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Abstract
In 1996, 2003, and 2005, studies were conducted to examine therapeutic recreation cur-
ricula across the country and to describe their current status (Stumbo & Carter, 1999a, 
1999b; Stumbo, Carter & Kim, 2004a, 2004b; Stumbo, Carter, & Folkerth, 2007). The 
intent of the present study was to re-examine, update, and compare therapeutic recre-
ation curricula across the U.S. and Canada, organizing the results in a format similar 
to the original studies. Data are analyzed and reported in five sections: (a) university 
and unit, (b) faculty, (c) accreditation status, (d) curriculum, and (e) students. The 
results showed that therapeutic recreation curricula were located at universities and 
departments that varied widely. Faculty teach primarily with a load of four, three-hour 
courses per semester. Accreditation by COAPRT and CARTE are reported among the 
respondents. Curriculum changes included adding courses, internship requirements 
and assignments, and assessing student outcomes. Most undergraduate students who 
graduate are employed and become certified. Recommendations are made for thera-
peutic recreation stakeholders.

 Keywords: Therapeutic recreation, curriculum, graduate, undergraduate, higher 
education, online survey
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Introduction
Periodically, researchers attempt to 

discern what constitutes essential compo-
nents of professional preparation in ther-
apeutic recreation.1 Studies over the past 
40-plus years have identified the param-
eters of curricula yet have been unable to 
delineate essential content and structure 
for quality undergraduate professional 
preparation. Likewise, a limited number 
of curriculum studies targeting master’s 
degree programs report wide variability 
and lack of consistency in program or-
ganization and outcomes; and the inves-
tigation of doctoral preparation tends to 
yield small sample sizes with inconclusive 
results.

Two sets of longitudinal curriculum 
studies document the ebb and flow of 
professional preparation programs and 
the changing characteristics of under-
graduate and graduate programs. One 
series of longitudinal studies commenced 
with a 1969 survey and follow-up every 
10 years since, resulting in five data sets. 
The second series was initiated in 1996 
with subsequent reports on a 2003 un-
dergraduate follow-up, a 2005 master’s 
study, and the most recent investigation 
(2012). The literature review highlights 
selected data from these two longitudinal 
series. 

Changes continue to be evident in 
many curriculum characteristics, includ-
ing  (a) shifts in the administrative loca-
tion of programs; (b) increasing numbers 
of therapeutic recreation courses, online 
courses, and internship requirements; (c) 
slight increases in student enrollments 
with decreases in the number of accred-
ited programs; and (d) diversity in re-
quirements for degree programs, and the 
therapeutic recreation option or major. 

One consistent characteristic is that the 
average percent of female majors tends to 
remain higher than male majors. 

1969–2009 Longitudinal Series
The initial and most extensive con-

tinuous national curriculum study series 
was initiated in 1969 with 10-year fol-
low-ups reported each of the subsequent 
decades (Anderson, Ashton-Shaeffer, & 
Autry, 2000; Anderson & Stewart, 1980; 
Autry, Anderson, & Sklar, 2010; Stein, 
1970; Stewart & Anderson, 1990). Data 
from these longitudinal studies tracked 
trends in undergraduate and graduate 
preparation. Primary topics of this longi-
tudinal series included curricula, faculty, 
and students. Subtopics related to curri-
cula included degree level, accreditation 
status, course titles, administrative loca-
tion, type of degree offered (e.g., degree, 
emphasis, option), geographical location 
by region, planned curriculum changes, 
and distance education offerings. Faculty 
topics included job status (full- or part-
time), degrees obtained, rank, tenure, 
certification, and demographics. And 
lastly the student section included items 
on student enrollments and anticipated 
graduation rates for associate’s, under-
graduate, master’s, and doctoral students. 
The authors, in their latest iteration, 
reported on a number of striking data 
points, but focused largely on the lack of 
therapeutic recreation doctoral prepara-
tion programs and students graduating 
from them.

1996–2012 Longitudinal Series
The second series of longitudinal 

studies (Stumbo & Carter, 1999a, 1999b; 
Stumbo, Carter & Kim, 2004a, 2004b; 
Stumbo, Carter, & Folkerth, 2007) fo-

1For purposes of simplification and reader ease, the terms therapeutic recreation or (TR) are used throughout the 
manuscript and are intended to be inclusive of the terms recreation therapy and/or recreational therapy (RT).
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cused initially on program characteristics 
of United States’ curricula in 1996, 2003, 
and 2005, with the current study (2012) 
adding Canadian programs. The data 
from the prior studies is organized by 
survey section similar to the data report-
ing for the most recent (2012) survey: (a) 
unit, (b) faculty, (c) student, (d) accredi-
tation, (e) curriculum and course offer-
ings, (f) internship requirements, and 
(g) graduation and placement rates. Unit 
items focused on administrative locations 
and titles, while faculty and student items 
asked largely about demographics. Ac-
creditation status as well as course titles 
and degree configurations were also part 
of the survey. Lastly, the study focused 
on therapeutic recreation internship re-
quirements, in addition to graduation, 
certification, and employment rates.

The current study updates this latter 
series of studies and expands the research 
population to Canadian schools. For the 
first time in this series, the data were col-
lected via an online survey. The research 
was approved by the university’s protec-
tion of human subjects’ board prior to 
implementation. The next section details 
the methods used in this study.

Methods

Sample
For the present study, a list of insti-

tutions in the United States (U.S.) and 
Canada purporting to offer TR curricula 
above the associate degree was compiled 
from lists provided by the Council on 
Accreditation for Park, Recreation, Tour-
ism and related professions (COAPRT), 
the American Therapeutic Recreation 
Association (ATRA), and the National 
Council for Therapeutic Recreation Cer-
tification (NCTRC). In addition, one of 
the authors of the Autry, Anderson, and 
Sklar (2010) study provided the list of 
universities used in their study. The list 

of schools that no longer have TR pro-
grams was sent out to the SPREnet and 
ATRnet listservs for confirmation. Email 
addresses needed for the online survey 
were searched through university web-
sites, through personal email contacts, 
and through colleagues. The final sample 
consisted of 91 U.S. and eight Canadian 
institutions reporting to have a TR cur-
riculum above the associate degree.

Instrument
The instrument used in the present 

survey was revised from those used in 
the 1999 and 2004 TR curriculum stud-
ies (Stumbo & Carter, 1999a, 1999b; 
Stumbo, Carter, & Kim, 2004a, 2004b). 
The instrument was created in 1996 spe-
cifically for the purpose of gathering data 
about TR curricula, and was based on 
then-current studies (Stewart & Ander-
son, 1990; Stumbo & Peterson, 1987) and 
current professional standards. These 
sources provided guidelines for develop-
ing the seven sections of the original sur-
vey, which included items on the charac-
teristics of the  (a) unit, (b) faculty, (c) 
accreditation status, (d) students, (e) cur-
riculum and course offerings, (f) intern-
ship requirements, and (g) graduation 
and placement rates.

To improve reliability and validity 
of the results, the original instrument re-
ceived three separate reviews that includ-
ed conference attendees, undergraduate 
students in a research/evaluation class, 
and respondents in a national pilot study 
(Stumbo & Carter, 1999a, 1999b). The 
survey was then revised in 2003 for use in 
the 2004 study (Stumbo, Carter, & Kim, 
2004a, 2004b). At that time, it consisted 
of 74 items on eight pages, with an ac-
companying cover letter.

For the present study, the survey was 
converted using online survey software 
and expanded to include both under-
graduate and graduate curriculum infor-
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mation. An invitation to serve as an ex-
pert panel was sent to 11 individuals who 
had recently taught TR courses (e.g., fac-
ulty who had recently retired or moved 
into non-teaching positions). Nine of 
those individuals reviewed the survey ei-
ther online or as a pdf. Over half of the 
items were revised following this panel 
review. The final online survey for this 
study consisted of eight sections. There 
were 73 items concerning undergraduate, 
19 items concerning master’s, 14 items on 
doctoral programs, with one “other com-
ments” item.  The total number of items 
was 107, with respondents only complet-
ing those portions/items that pertained 
to their individual program.

Data Collection
An email inviting TR program co-

ordinators of academic programs to par-
ticipate in the study was sent on April 2, 
2012. The email contained the purpose 
of the study, directions, and a live link to 
the online survey. Three reminder emails 
were sent to those individuals who had 
not responded by the due dates. TR pro-
gram coordinators were able to complete 
the survey online by selecting radio but-
tons, check boxes, and typing in open text 
entry boxes. The survey contained a skip 
function that allowed individuals to skip 
the sections or items that did not pertain 
to them. The survey was closed May 21, 
2012.

Data Analysis
The online survey software allowed 

for a report of basic descriptive statistics 
on the closed-ended, quantitative data 
to be generated internally. Additionally, 
survey data were also transferred into an 
Excel spreadsheet for more extended data 
analysis, including regression analysis. 
Content analysis was used to code and 
synthesize open-ended qualitative data. 
A number of institutions did not respond 

to all items, resulting in several points 
of missing data. The total number of 
respondents per item is noted when the 
number of respondents deviates from the 
total respondents (n=73). Additionally, 
even though the survey had separate sec-
tions on master and doctoral programs, 
too few respondents completed these 
portions to report useful data. However, 
data about master and doctoral enroll-
ments asked earlier in the survey are re-
ported.

The results are reported by the five 
sections of the survey. These sections in-
clude characteristics of the  (a) university 
and unit, (b) faculty, (c) accreditation 
status, (d) curriculum, and (e) students. 
Each of these will be discussed individu-
ally.

University and Unit Characteristics

University Characteristics
Of the 73 respondents, 68 (93.2%) 

were located in the U.S., and five (6.8%) 
were located in Canada. Of the U.S. 
schools, 68 out of 86 responded for a re-
turn rate of 79.1%, and five out of eight 
Canadian schools responded for a return 
rate of 62.5%. Most responding schools 
were located in the U.S.

Of the 73 respondents, 58 (79.5%) 
were located at public institutions, and 
15 (20.5%) were at private schools. Most 
TR programs were housed in public (or 
government-supported) institutions.

The size range of institutions (n = 
73) included a high of 72,000 students 
to a low of 640 students. The average size 
was 17,181 students. TR programs are 
housed at universities that span a very 
large range of students enrolled.  Howev-
er, the “average” TR program was located 
in medium-sized schools.

The name of the college in which the 
TR program was housed varies widely. 
The most prominent category name cho-
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sen by the 73 respondents was “Other” 
(n = 31, 42.5%), with Education (n = 18, 
24.7%) and Health, Physical Education, 
and Recreation (n = 13, 17.8%) follow-
ing. In the “Other” category, the most 
frequently occurring word was Health, 
with many combinations such as College 
of Health and Human Services, School 
of Public Health, and Health and Edu-
cational Psychology. The least frequently 
occurring title was Allied Health (n = 11, 
15.1%).

When asked the name of the de-
partment in which TR was housed, the 
highest number of responses came under 
Recreation, Leisure, Parks and/or Tour-
ism (n = 31, 42.5%). “Other” received the 
next most frequent set of responses, with 
“Recreation” being included in 14 of the 
21 other responses (66.7%). Like college 
names, department names also differed 
widely, with two having TR and one hav-
ing RT in their department name. The 
clear majority of curricula were housed 
in health, physical education, and recre-
ation (HPER), or recreation and leisure 
configurations.

Unit Faculty Characteristics  
The survey asked respondents about 

the faculty within the total department. 
Regarding types of faculty lines within 

the department, respondents reported a 
mean of 7.2 adjunct, part-time positions, 
6.8 tenure line positions, and 2.3 nonten-
ured full-time positions. An average of 
5.8 departmental faculty were tenured at 
the time of the survey. In addition, on av-
erage, departments employed 1.9 persons 
of color, and 6.4 females. Table 1 outlines 
these results.

 Unit Student Enrollments 
Respondents were also asked to re-

port the total number of students within 
their department as of fall 2011. Again, 
wide ranges are evident, although this is 
largely due to the complex configurations 
noted above. For example, a department 
of health, physical education, and recre-
ation had a more likely chance of having 
a large number of students than depart-
ments that are solely TR. Table 2 shows 
the range of undergraduate majors and 
minors, as well as master’s and doctoral 
students within the department in which 
TR is housed.  

 In addition, TR program directors 
were asked to note how many TR stu-
dents were considered undergraduate 
majors, undergraduate minors, master’s 
students, and doctoral students. With 73 
respondents, the range for undergraduate 
TR majors was from three to 200, with a 

 n Range Mean 

Tenured Faculty Lines 72 0 to 23 6.8 

Non-Tenured Faculty Lines 68 0 to 15 2.3 

Adjunct/Part-Time Lines 70 0 to 90 7.2 

Tenured Faculty 70 0 to 18 5.8 

Persons of Color 70 0 to 40 1.9 

Females 70 0 to 32 6.4 

Table 1
Characteristics of Total Department Faculty
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mean of 60.2. Table 3 outlines the num-
ber of full and part-time students who 
were undergraduate TR majors, under-
graduate TR minors, master’s students, 
and doctoral students.  The range of TR 
students within individual programs is 
wide, and may include part-time students 
in the total numbers.

Degree Characteristics
Respondents (n=73) were also que-

ried about the types of degrees/certifi-
cates offered within TR. The responses 
by level were two certificate (2.7%), one 
associates (1.4%), 73 bachelors (100%), 
24 masters (32.9%), and four doctorate 
(5.5%) programs. All respondents offered 
bachelor’s degrees, with fewer offering 
master’s degrees, and even fewer offering 
doctoral degrees.

Of the 73 respondents, 59 (80.8%) 
used the title of Therapeutic Recre-
ation and 12 (16.4%) used the title of 
Recreation(al) Therapy. The most fre-

quent title in the program remains Ther-
apeutic Recreation.

At each of the levels (certificate, asso-
ciates, bachelors, master’s and doctorate), 
respondents were asked about the type of 
degree offered. As Table 4 demonstrates 
below, most TR bachelor’s, master’s, and 
doctoral programs were considered op-
tions, sequences, or emphases rather than 
majors/degrees. 

Changes in Undergraduate Curricula 
TR program directors in the US and 

Canada were asked about changes affect-
ing the total undergraduate curriculum 
in the last five years and also upcoming 
changes that were anticipated in the next 
five years. The most frequently occurring 
major changes that occurred in the last 
five years included: (a) number of total 
departmental faculty lines increased (n= 
27, 37.0%), and (b) numbers of total TR 
faculty lines increased (n=17, 23.3%). 
“Other” responses included negative 
changes such as faculty lines decreasing as 

Table 2
Total Number of Students Enrolled in the Department in Which TR is Housed (N=73)
 UG Majors UG Minors Masters Doctoral 

High  1,200 500 240 31 

Low 3 1 3 3 

Mean 280.3 70.1 47.5 15.2 

 UG TR Majors UG TR Minors TR Masters TR Doctoral 

High  200 30 45 6 

Low 3 2 1 1 

Mean 60.2 11.2 8.6 2.8 

Table 3
Total Number of TR Students Enrolled in TR (N=73)
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well as positive changes such as adding a 
minor or upgrading the TR undergradu-
ate program from an option to a major.

The respondents were then asked 
what changes were anticipated in the next 
five years. The top three answers were 
that total department faculty lines would 
increase (n=24, 32.9%), no changes were 
anticipated (n=21, 28.8%), and numbers 
of total TR faculty would increase (n=20, 
27.4%). Three comments in the “other” 
section said they could not anticipate 

what changes might be coming, while 
some anticipated negative changes (e.g., 
TR program being discontinued) and 
positive changes (e.g., increases in TR 
faculty lines). The data about changes in 
undergraduate curricula are detailed in 

Table 5.

TR Faculty Characteristics
Faculty Numbers, Lines, and Types

Respondents were asked how many 
full-time TR faculty were employed at 

Table 4
Degree Type by Degree Level

 Major/Degree Option/Sequence/Emphasis Not Applicable Other 

Certificate 
(n=32) 

0.0% (0) 6.3% (2) 93.8% (30) 0.0% (0) 

Associates 
(n=33) 

3.0% (1) 0.0% (0) 97.0% (32) 0.0% (0) 

Bachelors 
(n=72) 

34.6% (25) 62.5% (45) 1.4% (1) 1.4% (1) 

Masters  
(n=51) 

7.8% (4) 43.1% (22) 49.0% (25) 0.0% (0) 

Doctoral 
(n=36) 

2.8% (1) 8.3% (3) 86.1% (31) 2.8% (1) 

Table 5
Changes in the Undergraduate Departmental Curriculum

 Occurred in Last  
Five Years 

Anticipated in Next 
Five Years 

 n % n % 

College merge(d) with other college 3 4.1 1 1.4 

Department move(d) to different college 7 9.6 3 4.1 

Departmental faculty lines increase(d) 27 23.3 24 32.8 

Departmental faculty lines decrease(d) 17 6.8 7 9.6 

TR program move(d) to different unit 5 0.0 2 2.7 

TR became/will become separate department 0 23.3 0 0.0 

TR faculty lines increase(d) 17 13 20 27.4 

TR faculty lines decrease(d) 10 7 3 4.1 

No major changes made or anticipated 16 21.9 21 28.8 

Other 12 16.4 15 20.5 
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their respective universities. Their an-
swers (n=71) ranged from none (n=2, 
2.8%) to five (n=2, 2.8%). The remain-
der had one (n=27, 38.0%), two (n=22, 
31.0%), three (n=11, 15.5%), or four full-
time TR faculty (n= 5, 7.0%). A majority 
of the responding institutions (69%) had 
one or two full-time TR faculty members 
on their staff. When asked about the total 
full-time equivalent (FTE) of TR faculty 
in their institutions, the range was from 
zero to 12, with a mean of 2.3.

Regarding types of faculty lines with-
in TR, respondents reported (a) a mean 
of 1.6 adjunct, part-time positions, (b) a 
mean of 1.4 tenure line positions, and (c) 
a mean of 0.5 nontenured full-time posi-
tions. An average of 1.2 TR faculty were 
tenured at the time of the survey. 

Schools report a range of zero to 
eight female TR faculty members, with a 
mean of 2.1 per program. When taken in 
total, the 72 respondents reported a total 
of 152 female faculty members. When 
compared with the total number of TR 
faculty above (204), female TR faculty 
members made up 74.5% of all TR fac-
ulty members in the US and Canada.

The 72 respondents to the question of 
whether they employed persons of color 
in TR faculty positions reported a range 
of none to two faculty of color, with the 

average being less than one (0.3%). The 
72 respondents reported a total of 18 TR 
faculty of color. When compared with the 
total number of TR faculty above (204), 
persons of color constituted 0.9% of the 
TR work force.  TR faculty characteristics 
are presented in Table 6. 

Degrees and Rank of TR Faculty
The TR program coordinators re-

ported a total of 120 faculty (mean per 
program=3.3) with earned doctorates, 
112 with master’s only (mean=1.6), and 
ten with bachelor’s only(mean=0.1 per 
program). 

When asked about current faculty 
rank, TR program directors (n=72) re-
sponded that the most frequently occur-
ring rank was Instructor (Mean=1.0 per 
program), followed by Associate Profes-
sor (Mean=0.8). The least frequently oc-
curring rank was Full Professor (Mean 
=0.5), followed by Assistant Professor 
(Mean=0.6). There was a total of 204 TR 
faculty identified at the 72 responding 
schools. Table 7 presents faculty rank by 
TR Program.

Faculty Certification and Memberships
The range of NCTRC certified fac-

ulty was from zero to seven, with a mean 
of 2.4 per program. A total of 168 faculty 
(82.4%) were NCTRC certified at the 

Table 6
Characteristics of TR Faculty

 n Range Mean 

Tenured Faculty Lines 68 0 to 5 1.4 

Non-Tenured Faculty Lines 62 0 to 5 .5 

Adjunct/Part-Time Lines 66 0 to 7 1.6 

Tenured Faculty 68 0 to 4 1.2 

Persons of Color 72 0 to 2 0.3 

Females 72 0 to 8 2.1 
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time of the survey, with 36 (17.7%) not 
being NCTRC certified.

TR programs reported a range of 
zero to seven ATRA members in their TR 
faculty, with the average being slightly 
under two. The majority of TR faculty 
were ATRA members (n = 127, 62.3%). 
A smaller percentage of Canadian Thera-
peutic Recreation Association (CTRA) 
membership (n = 12, 0.6%) may reflect 
the small sample of Canadian TR faculty, 
as well as the prominence of provincial 
Canadian TR associations. A majority of 
TR faculty were members of their state or 
provincial TR organization/chapter af-
filiate (n = 141, 69.1%). More TR faculty 
were members of their state or provin-
cial TR association than either ATRA or 
CTRA. Table 8 provides this data.

Faculty Load, Equivalents, Contracts
Respondents (n = 72) were queried 

about the typical official loads of TR fac-
ulty members. Teaching was the primary 
responsibility, with a range of 0 to 100% 
of workload and a mean of 55.6% of the 
TR faculty’s time. Other responsibilities 

were much less often assigned, with (a) 
internship supervision (mean = 9.7%), 
(b) research/grant writing (mean = 
9.0%), (c) service (mean = 8.7%), (d) ac-
ademic advisement (mean = 6.8%), and 
(e) administration within the unit (mean 
= 6.6%) among the top six TR faculty re-
sponsibilities. 

The last question in the section on 
faculty characteristics asked about the av-
erage full-load course equivalent of all TR 
faculty on staff. The respondents indicat-
ed that most faculty (43 out of 72 respon-
dents, 59.7%) taught the equivalent of 
four, three-hour classes per semester. The 
next highest course equivalent was three, 
three-hour classes (17 out of 72 respon-
dents, 23.6%) per semester. Only eight 
faculty (11.1%) taught an average of two, 
three-hour classes per semester, three 
(4.2%) taught one, three-hour class, and 
one (1.4%) taught five, three-hour class-
es per semester. The greatest percentage 
of TR faculty taught an average of four, 
three-hour classes per semester.

The most common length of faculty 

 Instructor Assistant 
Professor 

Associate 
Professor 

Full 
Professor 

Total 

Range 0 to 5 0 to 4 0 to 3 0 to 3  

Mean per TR Program 1.0 0.6 0.8 0.5  

Total Count  73 39 53 39 204 

Table 7
Faculty Rank by TR Program (n=72)

Table 8
Faculty as Members of ATRA or CTRA (n = 72)
 ATRA CTRA State or Provincial 

Association 
Range 0 to 7 0 to 5 0 to 8 

Mean per TR Program 1.8 0.2 2.1 

Total Count  127 12 141 
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contracts was nine months (47 or 65.3%), 
with 10-month contracts (13 or 18.1%) 
and 12-month contracts (eight or 11.1%) 
also recorded. Five of the eight 12-month 
contracts were reported by the five Cana-
dian schools. The overwhelming major-
ity of institutions (64 or 88.9%) reported 
summer contracts being negotiated sepa-
rately from academic year contracts.

Types of Support Available to TR 
Faculty for Teaching and Research

A variety of instructional supports 
were provided to TR faculty on their 
campuses. The top five sources of sup-
port were (a) smart classrooms/technol-
ogy (83.3%), (b) professional develop-
ment workshops on campus (70.8%), (c) 
additional summer salary (68.1%), (d) 
additional funding for travel (66.7%), 
and (e) teaching/learning centers/collab-
oratives (62.5%). The support least often 
provided was support personnel/consul-
tants (16.7%).

A similar question was asked about 
support for TR faculty members’ research 
efforts. The top six supports provided 
for research included (a) internal/uni-
versity grants (72.2%), (b) sabbaticals/
faculty leaves for research (62.5%), (c) 
additional funding for travel (54.2%), 
(d) professional development workshops 
on campus (50.0%), and (e) additional 
summer salary (37.5%) and released/re-
assigned time (37.5%). Similar to teach-
ing, the least likely support provided was 
support personnel/consultants. The ma-
jority of schools offered TR faculty nine-

month contracts (65.3%), 10-month 
contracts (18.1%), and 12-month con-
tracts (11.1%). The majority of schools 
(88.9%) negotiated summer contracts 
for conducting research efforts separately 
from academic calendar contracts.

Accreditation Characteristics
Therapeutic recreation program 

directors were also asked about the ac-
creditation status of their program/de-
partment. Forty-five (62.5%) reported 
having accreditation by the Council on 
Accreditation of Parks, Recreation, Tour-
ism and Related Professions (COAPRT), 
and seven (9.7%) reported accreditation 
by Committee on Accreditation of Recre-
ational Therapy Education (CARTE). An 
additional 21 (29.2%) reported holding 
neither of those accreditations. 

Forty-eight (67.6%) of the schools 
reported having their “core” accredited, 
nine (12.7%) had other options accred-
ited, and 22 (31.0%) had their therapeu-
tic recreation option accredited. An ad-
ditional 16 (22.2%) reported not being 
accredited by COAPRT or CARTE. Table 
9 shows that the majority planned to seek 
COAPRT accreditation, with many not 
seeking or being unsure of whether they 
will seek accreditation in the future. Ta-
ble 9 also presents the data on programs 
seeking accreditation in the future.

For those who are accredited or who 
are seeking accreditation, the top three 
reasons included: (a) providing indica-
tion of quality of the department, cur-
riculum, and faculty (54 or 75.0%), (b) 

 Will Seek Unsure Will Not Seek NA 

COAPRT 36 (52.9%) 18 (26.5%) 11 (16.2%) 3 (4.4%) 

CARTE 14 (21.9%) 31 (48.4%) 14 (21.9%) 5 (7.8%) 

 

Table 9
Anticipation of Seeking Accreditation in the Future (n = 72)
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supporting mission of improving curric-
ulum across the university (51 or 70.8%), 
and (c) supporting mission of improv-
ing curriculum across the country (36 or 
50.0%). For those who are not seeking re-
accreditation, the top four reasons were: 
(a) not valued by college/university (five 
or 8.8%), (b) quality can be provided 
without being accredited (five or 8.8%), 
(c) department/program does not meet 
standards (three or 5.3%), and (d) fac-
ulty do not have the time or resources to 
complete the self-study (three or 5.3%). 
For those seeking accreditation, costs 
were supported primarily by the college/
school (36 or 50.0%), university (31 or 
43.1%), or the department (28 or 38.9%), 
or some combination thereof.

TR Curriculum Characteristics

Program and Course Characteristics
The first section in the Curriculum 

Characteristics Section asked about ad-
mission requirements for undergradu-
ates with 55 respondents. The two most 
popular answers included  (a) none (oth-
er than the university requirements) (30 
or 54.5%), and (b) total cumulative grade 
point average (GPA) (22 or 40.0%). Only 
eight programs (14.5%) required tak-
ing and passing prerequisite courses and 
six programs (10.9%) required personal 
statements/writing examples. 

The average undergraduate TR class 
size ranged from five to 40, with 20.6 be-
ing the average. Respondents (n = 55) 
were asked about whether their courses 
were traditional face-to-face only, on-
line only, or a hybrid. The majority (35 
or 63.6%) reported that 100% of their 
classes were face to face only, with an-
other seven (12.7%) reporting between 
90 and 99 % of their classes were face-to-
face only. Only two (3.6%) reported only 
offering online courses and 15 (12.3%) 
reported offering hybrid courses.

Total hours required for graduation 
from the institution ranged from 180 to 
128, with 120 being the most reported 
(28 or 52.8%), followed by 124 (12 or 
22.6%) and 128 (six or 11.3%). General 
or university studies requirements ranged 
from 26 to 70 hours, and most required 
60 hours (11 or 20.0%), 48 hours (5 or 
9.1%), or 42 hours (5 or 9.1%). Respon-
dents were also asked about required 
recreation and leisure coursework and 
reported a range from zero to 67 hours. 
Four respondents said no recreation and 
leisure coursework was required. The ma-
jority (14 or 25.5%) reported bi-modally 
at zero to nine hours and 31 to 40 hours. 
When asked about TR coursework, a ma-
jority (29 or 52.7%) reported requiring 
between 11 and 20 hours with another 
twelve (21.8%) reporting between 21 and 
30 hours. The range was from 12 to 59 
hours. Supportive coursework require-
ments ranged from zero to 44 hours. 
The majority (58.2%) required between 
eleven and 20 hours, with 12 (21.8%) 
requiring 21 to 30 hours of supportive 
coursework.

Curriculum Content
TR program directors were asked to 

identify all TR undergraduate course titles 
that came under the following NCTRC 
course title headings: (a) Introduction/
Foundations/Orientation to TR/RT, (b) 
Principles/Processes/Techniques/Methods/
Procedures, (c) Assessment/Programming/
Evaluation, (d) Issues/Problems/Trends, 
(e) Administration/Supervision/Opera-
tions, (f) Disability Areas, and (g) Other. 
If more than one course was utilized to 
address a content area, respondents were 
asked to list all courses intended to ad-
dress the content area.

Results show that 100% of the re-
spondents had identified at least one 
course in each of the following NCTRC 
content areas: Introduction/Founda-
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tions/Orientation to TR/RT, Principles/
Processes/Techniques/Methods/Proce-
dures, Assessment/Programming/Evalu-
ation and Disability Areas. Nearly all 
respondents (98.2%) indicated that they 
had at least one course in the content area 
of Administration/Supervision/Opera-
tions and most (92.7%) had at least one 
course addressing the Issues/Problems/
Trends content area. Just over half of the 
respondents (56.4%) indicated that they 
had at least one course in the “Other” cat-
egory. Examples of Other included topics 
such as medical terminology, site/popula-
tion specific courses (e.g., TR in schools), 
leisure counseling, legal topics, and niche 
interventions such as the Arts. 

As has been the case in previous stud-
ies, course titles were highly variable and 
made use of a variety of combinations of 
key terms to indicate course content. The 
most consistent use of titles/terms oc-
curred in the Introduction/Foundations/
Orientation to TR/RT content area. Of 
the 55 listed course titles in this content 
area, 43 titles (78%) included either the 
term “Foundations” or “Introduction” in 
their course titles. Additionally, 45 titles 
(83%) used the terms “therapeutic recre-
ation” and six (1.2%) used recreation(al) 
therapy to identify the discipline. Also 
of note, this is the only content area in 
which 100% of the respondents indicated 
they had only one course to address this 
content.

Curriculum Changes
TR program directors were asked 

about the changes within their TR cur-
riculum within the last five years. The top 
four answers were: (a) more TR courses 
added (42 or 76.4%), (b) student assess-
ment included specific outcome measures 
(36 or 65.5%), (c) more assignments 
within the TR courses (63.6%), and (d) 
internship requirements increased (34 or 
61.8%). In addition, TR program direc-

tors were asked about anticipated chang-
es in the next five years. The four most 
frequently reported anticipated changes 
included (a) student assessment to in-
clude specific student outcome measures 
(33 or 60.0%), (b) some courses to be of-
fered online (24 or 43.6%), (c) internship 
requirements to increase (20 or 36.4%), 
and (d) more TR courses to be added (18 
or 32.7%). Table 10 describes the changes 
that occurred and are anticipated.

Internship Characteristics
Respondents were asked to charac-

terize the nature of their internship pro-
grams. Respondents reported most often 
offering one internship (23 or 42.6%) 
or two internships (20 or 37.0%) to TR 
students. In the senior TR internship, the 
majority of the 54 respondents reported 
requiring 14 weeks (24 or 44.4%), 12 
weeks (12 or 22.2%), or 15 weeks (12 or 
22.2%). Three schools reported requiring 
16 weeks and one school reported requir-
ing 20 weeks. Correspondingly, the most 
frequently occurring number of weeks 
required in the senior internship is 560 
hours (30 or 58.8%), with 10 (19.6%) 
requiring 480 hours, and six (11.8%) 
requiring 600 hours. Fifty-one (94.4%) 
of the schools required the students to 
complete the senior internship under an 
agency supervisor who is NCTRC-certi-
fied. Forty-five (83.3%) required that the 
university internship supervisor be NC-
TRC certified. Almost 80% (79.1%) of 
TR student internships were supervised 
exclusively by TR faculty members. Seven 
institutions (9.7%) reported that TR stu-
dent internships were never exclusively 
supervised by TR faculty.

A majority (44 or 81.5%) instituted 
a formal, pre-approval system for senior 
internships. Thirty-three (61.1%) placed 
no conditions on the locations at which 
students may complete internships. Ad-
ditionally, 50 (92.6%) of the schools nev-
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er required the student to pay any of the 
travel expenses for university supervisors. 
Three schools required students to pay a 
travel fee; while two others reported that, 
depending on location of the student, 
technology (e.g., videoconferencing) re-
places in-person visits. Many methods 
were used by internship supervisors to 
communicate with students. The top 
methods used were (a) telephone com-
munication (52 or 96.3%), (b) on-site 
agency visits (50 or 92.6%), (c) regular 
mail (24 or 44.4%), and (d) video-confer-
encing (16 or 29.6%). Additionally, many 
respondents in the ‘other’ comments sec-
tion wrote in methods such as email and 
electronic discussions (e.g., Blackboard).

The majority of TR students were 
not restricted to any particular semester 
(41 or 75.9%) to complete their intern-
ships. Thirty-three (61.1%) reported us-
ing a graded system for internships, while 
18 (33.3%) reported a pass/fail or satis-

factory/unsatisfactory system. Whether 
students could take additional course-
work during the senior internship was 
split nearly in half, with 29 (53.7%) be-
ing allowed and 25 (46.3%) not being al-
lowed. Of the 15 cases in which students 
are allowed to take additional course-
work, nine respondents indicated stu-
dents were allowed to take a maximum 
of three credits, and six reported allowing 
students to take six credits.

Student Characteristics

TR Enrollments
The final section of the survey asked 

about the characteristics of TR students. 
Enrollment trends in the varying lev-
els of degree programs (TR minors, TR 
majors, TR master’s, and TR doctoral 
students) were the focus of the first ques-
tion in this section. In contrast to previ-
ous curriculum studies, enrollments were 
reported (n=60) to be increasing for both 

 Occurred Anticipated 

 n % n % 

TR initiated 1 2.0   

TR eliminated 1 2.0 1 2.0 

TR curriculum significantly revised 24 43.6 13 23.6 

More TR courses/credit hours added 42 76.4 18 32.7 

More assignments in TR courses 35 63.6 16 29.1 

More supportive coursework 8 14.5 11 20.0 

Some courses offered online 16 29.1 24 43.6 

Internship requirements increased 34 61.8 20 36.4 

Some TR courses deleted 5 9.1 1 2.0 

Fewer assignments in TR courses 1 2.0 1 2.0 

Less supportive coursework 1 2.0 1 2.0 

Internship requirements decreased 2 3.6 1 2.0 

Student assessment included specific 
outcome measures 

36 65.5 33 60.0 

Table 10
Changes in the Undergraduate TR Curriculum (n = 55)
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undergraduate TR majors (n=40, 70.2%) 
and minors (n=12, 20.7%).  For the 14 
reporting TR masters programs, nine 
(64.3%) reported they were stable. There 
were too few data to detect TR doctoral 
enrollment pattern data. Undergraduate 
TR majors and minors were increasing at 
most schools, while master’s enrollments 
were stable, and doctoral programs 
showed no specific pattern. Table 11 con-
tains this data.

Schools reported that a range of 20 to 
100% (Mean=82.3%) of TR minors were 
female and 10 to 100% (Mean= 83.7%) 
of TR majors were female. Undergradu-
ate TR minors and majors, on average, 
were females over 80% of the time.

Of the 60 respondents who reported 
on percentages of students of color, TR 
minor averages ranged from 0% to 80% 
(Mean=5.8%) students of color. TR ma-
jor averages ranged from ten to 100% 
(Mean=22.6%) students of color. Given 
this very broad range of percentages of 
TR minors/majors of color (from zero 
to 100%) it is interesting to note that 
overall, approximately six percent of TR 
minors were individuals of color, and al-
most 23% of TR majors were individuals 
of color.

Respondents (n=55) were asked to 
report average TR class size. TR class sizes 

ranged from five to 40 students each, with 
an average of almost 21 students per class.

Graduation, Employment, 
Certification, and Post-Graduation 
Characteristics

Faculty were also asked about esti-
mated graduation, employment, and cer-
tification rates for the years 2009, 2010, 
and 2011. Table 12 displays this data.

The number of TR graduates per 
year, in the last three years, ranged from 
two to 60, with an average of 17.2 (n= 48). 
Of the 21 schools that reported data, the 
mean NCTRC test score was 66.1, with a 
range of 53.4 to 87.5. With 20 institutions 
reporting, the estimated average salary 
of TR undergraduates upon graduation 
was $34,825, with a range of $25,000 to 
$45,000. The top two areas in which TR 
undergraduates obtained permanent em-
ployment are aging care (32 or 64.0%) 
and mental health (19 or 38.0%). TR 
program directors were also asked about 
the contact they maintained with alumni.  
The top three answers (n=50) were: (a) 
informal contact with some alumni (41 
or 82.0%), (b) connection through so-
cial media (28 or 56.0%), and (c) formal 
alumni departmental or college surveys 
(18 or 36.0%).

TR program directors were asked to 
estimate the activities of their students 

 n Decreasing Stable Increasing NA 

Undergrad 
Minors 

60 1 (1.7%) 7 (12.1%) 12 (20.7%) 38 (65.5%) 

Undergrad 
Majors 

60 7 (12.3%) 6 (10.5%) 40 (70.2%) 4 (7.0%) 

Masters 14 1 (7.1%) 9 (64.3%) 4 (28.6%) 0 (0.0%) 

Doctoral 3 1 (33.3%) 1 (33.3%) 1 (33.3%) 0 (0.0%) 
Note.  Due to respondent survey response there was limited data reported for Masters and Doctorate programs; 
however, student enrollment data was available 

Table 11
TR Enrollment Trends by Degree Level
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one year post-graduation. Respondents 
felt that, on average, their former stu-
dents were primarily employed (n = 45, 
Mean = 76.2%), with an even distribu-
tion between entering TR graduate pro-
grams (n = 43, 16.0%) and entering other 
graduate programs (n = 43, 16.8%).  This 
data is reported in Table 13.

TR faculty reported that the majority 
of TR students were employed within one 
year of graduation, with smaller percent-
ages going on to graduate programs.

Regression Analysis
The first analysis concerned whether 

there was a relationship between the title 
of the program (TR or RT) and overall 

enrollment and employment outcomes. 
No significant relationship was found.

The second analysis explored wheth-
er faculty tenure influenced undergradu-
ate TR enrollment. Results showed that 
employment of tenured faculty was asso-
ciated with a 16.3 total student increase in 
enrollment. Likewise, tenured faculty sta-
tus was predictive of higher numbers of 
students who graduated. A similar analy-
sis looked at the relationship between 
tenure-line status of faculty and employ-
ment, and no relationship was found.

A strong positive relationship ex-
isted between certification and employ-
ment outcomes, although both were best 
estimates of the therapeutic recreation 

 Year n Range Mean 

Graduation Rates 2009 33 70 to 100 96.3 

 2010 32 70 to 100 95.8 

 2011 33 70 to 100 95.9 

Employment Rates 2009 31 30 to 100 83.0 

 2010 30 40 to 100 83.2 

 2011 30 50 to 100 82.8 

Certification Rates 2009 30 10 to 100 74.1 

 2010 29 10 to 100 75.0 

 2011 31 10 to 100 75.2 

Table 12
Estimated Graduation, Employment, and Certification Rates of TR 
Undergraduate Majors

 n Range Mean 

Employed 45 40 to 90% 76.2% 

TR Graduate Program 43 0 to 100% 16.0% 

Other Graduate Program 43 1 to 75 16.8% 

Unsure 25   

Other 18   

 

 

Table 13
Within One-Year Post-Graduation Use of TR Degree
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faculty about their students.  That is, TR 
faculty provided estimates of the rates of 
both their students’ certification attain-
ment and employment attainment.

The final regression analysis showed 
that higher teaching loads are associated 
with a decrease in the number of students 
pursuing certification.

Conclusions and Implications
The purpose of this study was to 

ascertain the curriculum characteristics 
within the field of TR; the study evaluat-
ed 73 programs including characteristics 
of the (a) university and unit, (b) faculty, 
(c) accreditation status, (d) curriculum, 
and (e) students.  

This is the third study in a series of 
longitudinal studies capturing the scope 
of data for academic programs in the 
United States and the second one cap-
turing Canadian data (Stumbo & Carter, 
1999a, 1999b; Stumbo, Carter & Kim, 
2004a, 2004b; Stumbo, Carter, & Folk-
erth, 2007). 

Analysis of the data shows that the 
current split of the type of institution in 
which programs were housed is consis-
tent with previous data, with the major-
ity of programs being housed in public 
rather than private institutions.

The number of responding institu-
tions has gone from 114 in 1996 (76.51% 
of sample), to 65 in 2003 (45.1%), to 73 
in 2013 (77.7%). The names of colleges 
in which TR is housed have become more 
complex over time, with the most fre-
quently occurring choice in the present 
survey being “other.” More popular des-
ignations in the past, such as Education 
and Health, Physical, Education, and Rec-
reation, have given way to the more com-
plex and inclusive titles as many adminis-
trative units on campuses are merged due 
to funding and budget conditions. How-
ever, department titles have remained 

more stable across studies, most falling 
under the umbrella of Recreation, Lei-
sure, Parks/ and or Tourism. Therapeutic 
Recreation, compared to Recreation(al) 
Therapy, continues to be the degree title 
most commonly used since the curricu-
lum studies began. However, the use of 
Recreation(al) Therapy as a degree title 
has steadily increased from the 1996, 2003 
and 2012 studies, growing from 3.7%, to 
13.3%, to 16.4% respectively. 

Findings reflect a slight increase in 
full-time TR faculty over time. The re-
ported average in 1996 was 1.7, in 2003 it 
was 1.8, and in 2012 it was 2.3. Whether 
this may be due to an overall increase in 
adjunct (non-tenure track) or tenure-
track positions is not known. Similar 
teaching loads of four, three-hour classes 
per semester were found in the 1996, the 
2003, and the present study.

Over time, the number of enroll-
ments of TR majors has fluctuated. As of 
the 2012 survey, there was an increase in 
the average number of TR student majors 
at the undergraduate level, rising to the 
highest average enrollment in this series 
of longitudinal studies (mean enroll-
ment = 50.7 in 1996; 36.4 in 2003; 60.2 in 
2012). TR master’s enrollments have de-
creased slightly from an average of 11 in 
2003 to 8.6 in the present study. Females 
continue to dominate enrollment in TR 
programs.

A greater number of TR programs 
adhered to NCTRC standards in terms of 
course titles than in the past. In addition, 
the number of weeks required and num-
ber of required internships hours rose 
steadily from 1996 to 2006 to the present 
study. Graded internships (A/B/C/D/F) 
have risen and then dropped, from 64.9% 
in 1996, to 72.6% in 2003, to 61.1% in the 
present study. It is apparent from the data 
that there is an increase in online course 
offerings and this increase is anticipated 
to continue. 
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Limitations of this study included 
the use of an online survey. Some respon-
dents, because of their computer configu-
rations, experienced difficulty completing 
the survey. In addition, the lengthiness of 
the survey resulted in a high number of 
non-completions. Although the return 
rate of nearly 80% was high for online 
surveys, any degree of non-response low-
ers the validity of the results. In addition, 
in terms of the regression analysis, cau-
sality was not determined through this 
study. Relationships were established, but 
more data collection would be required 
to establish cause and effect. 

Recommendations for Future Research
It remains difficult to extract recom-

mendations from state of the art stud-
ies, largely due to many factors that are 
outside the TR faculty member’s sphere 
of control, such as the college or depart-
ment in which the program is housed. 
However, some suggestions are provided 
because, as in prior studies, the state of 
TR curricula remains problematic due to 
extreme degrees of variability.

As in 1996 and 2003, it is recom-
mended that a further study be conducted 
to determine the impact of administra-
tive locations on TR faculty and curri-
cula. The degree to which administrative 
location impacts the TR program is still 
not known at this time. It is acknowl-
edged that this may be a difficult task in 
that college and department mergers are 
occurring more frequently.

CARTE as an accreditation option 
for TR is new since the 2003 study. The 
reasons why TR programs specifically 
choose COAPRT, CARTE, or neither 
also may be worthy of study. It is recom-
mended that a more in-depth study be 
conducted concerning the benefit/cost 
analysis of accreditation, especially in 
terms of graduation, employment, and 

certification rates for TR students.
One recommendation from this data 

is for more in-depth research to be con-
ducted on the content of TR coursework, 
beyond course titles. The diversity of of-
ferings suggests that commonality within 
course titles may not be assumed. More 
information is needed here. A second 
recommendation from this data is that, 
after more thorough research is com-
pleted, a national movement for consen-
sus on curriculum design and internship 
requirements be initiated by the national 
membership or credentialing organiza-
tions (e.g. American Therapeutic Recre-
ation Association, and/or the National 
Council for Therapeutic Recreation Cer-
tificationTM). It is believed that no two of 
the reporting institutions were identical 
in their therapeutic recreation course 
titles/offerings. The lack of uniformity is 
a cause for concern, if not, alarm. If there 
is no consistency of curricula, then it fol-
lows that there is no or little standardiza-
tion of the degree or “exit skills” for grad-
uates. This recommendation is repeated 
from the 1996 and 2006 studies.  

An additional area of study is ad-
herence to the National Council for 
Therapeutic Recreation Certification’sTM 
(NCTRC) standards. This present study 
included Canada, which may affect the 
responses for certification of internship-
supervising faculty, course titles, and in-
ternship requirements. However, as more 
Canadians consider the NCTRC certifi-
cation program, additional study on the 
presumably increasing adherence to cer-
tification standards may be warranted.
Lastly, in-depth research that provides 
an overarching view of therapeutic rec-
reation curricula needs to be conducted 
every five to ten years. Tracking trends 
is important both for setting and main-
taining national standards. It is recom-
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mended that future efforts to conduct TR 
curricula research make use of existing 
mechanisms/surveys to collect data. The 
use of different approaches and different 
questions/items from survey to survey 
impedes the ability to compare results 
over time. Additionally, research that pro-
vides a mechanism for comparing results 
decade over decade (or at some other 

frequency) would be useful in tracking 
trends more definitively.  Research, such 
as the present study, provides informa-
tion that is not available from any other 
means, and yet so richly describes the 
current state of affairs. Since higher edu-
cation is the cornerstone of many profes-
sional issues and efforts, it is imperative 
to track its ever-changing status.  
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