.93 c > d*

4.64 1.08 5,18 0.60 5.33 0.69 4.25 1.50 d > c > b = a**

5.66 33.71 4.61 38.72 4.24 36.75 6.77 c > b**33.71

-1.29 1.38 -1,64 1.36 -2.56 0.51 -2.25 0.89 c > a*

-0.50 1.74 0.55 1.69 -1.00 1.57 0.88 1.89 c > d > b = a**

0.43 1.70 0.73 1.19 0.33 1.57 -1.63 1.69 d > b > a > c*

(71
in

a — supervisors.
b ~- coaches and instructors.
c = companions.
il = parents.
*The mean difference is significant al the .05 level using SchclTe lest.
**Tlie mean difference is significant al the .05 level using multiple range Icsl (LSD).



individual abilities (F(3, 47) = 3.319, p <
.028). In addition, parents were more likely to
feel that including children with disabilities in
recreation programs is too disruptive to the
other participants (F(3, 47) = 2.993, p <
.040).

Mild versus severe disabilities. When indi-
vidual survey questions distinguished between
children with mild disabilities and children
with severe disabilities, key players' percep-
tion of inclusion in recreation programs as a
benefit significantly decreased when attempt-
ing to include a child with a severe disability
into an existing recreation program. It is im-
portant to note that only 9% of coaches felt
that teaching children with a mild disability
was a burden but when the same question was
asked in relation to teaching children with a
severe disability, 45.5% of coaches felt that
this would be an unfair burden upon the in-
structor.

Attitudes Toward Disability
Table 3 also presents items that groups

significantly differed on their attitudes towards
disability. The Cronbach (1951) alpha, a test
of internal consistency, was 0.57. Analysis of
survey responses revealed that leisure com-
panions held a more positive attitude toward
people with disabilities than did supervisors
and coaches of recreation programs (F(3,
47) = 3.640, p < .019). Interestingly, parents
were more inclined to agree that people with
disabilities should not be expected to meet the
same standards compared to inclusion com-
panions who were inclined to disagree (F(3,
47) = 3.256, p < .030). On the other hand,
leisure companions, supervisors, and coaches
agreed that you have to be careful what you
say when you are with someone with a disabil-
ity compared to parents who disagreed with
this statement (F(3, 47) = 4.218, p < .010).
Affirmatively, one aspect that 89% of the re-
spondents agreed upon is that it is not in the
best interest of people with disabilities to live
and work in special communities.

Training and Support to Provide
Inclusion Services

Table 4 presents only the items related to
perceived competency to facilitate the inclu-
sion process for which statistically significant
differences existed between supervisors,
coaches, and leisure companions. The Chron-
bach's (1951) alpha score for these items was
0.78. Even though 70% of the key players
thought that they had the required resources
available to assist children with disabilities in
an inclusive recreation program, supervisors,
coaches, and companions all believed that
more training offered through the TWP pro-
gram would improve their abilities to provide
inclusive services. In addition, there were per-
ceived differences in the perception of training
and support between key players. First, TWP
inclusion companions were more likely to per-
ceive themselves as having received sufficient
training (F(2, 38) = -17.908, p < .001) and
more competent in their abilities to teach rec-
reation activities to children with disabilities in
an inclusive setting than either supervisors and
coaches (F(2, 38) = 5.181, p < .01). Most
(81%) of the instructors and coaches disagreed
that the inclusion and disability training they
received was sufficient for them to provide
inclusion services. Second, supervisors were
"unsure" of the abilities of the leisure compan-
ions to provide inclusive services, and super-
visors' ratings of leisure companions were
consistently lower than the coaches' and par-
ents' ratings of leisure companions. Parents
and coaches felt that the leisure companions
were "very competent" in teaching recreation
activities to a child with a disability. On the
other hand, supervisors and coaches received
lower mean scores in the perception of their
inclusion competence from the other key play-

Parent Comments about TWP
Program

The majority of parents who had a child
participating in the TWP program first heard
about this inclusion program from a referring
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Table 4.

Key Player Responses to Inclusion Training

Survey Content

(a) (b) (c)
Supervisors Coaches Companions

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

Training and Support to Provide Inclusion Services
I receive sufficient training at this

facility regarding inclusion of
persons with disabilities in
recreation programs 3.69 1.03 2.73 1.35 5.12 0.86 c > a > b*

I receive sufficient training at this
facility regarding medical
aspects of disability 3.00 1.29 2.36 1.03 4.41 1.06 c > a > b*

I receive sufficient training at this
facility regarding personal
issues of disability 3.30 1.44 3.18 1.33 4.88 0.86 c > a > b*

I receive sufficient training at this
facility regarding social
adjustment issues of disability 3.23 1.44 2.91 1.22 4.76 0.83 c > a > b*

I feel competent teaching
recreation activities to children
with disabilities in an inclusive
recreation program 3.15 1.07 3.91 0.83 4.11 0.58 c > b > a**

I know how to effectively modify
recreation programs to
accommodate a child who is
deaf 2.85 0.90 2.36 1.29 3.56 0.98 c > a > b*

It is easy for me to provide
support for a child with a
disability in an inclusive
recreation program 3.67 0.89 3.64 0.50 4.33 0.49 c > a > b*

a = supervisors.
b = coaches and instructors.
c = companions.
*The mean difference is significant at the .05 level using Scheffe test.

agency within the local community. The TWP
program does not deliver community recre-
ation programs. The essence of TWP is that of
a service deliver}.1 model versus a specific
recreation or after-school program (see Figure
1). However. TWP services are facilitated
through a YMCA, creating some confusion in
parents' initial understanding how the TWP

services extended beyond the recreation pro-
grams sponsored at the YMCA. Another con-
fusing element to parents was that different
leisure companions assisted their children over
the course of the recreation programs creating
some confusion as to who was working with
their child. One parent said. "There were a
couple of times when the companion who
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usually works with my son was not available.
It would be optimal to have the same person
with him every time because he cannot speak
at all and has his own sign language."

Parents view: Fundamental aspects of the
TWP program. Three fundamental factors par-
ents perceived as essential program elements
included: (a) that the TWP program was avail-
able to children of all types of disabilities, (b)
the qualifications of the TWP program coor-
dinator, and (c) the opportunity of children
with disabilities to have consistent, caring lei-
sure companion. One father reflected a par-
ent's feeling of having a companion with his
son during the recreation activities.

I think the best [aspect of the TWP
program] would be that Tim has some
mentoring. That there are people who
care, who are trained, and able to pro-
vide some good, solid input into his life,
encouraging him to have a greater self-
esteem. The other side of it is that these
people [companions] are aware of some
of his special needs. To actually match
the child's special needs to the under-
standing and mentoring of the compan-
ions. That is the good thing.

Parents' suggestions of possible changes to
the TWP program that could help improve
services. All parents liked the way the program
was currently designed, yet parents offered the
following suggestions: (a) that the same lei-
sure companion is appropriately matched to
the child, (b) community recreation agencies
need to make changes to help facilitate the
inclusion process, and (c) the TWP program
may want to change its name in order to better
convey its purpose. One parent said,

The "Together We Play" name sounds
kind of juvenile. "Together We Play"
sounds a little more like second grade
and this is 6th and 7th grade. The part
about inclusiveness is fine. All it needs
is just a small tweak. If you have a little
slogan like "Inclusion for Life" where

the idea is obvious to people no matter
what the age. That would be helpful so
people knew what your main emphasis
is.

Benefits to the family due to their involve-
ment in the TWP program. Parents were asked
the benefits of the TWP and participation in
inclusive recreation programs for their child as
well as the benefits of the program for the
parent. Parents perceived this inclusion pro-
gram offered their child: (a) a broader circle of
friends and (b) help fulfilling previously unmet
needs to enjoy social, educational, and leisure
opportunities while developing important in-
terpersonal skills, self-esteem, confidence, and
independence. One mother detailed the differ-
ence the program has made for her eight-year-
old son, "This program has helped 'John' and
our family significantly. He has grown in his
social skills with his peers and adults. He is
better equipped to deal with his emotional ups
and downs." She adds, "The changes that have
taken place with 'John' have created a much
better and more stable home life for all of us."
Parents also perceived TWP to: (a) increase
opportunity for "normal" family activity, (b)
allow for a better assessment of their child's
abilities, (c) provide information about recre-
ation opportunities that they had never re-
ceived before, and (d) a sense of pride as
parents. One example of this sense of parental
pride is from a parent who stated, "I wish I
could express the feeling a parent feels when
you see your child with special needs involved
in an activity that all other children are partic-
ipating. It reassures the child and parent that
anything is possible with a little help."

Parent expectations of recreation agencies.
Parents viewed this inclusion program to be
positive for both their children and for the
families. However, if the TWP program was
no longer available to assist their children in
the inclusion process, most parents anticipated
that they would not continue to have their
children in the community recreation pro-
grams. This was expressed by one parent as:
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Umm. probably say not. Just for the fact
that my life gets so busy and somebody
has to actually be with him as a one-on-
one person. He would not be able to do
those things that he would want to do
because my life is sort of busy. I don't
want to sound like I'm not letting him
do anything but it is just really good that
there is a program that lets kids get
involved and lets the parents have a
little breather too.

Only one mother stated that she would
have a higher expectation of a community
recreation agency than she did prior to her
son"s current experience. She stated. "'I am
involved in a parent advisory board both lo-
cally and at the state level. I think I probably
would become quite proactive to educate peo-
ple on the need for this type of programming
in our community."

Discussion and Conclusions
TWP has worked to encourage the wide-

spread adoption of inclusive recreation prac-
tices in the community where it operates
through: (a) building the capacity of parents by
sharing information about community recre-
ation options, (b) building the capacity of
children with disabilities by teaching recre-
ation skills and supporting them to become
active in a variety of community programs,
and (c) building the capacity of the supervi-
sors, managers, and program staff of main-
stream recreation programs by providing them
training in inclusive recreation practice, access
to necessary adapted equipment, and extra
staff to provide necessary and reasonable ac-
commodations to participants with disabilities.
These capacity building supports can be thought
of as supplements to the existing mandate of the
American with Disabilities Act for agencies to
not block the participation of people with dis-
abilities in community recreation programs.

Of the key player groups who had a stake
in the TWP program, parents were most over-
whelmingly positive about the benefits men-

children experienced perhaps because of the
opportunity for their children to participate in
community recreation activities that may not
have otherwise been possible without TWP
support. In light of this, one could construe
that TWP provided the appropriate inclusion
sendees to parents. However, it is equally
interesting to reflect on the recreation profes-
sionals' beliefs and attitudes about the sendees
they received from TWP. For example, this
evaluation clearly shows that after participa-
tion in TWP. each group of key players were
supportive of the concept of inclusion and
recognized the benefits of inclusive recreation
experiences for individuals with and without
disabilities. However, differing views regard-
ing the implementation of the inclusion pro-
cess need closer scrutiny. Even after involve-
ment with the inclusion training and technical
assistances offered by TWP. supenisors of
recreation agencies continued to be skeptical
of implementing inclusive sendees at their
agency and were unsure of the abilities of the
leisure companions to accommodate an indi-
vidual with a disability enrolled in their pro-
grams. This evaluation revealed that supend-
sors were more likely to be resistant to
promoting inclusion sendees at their agency,
which indicates more outreach and education
by disability advocates is necessary: whereas,
the leisure companions, the front-line instruc-
tors and coaches were more likely to embrace
the implementation of inclusion sendees after
receiving inclusion training and technical sup-
port from TWP. One explanation for why
inclusion companions were more likely than
supendsors and front-line recreation staff to
have positive beliefs about inclusion, positive
attitudes toward people with disabilities, and
more confidence in their perception to facili-
tate the inclusion process may be attributed to
such theoretical constructs as contact theory.
Contact theory is based on the ideas of Gordon
Allport (1954) who suggested that contact be-
tween individuals or groups in specific situa-
tions might ameliorate stereotypical attitudes.
In the TWP program, leisure companions have
the most direct contact with the children with
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disabilities and this interaction, as suggested
by contact theory, is the most critical factor in
having an impact on a person's attitude toward
an individual with a disability. In contrast,
supervisors had minimal or no contact with the
child who had a disability.

In addition, this evaluation demonstrates
that TWP was effective in reaching the per-
sons who were active in the home microsys-
tem (parents), and in the microsystems specific
to community recreation activities (program
staff, leisure companions assigned to support
particular children with disabilities). From an
ecological theory perspective, the program es-
tablished and/or strengthened connections be-
tween families of children with disabilities and
community recreation programs. These con-
nections, referred to by Bronfenbrenner (1979)
as the "mesosystem," link the multiple "micro-
systems" where children spend time, including
home, school, and various community pro-
grams. The TWP program, as the link between
the microsystem and the mesosystem, likely
increased the comfort of parents in sending
their especially vulnerable children into com-
munity-recreation programs because they were
aware the TWP program provided disability
awareness training to the staff who supervised
their children, and probably more importantly,
they communicated directly with program
staff about special considerations particular to
their children. The TWP program was seem-
ingly less effective in creating a commitment
to devoting attention and agency resources to
inclusion among agency supervisors and man-
agers, with the most alarming evidence being
the decision by a few supervisors and manag-
ers to withdraw from using TWP services
when external grant support ended and they
were asked to pay a fee for accessing the
training and technical assistance offered. Such
a finding demonstrated the program was less
successful in facilitating change at the "exo-
system" level, referred to by Bronfenbrenner
(1979) as the larger context in which the var-
ious microsystems, such as child's home,
school classroom, and recreation programs are
nested. While the key players controlling de-

cisions at the exo-system level may have little
or no contact with the participants in an actual
recreation or after-school program, they do
however, determine things such as program
budgets, staffing levels, and activities that will
be available in recreation program settings.

For TWP to be effective as a policy instru-
ment (McDonnell & Elmore, 1987) or as a
catalyst to induce recreation agencies to reach
out to children with disabilities (as was in-
tended by the mandates of the Americans with
Disabilities Act), it is essential for capacity
building efforts to be targeted at the agency
management level to reach beyond specific
recreation program environments. Even
though TWP provided the agency inclusion
training for staff, leisure companions for extra
assistance when necessary, and access to adap-
tive equipment to build an agency's under-
standing of and commitment to inclusion prac-
tices, perhaps it was not enough to really
convince management to wholeheartedly em-
brace these recommended inclusive practices.
While allowing all children and youth, includ-
ing those with significant disabilities, to par-
ticipate in a variety of community recreation
activities is seen as a issue of social justice by
disability advocates and therapeutic recreation
specialists, this evaluation demonstrates that
many other community stakeholders may view
inclusion as a resource-intensive process that
is desirable but sometimes impractical. Man-
agement may believe in the inclusion message
but question the ratio of benefits to costs of
providing inclusion services, especially if par-
ents do not push for services. It is speculated
that for some recreation agencies, paying for
TWP services is considered to be buying more
capacity than the agencies actually need. It is
circumstances such as this that may permit rec-
reation agencies continue to eschew ADA legis-
lation since there is no real pressure or incentive
to provide inclusion services to the community.

Implications for Future Research
One limitation of this study is that the key

players' beliefs about inclusion and attitudes
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towards disability before their involvement in
TWP are not known. This evaluation was
unable to identify if changes in belief and
attitudes towards inclusion and disabilities
were directly related to the TWP program or to
some other variable. Another limitation of this
program model is that TWP is located within
one region in the midwestern United States.
This particular inclusion service model may
not work in a different community, such as a
small rural community, or it may work better
in a community that is progressive or more
affluent. In light of the results of this evalua-
tion, further inquiry and research is needed to
identify key player differences in the follow-
ing areas: (a) the specific inclusion training
needs of key players who are essential to the
facilitation of the inclusion process, (b) the
specific disabilities that key players define as
'"mild disabilities" and those disabilities per-
ceived as "severe,'" and (c) reasons for super-
visors holding lower perception to the benefits
of inclusive recreation services for their agen-
cies. Understanding these differences of
among the key players who are essential to
facilitating the inclusion process is critical in
providing for the different capacity building of
each key player groups' in order to support
their abilities to providing inclusion in com-
munity recreation programs. For example, if
program staff and managers seem to think that
it is more feasible for youth with mild disabil-
ities to participate in community recreation
than children with more severe disabilities,
then what additional information and supports
will assist a staff when additional challenges
arise? Clearly, each of the key player groups
has a different role in the inclusion process,
therefore, it can be speculated different train-
ing and support services needs may be re-
quired for each key player group.
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