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Abstract:   Two long-term series of curriculum studies have examined the character-
istics of therapeutic recreation (TR) curricula in the United States, and Canada when 
possible. One series started in 1970 with the last reported data in 2010 (Anderson, 
Ashton-Shaeffer, & Autry, 2000; Anderson & Stewart, 1980; Autry, Anderson, & Sk-
lar, 2010; Stein, 1970; Stewart & Anderson, 1990). The other series started in 1999 
with the last reported data in 2013 (Stumbo & Carter, 1999a, 1999b; Stumbo, Carter, 
& Folkerth, 2007; Stumbo, Carter, & Kim, 2004a, 2004b; Stumbo, Carter, Wilder, & 
Greenwood, 2013). The purpose of this study was to examine the data across both se-
ries to identify curriculum trends over time. The major findings include that most TR 
programs were most likely to be housed in a College of Education and a Department 
of Recreation and Leisure Services. Faculty numbers have fluctuated slightly over time, 
with the number of persons at the instructor rank rising and the number of persons in 
full professor positions rising in the early 2000s and then trending downward. The per-
centage of TR faculty who hold doctorates has also risen and fallen in the last decade. 
Faculty loads continue to be high with an average of three to four classes being taught 
per semester. Student enrollments have trended downward since a high in 1990. The 
majority of enrolled students have been female. Generally, estimated graduation rates 
rose, while estimated employment rates and certification rates fell. The number of TR 
courses required at the undergraduate level has increased over time. Accreditation of 
TR programs by COA (COAPRT, 2012 revised) has evidenced a downward trend. In 
addition to this micro-analysis of the data, a macro-analysis of future implications for 
TR higher education is also provided.

Keywords: therapeutic recreation, trend analysis, curriculum trends, micro-analysis, 
macro-analysis
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 Undergraduate preparation is rec-
ognized as a “bedrock of the profession” 
and a key link to defining professional 
boundaries (Stumbo, 2009). However, 
within therapeutic recreation (TR) “each 
preparation program seems to have its 
own recipe for the content and process 
of educating students for entrance into 
the profession” (Kinney, Kinney, & Wit-
man, 2006, p. 1). This limited consistency 
in the preparation of entry-level profes-
sionals is further exacerbated by today’s 
constantly changing work environment. 
The dynamic nature of health and hu-
man services requires preparation that is 
relevant and responsive to change (Wit-
man, Kinney, Sable, & Kinney, 2009). 
Even so, the knowledge acquired during 
preparation may be outdated by gradua-
tion (Compton, 2010). As a consequence, 
each consumer of TR services is likely to 
experience a service reflective of a par-
ticular training program rather than a 
service representative of a common motif 
affirmed by promising professional prac-
tices. Documenting the status and trends 
over time within TR curricula is a valu-
able exercise that keeps the profession 
informed of changes and challenges in 
academic preparation.

Initial articles and research on pro-
fessional preparation of TR specialists 
appeared in the 1970s (AAHPER, 1973; 
Lindley, 1970; Stein, 1970). In the 40 plus 
years since, researchers and professional 
association initiatives have presented 
longitudinal studies; competency guide-
lines; best practice documents; issues 
texts; strengths, weaknesses, opportuni-
ties, and threats (SWOT) analyses; and 
credentialing criteria providing informa-
tion used by academic programs to define 
and update their preparation programs 
(Witman et al., 2009). Stumbo (2009) 
summarized content of these resources 

in four categories: 1) definition of entry-
level knowledge and relationship to pro-
fessionalization process, 2) status of col-
lege and university offerings, 3) proposed 
structuring of TR curricula, and 4) status 
of TR curricula on campuses during peri-
ods of change and challenge. Collectively, 
these sources affirm a growing number of 
knowledge, skills, and abilities important 
to TR’s scope of practice. 

The dynamic nature of practice has 
also been documented (LeBlanc & Sin-
gleton, 2008; Witman & Rakos, 2008). 
Preparation of future professionals is 
challenged to do more with less, similar 
to the demands experienced in health 
and human service organizations. Like 
health care systems, education systems 
are experiencing change while attempt-
ing to manage escalating expenses and 
improving quality (Stumbo & Keogh 
Hoss, 2009). “Professional preparation 
programs are expected to align educa-
tion with changing needs of health care 
systems” (Stumbo et al., 2004a, p. 35). 
Researchers have noted inconsistency in 
curriculum content and design with min-
imal evidence on relevant preparation for 
21st century health care practices. 

Curriculum Studies
Two sets of longitudinal curriculum 

studies document the ebb and flow of pro-
fessional preparation programs and the 
changing characteristics of undergradu-
ate and graduate programs. One series of 
studies commenced with a 1969 survey 
and follow-up every 10 years since. This 
series of studies include the following:
• Stein, 1970
• Anderson & Stewart, 1980
• Stewart & Anderson, 1990
• Anderson, Ashton-Shaeffer, & Autry, 

2000
• Autry, Anderson, & Sklar, 2010
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The second set of longitudinal stud-
ies was initiated in 1996 with subsequent 
studies and updates in 2003, 2005, and 
2012. This series of studies include the 
following:
• Stumbo & Carter, 1999a, 1999b
• Stumbo, Carter, & Kim, 2004a, 2004b
• Stumbo, Carter, & Folkerth, 2007
• Stumbo, Carter, Wilder, & Green-

wood, 2013
Data from all the above studies track 

the national/international (i.e., Canada) 
movement of TR over time, for under-
graduate and graduate education, largely 
in the U.S., but in some studies, Canada 
as well. The intent of this analysis was to 
examine the two sets of longitudinal stud-
ies to identify trends in undergraduate 
and graduate education in the U.S., and 
Canada when possible. Relying on trend 
analysis methodology (Babbie, 2007; De-
Poy & Gitlin, 1998), the study was under-
taken for two primary reasons: (a) to uni-
fy the above series of curriculum studies 
in one place so that historical data is not 
lost, and (b) to paint a fuller picture of TR 
curricula trends over time than what can 
be afforded by tracking either series sin-
gly. Uniting—that is, comparing and con-
trasting—the two series allows for more 
data points, thus increasing the external 
validity of the results (Babbie; DePoy & 
Gitlin; McMillan & Schumacher, 2001). 
The unique contribution of this study is 
use of trend analysis as a method for ex-
amining TR curriculum data from two 
series conducted over a 45- to 50-year 
period. 

Methods

Descriptive research, especially con-
tent analysis, is used to develop objective, 
systematic, categorical, and quantita-
tive descriptions of various sorts of data 
(Berelson, 1952). Content analysis is a re-

search “technique for making replicable 
and valid inferences from data to their 
context” (Krippendorf, 1980, p. 21) that 
“provide knowledge and understanding 
of the phenomenon under study” (Hsieh 
& Shannon, 2005, p. 1278). According 
to McMillan and Schumacher (2001), in 
these instances, the investigation is “pri-
marily an inductive process of organizing 
data into categories and identifying pat-
terns (relationships among the catego-
ries)” (p. 461). As such, one application 
of content analysis is to detect trends over 
time in existing data sets (Kondracki, 
Wellman, Fada, & Amundson; 2002; 
McMillan & Schumacher, 2001; Stemler, 
2001; Rosenberg, 1997). 

Trend analysis can be used in five 
ways: (a) to discern an overall pattern of 
change in an indicator over time, (b) to 
compare one time period to another time 
period, (c) to compare one geographic 
area to another, (d) to compare one popu-
lation to another, and (e) to make future 
projections (Rosenberg, 1997). In the 
present study, trend analysis is used for 
the first two purposes, detecting changes 
of TR curriculum over time and compar-
ing data from one time period to another. 
The availability of multiple data points 
within the two series allows for improved 
external validity (generalizability) of the 
results (Babbie, 2007; DePoy & Gitlin, 
1998).

Sample
One of the major differences that sets 

trend analysis apart from other research 
techniques is that the sample is time pe-
riods, not individuals (Rosenberg, 1997). 
In this case, the sample consists of nine 
curriculum studies that have occurred 
from 1970 to 2012. The first published 
curriculum study was conducted in 1969 
with its publication of results in 1970 
(Stein, 1970). Approximately every 10 
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years another study was conducted. Two 
studies (e.g., Stumbo & Carter, 1999a, 
1999b; Stumbo, Carter, & Kim, 2004a, 
2004b) were further divided into two 
articles, thus 11 articles were analyzed. 
Ten of the 11 articles were published in 
the Therapeutic Recreation Journal, and 
described undergraduate TR curriculum. 
One article was published in the Ameri-
can Journal of Recreation Therapy, and 
was based on graduate TR curriculum 
and characteristics (Stumbo, Carter, & 
Folkerth, 2007). 

All 11 articles were either retrieved 
through the web or as a hard copy from 
the respective journal. Each of the re-
searchers obtained copies of each of the 
11 studies. Examination of nine studies 
in 11 articles increased the comparabil-
ity, reliability, and external validity of the 
results. 

The fewer the number of time 
periods available, the smaller 
the sample size and as usual, the 
greater the potential for error. 
The longer the time period, the 
more information and therefore 
the more likely it is to precisely 
identify patterns of change. 
(Rosenberg, 1997, p. 6) 

Data Analysis
Descriptive research studies, such as 

trend analysis, often focus on measures 
of “credibility” instead of validity and 
“dependability” instead of reliability to 
determine the “goodness” of the research 
process and results (Babbie, 2010). These 
two notions are of utmost importance 
throughout trend analysis in order to in-
still confidence that the research results 
have meaning and represent reality. With 
these two concepts in mind, the research-
ers used a highly iterative process of dis-
cussion, data analysis, further discussion, 
further data analysis, until all were in 

agreement that the totality of the results 
represented the actual trends from the 
eleven manuscripts.

As the first step of data analysis, the 
five researchers each conducted indepen-
dent reviews of all eleven articles with the 
express purpose of determining a “sound 
conceptual framework” (Rosenberg, 
1997, p. 11) for organizing the data. An 
iterative discussion regarding how con-
tent categories should be coded led to 
an emergent coding scheme. Emergent 
coding occurs when “categories are es-
tablished following some preliminary ex-
amination of the data” (Stemler, 2001, p. 
3). Five categories emerged from discus-
sion and revisiting the eleven reviewed 
articles: (a) University and unit charac-
teristics, (b) TR faculty characteristics, 
(c) Student characteristics, (d) Curricu-
lum characteristics, and (e) Accreditation 
characteristics. The researchers agreed 
that these five content categories ap-
peared in the majority of articles. 

The second step in the iterative pro-
cess of assessing trends is to create data 
tables. Once there is a sound conceptual 
framework, tables, graphs, and statisti-
cal analysis are tools for examining and 
analyzing trend data (Rosenberg, 1997). 
Each researcher was assigned primary 
responsibility for reducing, plotting, and 
analyzing data over time and across stud-
ies for one of the five content areas. Dur-
ing individual analysis, each researcher 
defined the recording units within the 
specified content category (General Ac-
counting Office [GAO], 1996). Tables 
were created, using a common template, 
and trends, when evident, were noted in 
each of the five content areas.

Dependability of the research results 
was improved by having a second re-
searcher independently confirm and ver-
ify each data point. The second researcher 
reviewed original data to verify that the 
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tables and trends suggested by the first 
researcher were indeed accurate and re-
flective of the data. Discrepancies were 
noted and discussed until agreement on 
all data points occurred (Miles & Huber-
man, 1984). In this way, each of the five 
content areas received scrutiny from two 
researchers working independently to in-
crease the credibility and veracity of the 
data. Verified tables and trends were then 
collected for each of the five content ar-
eas and combined into a cohesive whole 
(Berelson, 1952). 

Limitations
Several limitations are noteworthy. 

One of the first limitations was that data 
collection and analysis were restricted to 
those data that were relatively common to 
both the Anderson et al. and the Stumbo/
Carter et al. series. Although some data 
reported may be unique to each series, 
when possible, similar data points that 
emerged from both studies were sought. 
In cases where the data from each series 
differs, notations are made throughout 
the results section.

Another notable limitation is that 
the two series used slightly different sam-
pling techniques in that Anderson et al. 
queried all identifiable Recreation and 
Park Administration/Leisure Studies pro-
grams and then narrowed that list to TR 
programs. Stumbo/Carter et al. sampled 
only TR programs. It may be that these 
differences in sampling techniques re-
sulted in different respondents, and may, 
in part, account for different return rates.  

Results

The results section is divided into 
five parts:  (a) University and unit char-
acteristics, (b) TR faculty characteristics, 
(c) Student characteristics, (d) Curricu-
lum characteristics, and (e) Accreditation 
characteristics. Both studies consistently 

captured data in these five areas, although 
often through different variables. Each 
section presents three types of data, when 
available: (a) data from the Anderson 
et al. series, (b) data from the Stumbo/
Carter et al. series, and (c) combined data 
when variables from both series are com-
parable. 

University and Unit Characteristics
The following section will review the 

data regarding type of university, enroll-
ment, degree title, physical and adminis-
trative location of the program and type 
of degree.

Type of university: Anderson et al. 
series. The Anderson et al. series did not 
address this variable.

Type of university: Stumbo/Carter 
et al. series. The percentage of TR pro-
grams at public universities (slightly less 
than 80%) held constant through the 
Stumbo/Carter et al. series, from 1999 
to 2013.  The percentage of TR programs 
at private universities also held constant 
at about 22%, through the series.  The 
majority of TR programs were offered at 
public universities.

University enrollment: Anderson 
et al. series. The Anderson et al. series 
did not address this variable.

University enrollment: Stumbo/
Carter et al. series. The Stumbo/Carter 
et al. series consistently requested the 
undergraduate enrollment of the institu-
tion. Across the three studies, the aver-
age undergraduate student enrollment 
ranged from 11,156 to 17,181 suggesting 
that TR programs are historically offered 
at medium sized institutions. The average 
graduate enrollment of these institutions 
remained even at approximately 3,100 for 
the two reporting periods of 1999 and 
2004.

Degree title: Anderson et al. series. 
The Anderson et al. series did not address 
this variable.
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Degree title: Stumbo/Carter et al. 
series. The Stumbo/Carter et al. series has 
consistently requested the undergraduate 
degree title. Over a period of 16 years, the 
predominant title used has unfailingly 
(95.3 to 80.8%) been TR. Recreation ther-
apy has been the next most reported title 
(3.7 to 16.4%) over the series.  

Physical location of universities: 
Anderson et al. series. The Anderson 
series reported the locations of TR pro-
grams by region (i.e., Northwest, North-
east, Midwest, etc.).  

Physical location of universities: 
Stumbo/Carter et al. series. The Stum-
bo/Carter et al. series reported the coun-
try location (added in 2012). Findings 
show that programs are predominantly 
offered in the United States.

Physical location of universities: 
Combination of series. TR programs 
continue to be predominantly located 
within the United States and have stayed 
below 10% of the programs being located 
in Canada (Anderson et al., 2000; Ander-
son & Stewart, 1980; Autry et al., 2010; 
Stein, 1970; Stewart & Anderson, 1990).  

Administrative location of univer-
sities: Anderson et al. series. The An-
derson et al. series asked about the ad-
ministrative location of the program, not 
specifying whether the location was the 
college or department. Table 1 shows the 
administrative locations reported by the 
Anderson et al. series.  The Department/
College of Physical Education or Educa-
tion was the most commonly reported 
location, with the next highest location in 
the Department/College of Health and/or 
Human Performance.

Administrative location of univer-
sities: Stumbo/Carter et al. series. The 
Stumbo/Carter et al. series asked admin-
istrative location of both the college (Ta-
ble 2) and department (Table 3) in which 
the TR program was housed. The two 

most consistent college titles were Col-
lege of Education and College of Health, 
Physical Education, and Recreation.  
There were substantial increases in 2005 
(32%) and in 2012 (43%) in programs re-
porting their college location as “Other”. 
Over the reporting period, “other” more 
than tripled in occurrence.

In the Stumbo/Carter et al. series, 
the majority of programs reported two 
department titles: Department of Recre-
ation and Leisure Services, and the De-
partment of Health, Physical Education, 
and Recreation. “Other” was the third 
most commonly reported across the se-
ries (Table 3).

Administrative location of univer-
sities: Combination of series. It is inter-
esting to note that across both series the 
most commonly reported title was Edu-
cation. Within the Anderson et al. series, 
over 50% of the programs were housed in 
an administrative location with the title 
of Education. Similarly, in the Stumbo/
Carter et al. series, the college title of 
Education was reported over 60% of the 
time. In addition, the department title be-
came more specific to Recreation, Leisure 
Services, and Therapeutic Recreation. It 
is also interesting to note that “Other” has 
consistently increased as an administra-
tive location title over both series. 

Type of degree: Anderson et al. se-
ries. The Anderson et al. series reported 
a decline from 1980 to 2010 in programs 
that offered a Recreation Management 
Degree with no emphasis or sequence/
option in TR. They also noted a generally 
upward trend in TR degrees and a nearly 
steady trend line for TR options/sequenc-
es. See Table 4.

Type of degree: Stumbo/Carter et 
al. series. The Stumbo/Carter et al. se-
ries noted an upward trend, from 23.7% 
in 1999 to 34.3% in 2013, of the offering 
of TR as a degree. Similarly, they noted a 
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slightly downward trend in the use of op-
tions/sequences, from 66.0% in 1999 to 
61.6% in 2013. Table 4 contains this data.

Type of degree: Combination se-
ries. Both curriculum series noted an 
increase in TR degrees and a lessening 
of TR options and sequences. This shift 
would indicate that more requirements 
and more classes were being added over 
the decades of the two series of studies.

University characteristics and 
trend across both series. Both series in-
dicated that the most common title in ad-
ministrative locations (e.g., college and/
or department) was Education. Depart-
ment titles trended more to Recreation, 
Leisure Services, and Therapeutic Recre-
ation. In addition, both series noted that 
“Other” (meaning a multifaceted college 
or title name that was not captured by the 
researchers’ instrument) grew in use over 
time. Both series noted an increase in the 
offering of TR degrees and a decline in 
the offering of TR sequences/options as 
time progressed.

Administrative location titles are 
becoming more complex instead of dis-
crete. In addition, there was an increase 
in variation in administration location 
and titles. 

TR Faculty Characteristics 
The following section will review the 

data regarding faculty characteristics, in-
cluding number of faculty, rank and de-
gree, load, gender, and minority status.  

Faculty numbers: Anderson et al. 
series. The mean number of full-time 
faculty specializing in TR across the An-
derson series has fluctuated minimally 
over time. Means range from 1.7 full-time 
TR faculty in 1980, to 1.9 in 1990, to 1.6 
in 2000 and back up to 1.9 in 2010. In raw 
numbers, the Anderson series reveals a 

dramatic rise in the number of full-time 
TR faculty from 1970, when there were 
37 such faculty, to the latest study in 2010, 
when there were 152 full-time faculty 
teaching in TR.

Faculty numbers: Stumbo/Carter 
et al. series. Data reveal a consistent rise 
in the mean number of full-time TR fac-
ulty from a low of 1.7 full-time TR faculty 
to the current high of 2.3 full-time TR 
faculty on staff. However, in raw num-
bers, full-time TR faculty have gone from 
179 full-time faculty in the 1999 study 
to 67 full-time faculty in the 2012 study.  
This may reflect a concentration of more 
faculty at fewer colleges or universities. 

Faculty numbers: Combination 
series. For this variable there is obvious 
variation in the mean number of full-
time faculty over time between the two 
series. The Anderson series reflects slight 
fluctuation in the mean number of full-
time TR faculty and the Stumbo/Carter et 
al. series reflects a steady rise in the mean 
number of full-time TR faculty on staff. 
As noted in the 2010 Stumbo/Carter et 
al. series, the majority of responding col-
leges and universities currently have be-
tween one and two full-time TR faculty 
members on staff (Stumbo et al., 2013).  

Faculty rank and degrees held: 
Anderson et al. series. According to the 
Anderson et al. survey series, the preva-
lence of instructor-level faculty steadily 
declined from the 1990s through 2010, 
while the use of associate and full profes-
sors has increased since 2000 (see Table 
5). This series also reveals that degrees 
held by TR faculty reflect a heavier reli-
ance on master’s level-trained faculty in 
the 1970s and 1980s with a gradual in-
crease in the number of doctoral trained 
faculty from the 1990s forward (see Ta-
bles 5 and 6).
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	  Table 4 
Type of U

ndergraduate D
egree  

V
ariable 

Stein, 
1970 

(N
=35) 

A
nderson 

&
 Stein, 
1980 

(N
=157) 

Stew
art &

 
A

nderson, 
1990 

(N
=105) 

Stum
bo 

&
 

C
arter, 

1999a/b, 
(N

=113) 

A
nderson, 

A
shton-

Shaeffer, 
&

 A
utry, 

2000 
(N

=134) 

Stum
bo, 

C
arter &

 
K

im
, 

2004 a/b 
(N

=63) 

Stum
bo, 

C
arter, &

 
Folkerth, 
2007**  

A
utry, 

A
nderson, 

&
 Sklar, 
2009 

(N
=79) 

Stum
bo, 

C
arter, 

G
reenw

ood, 
W

ilder, 
2013 

(N
=73) 

R
ecreation 

M
anagem

ent D
egree 

N
o Em

phasis (TR
 

C
ourses) 

- 
16.0%

 
14.0%

 
- 

15.0%
 

- 
- 

5.0%
 

- 

R
ecreation 

M
anagem

ent D
egree 

- 
1.0%

 
- 

- 
- 

- 
- 

- 
- 

R
ecreation Therapy 

D
egree 

- 
- 

15.0%
 

23.7%
 

22.0%
 

28.1%
 

- 
28.0%

 
- 

Therapeutic 
R

ecreation 
O

ption/Sequence 
30.7%

 
66.0%

 
64.0%

 
74.6%

 
63.0%

 
71.9%

 
- 

66.0%
 

- 

O
ther 

- 
- 

7.0%
 

- 
- 

- 
- 

- 
1.3%

 

N
ote.  A

 dash (e.g. -) signifies there w
as no reported data. A

 single asterisk (e.g.*) indicates percentages m
ay not equal 100%

 due to 
rounding. A

 double asterisk (e.g. **) indicates G
raduate only curriculum

. 

Table 4

Type of U
ndergraduate D

egree
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Faculty rank and degrees held: 
Stumbo/Carter et al. series. This se-
ries shows a trend of increasing reliance 
on instructor level faculty from the late 
1990s through the current survey report 
in 2013 (see Table 5). The Stumbo/Carter 
et al. series reflects a similar trend to the 
Anderson series with the majority of fac-
ulty now having doctoral degrees, albeit 
with reportedly lower percentages than 
in the Anderson et al series. The num-
ber of TR faculty with doctoral degrees 
has remained relatively stable over time 
at 56.2% (1999) and 58.5% (2012). The 
prevalence of faculty with only a bach-
elor’s degree remained consistently low 
across time (see Table 6).  

Faculty rank and degrees held: 
Combination series. In looking across 
both series of studies, the rank of faculty 
teaching in TR programs has fluctuated 
over time (see Table 5). In the Anderson 
series, the use of instructor and assistant 
professor level faculty was at a high point 
during the 1970s and 1980s when these 
faculty ranks represented 32 percent and 
34 percent respectively. In the Stumbo/
Carter et al. series instructor level faculty 
is the most commonly occurring rank. 
The use of instructor level faculty has ris-
en to its highest point in 2012, represent-
ing 36% of TR faculty by rank. This varia-
tion may be due to methods used in data 
collection, as the Anderson series derived 
the data about rank using only full time 
TR faculty and the Stumbo/Carter series 
derived the data from all TR faculty.

With regard to degree held, only the 
doctoral rank was reported across both 
series. The Anderson et al. series reveals 
a steady rise in the number of TR faculty 
with a doctoral degree over time. The 
Stumbo/Carter et al. series reveals little 
variation in the number of TR faculty 
with doctoral degrees.  See Tables 5 and 6.

 

Faculty load: Anderson et al. series. 
The Anderson et al. series did not report 
on mean faculty teaching load until the 
2000 and 2010 surveys, wherein a stable 
trend of teaching four courses per year is 
reflected (see Table 7).   

Faculty load: Stumbo/Carter et al. 
series. Full-time faculty teaching loads 
in the Stumbo/Carter et al. series reflect 
a relatively high teaching load with the 
majority of faculty teaching, on average, 
eight, three-credit courses per year.

Faculty load: Combination series. 
Although there is minimal variation in 
the number of courses taught by faculty 
over time within each series, there is a 
marked difference in reported faculty 
loads between them. The Stumbo/Carter 
et al. series indicate typical faculty teach-
ing loads for the majority of TR faculty 
is two times higher than the teaching 
load reported in the Anderson et al. se-
ries. This may be due to the variation in 
how faculty load was calculated with the 
Anderson et al. series using only full time 
faculty and Stumbo/Carter et al. using 
total TR faculty numbers. Additionally, 
the Anderson et al. series reported mean 
of courses taught and the Stumbo/Carter 
et al. series reported percentages of the 
number of courses taught. 

Faculty gender and minority 
status: Anderson et al. series. This 
series began to collect data on the gen-
der make up of full time TR faculty as 
of the 1980 study. Data reveal a steady 
rise in the increase of female faculty 
from the minority in 1980 (44%) to 
the majority of full time TR faculty 
in 2010 (63%). There was a small de-
crease in the percentage of female fac-
ulty between the 2000 and 2010 stud-
ies, where female faculty represented 
65% and 63% respectively.  
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	  Table 5  

TR Faculty by Rank 
V

ariable 
Stein, 
1970 

(n*=37) 

A
nderson 

&
 Stein, 
1980 

(n*=251) 

Stew
art &

 
A

nderson, 
1990 

(n*=173) 

Stum
bo 

&
 C

arter, 
1999a/b, 
(n=305) 

A
nderson, 

A
shton-

Shaeffer, &
 

A
utry, 2000 
(n*=195) 

Stum
bo, 

C
arter &

 
K

im
, 

2004 a/b 
(n=189) 

Stum
bo, 

C
arter, &

 
Folkerth, 
2007** 
(n=40.5) 

A
utry, 

A
nderson, 

&
 Sklar, 
2009 

(n*=150) 

Stum
bo, 

C
arter, 

G
reenw

ood, 
W

ilder, 2013 
(n=204) 

Instructor 
32%

 
34%

 
16%

 
29%

 
13%

 
23%

 
7.4%

 
13%

 
36%

 
A

ssistant 
professor 

32%
 

34%
 

27%
 

23%
 

35%
 

29%
 

19.8%
 

23%
 

19%
 

A
ssociate 

professor 
16%

 
20%

 
39%

 
28%

 
25%

 
20%

 
29.6%

 
34%

 
26%

 

Professor 
19%

 
12%

 
17%

 
21%

 
27%

 
28%

 
43.2%

 
30%

 
19%

 
N

ote.  A
 single asterisk (e.g.*) indicates percentages m

ay not equal 100%
 due to rounding. A

 double asterisk (e.g. **) indicates 
G

raduate only curriculum
. A

 low
ercase n is being reported versus an uppercase N

 as in the previous tables. n = Total TR
 faculty. n* = 

Full tim
e TR

 Faculty  
  Table 5

TR
 Faculty by R

ank
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	  Table 6  

Faculty by D
egree H

eld 
V

ariable 
Stein, 
1970 

(n*=37) 

A
nderson 

&
 Stein, 
1980 

(n*=251) 

Stew
art &

 
A

nderson, 
1990 

(n*=173) 

Stum
bo &

 
C

arter, 
1999a/b, 
(n=305) 

A
nderson, 

A
shton-

Shaeffer, &
 

A
utry, 2000 
(n*=195) 

Stum
bo, 

C
arter &

 
K

im
, 

2004 a/b 
(n=189) 

Stum
bo, 

C
arter, &

 
Folkerth, 
2007** 
(n=38.5) 

A
utry, 

A
nderson, 

&
 Sklar, 
2009 

(n*=152) 

Stum
bo, 

C
arter, 

G
reenw

ood, 
W

ilder, 2013 
(n=204) 

B
S 

3%
 

4%
 

.004%
 

3.9%
 

- 
6.3%

 
- 

- 
- 

M
S 

51%
 

53%
 

28%
 

40%
 

- 
36.9%

 
1%

 
- 

- 
PhD

 
46%

 
42%

 
71%

 
56.2%

 
73%

 
56.9%

 
95%

 
79%

 
58.5%

 
N

ote.  A
 dash (e.g. -) signifies there w

as no reported data. A
 single asterisk (e.g.*) indicates percentages m

ay not equal 100%
 due to 

rounding.  A
 double asterisk (e.g. **) indicates G

raduate only curriculum
. A

 low
ercase n is being reported versus an uppercase N

 as in 
the previous tables. n = Total TR

 faculty. n* = Full tim
e TR

 Faculty  
  Table  6

Faculty by D
egree H

eld
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	  Table 7 
Full-tim

e Faculty by M
ean C

ourse Load per Year 
V

ariable 
Stein, 
1970  

A
nderson 

&
 Stein, 
1980  

Stew
art &

 
A

nderson, 
1990  

Stum
bo &

 
C

arter, 
1999a/b, 
(n=179) 

A
nderson, 

A
shton-

Shaeffer, 
&

 A
utry, 

2000 
(n*=195) 

Stum
bo, 

C
arter &

 
K

im
, 2004 

a/b (n=107) 

Stum
bo, 

C
arter, 
&

 
Folkerth, 
2007** 
(n=38.5) 

A
utry, 

A
nderson, 

&
 Sklar, 
2009 

(n*=152) 

Stum
bo, 

C
arter, 

G
reenw

ood, 
W

ilder, 
2013 

(n=67) 

Per year  
course 
load 

- 
- 

- 

56%
  teach 
8, 

3-credit 
courses per 

year 
M

= 4 
courses 
per year 

46.2%
 teach 

8, 3- credit 
courses per 

year 
M

= 6 
courses 
per year 

M
= 4 

courses 
per year 

59.7%
 

teach 8, 3- 
credit 

courses per 
year 

- 
- 

- 

26%
  teach 
6, 

3-credit 
courses per 

year 

26.2%
 teach 

6, 3-credit 
courses per 

year 

23.6%
 

teach 6, 3-
credit 

courses per 
year 

N
ote.  A

 dash (e.g. -) signifies there w
as no reported data. A

 single asterisk (e.g.*) indicates percentages m
ay not equal 100%

 due to 
rounding. A

 double asterisk (e.g. **) indicates G
raduate only curriculum

. A
 low

ercase n is being reported versus an uppercase N
 as in 

the previous tables. n = Total TR
 faculty. n* = Full tim

e TR
 Faculty  

    Table  7

Full-Tim
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ean C
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The Anderson series began to 
collect data on faculty minority sta-
tus as of the 2000 study. Data reveal 
a small increase in the percentage of 
ethnic minority faculty rising from 
seven percent of full time TR faculty 
in 2000 to nine percent of full time 
TR faculty in 2010.  

Faculty gender and minority 
status: Stumbo/Carter et al. series. 
This series of studies reflects growth in 
the numbers of both minority faculty 
and female faculty.  Minority faculty has 
risen from 5% in 1999 to 9% as of the 
2012 study. There has been a more robust 
growth trend in the number of female 
faculty in TR education from the 1999 
study to present. The number of female 
faculty has grown from 58.3% of all 
TR faculty in the 1999 study to nearly 
three quarters of all TR faculty in the 
2012 study, wherein female faculty 
comprised 74.5% of all TR faculty.

Faculty gender and minority 
status: Combination series. It is im-
portant to note that the Anderson et 
al. series derives its percentages of fe-
male and ethnic minority status from 
only full time TR faculty whereas the 
Stumbo/Carter et al. series derives 
its percentages from total TR faculty. 
This may account for the variance in 
percentages of female faculty across 
the studies. In spite of differences in 
which type of faculty were being mea-
sured, with regard to gender, the en-
tire series of surveys reflects a steady 
and growing trend of an increasing 
percentage of female faculty. This 
trend is evident as the second survey 
in the Anderson et al. series survey in 
1980 reveals that males represented 

the majority of full-time TR faculty 
(56%), whereas the 2012 Stumbo/
Carter et al. survey showed that fe-
males comprised 74.5% of the faculty 
in TR.

For the years in which data on 
faculty ethnic minority status were 
collected, minority status among TR 
faculty has remained relatively stable 
across time, near 8%. Although the 
Stumbo/Carter et al. series reflects a 
somewhat lower percentage of mi-
nority faculty in the 1999 study, it 
should be noted that only 11.4% (13 
respondents) answered the question 
regarding number of TR faculty with 
ethnic minority status. 

Student Characteristics
The following section will review the 

data regarding student characteristics, in-
cluding enrollment, gender, graduation, 
employment, certification and post-grad-
uation characteristics.

Student enrollments: Anderson et 
al. series. According to the Anderson et 
al. series, nationwide undergraduate TR 
enrollments over the past five decades 
have been bimodal, from a low of 381 
reported in 1970, to 6,194 in 1980, 3,482 
in 1990, 4,981 in 2000, and 2,830 in 2010.  
Masters enrollments nationally experi-
enced a high in 1980 and have fallen dra-
matically since then (135 in 1970, 947 in 
1980, 519 in 1990, 300 in 2000, and 164 in 
2010). Doctoral enrollments also peaked 
in 1980 and have dropped significantly 
in the remaining years (15 in 1970, 94 
in 1980, 65 in 1990, 21 in 2000, and 9 in 
2010). All three degree levels have seen 
downward trends since the highs of 1990, 
which also was the year of the highest 
number of responding institutions. Table 
8 displays this data. In addition, the An-
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derson et al. series notes a steady pattern 
in the number of masters TR degree pro-
grams over time, from 27.0% in 1980 to 
42.9% in 1990, to 30.6% in 2000 to 30.1% 
in 2010. Doctoral programs dropped 
overall with 11 programs in 1980, 13 in 
1990, 10 in 2000, and 6 in 2010. 

Student enrollment: Stumbo/Cart-
er et al. series. The Stumbo/Carter et al. 
series did not ask about total enrollments 
in each degree level, instead the research-
ers asked about the average number of TR 
majors per degree level. The undergradu-
ate data revealed a high-low-high pattern 
with an average of 50.7 TR undergradu-
ates per program in 1999, 36.4 in 2004, 
and 60.2 in 2013. It should be noted that 
2013 had nearly half the responding in-
stitutions of 1999. Graduate enrollments 
were more even throughout the years 
with 10 to 11 graduate students in each 
of the three studies. See Table 8. Stumbo/
Carter and their colleagues noted too few 
doctoral programs in 2013 to detect en-
rollment patterns.

Student enrollment: Combina-
tion series. The year 1990 was a high 
point for enrollments at all three degree 
levels. While enrollments have fluctuated, 
total enrollment across the country at the 
time of these studies was down, as was 
the number of programs. See Table 8.

Student gender: Anderson et al. se-
ries. The percentage of females in TR un-
dergraduate programs remained relative-
ly stable with 70.3% in 1970 (all 1970 data 
reflects graduating students), 74% in 1980, 
77.4% in 1990, 74% in 2000, and 77% in 
2010 (all 1980-2010 reflects enrolled stu-
dents). The percentage of females in TR 
masters programs has steadily increased 
from 66% in 1970, 65% in 1980, 73.7% 
in 1990, 76% in 2000, and 83% in 2010. 
The percentage of female TR doctoral 
students hit a high in 1970, a low in 1980, 

and has generally been on the rise since 
1980 (100% in 1970, 53% in 1980, 67.7% 
in 1990, 62% in 2000, and 78% in 2010). 
This data is shown on Table 8.

Student gender: Stumbo/Carter et 
al. series. The Stumbo/Carter et al. se-
ries has reported that the percentage of 
females in undergraduate TR programs 
has been in the 80s for all three studies 
(80.9% in 1999, 86.3% in 2004, and 83.7% 
in 2013). The only gender data for TR 
graduate programs came in 2007, with 
79.5% of TR masters students being fe-
male and 82.0% of doctoral students be-
ing female. Table 8 contains this data.

Student gender: Combination se-
ries. The majority of TR program en-
rollees at all three degree levels has been 
female, throughout all reported studies. 
From a low of 53% of TR doctoral stu-
dents in 1980 to a high of 100% of TR 
doctoral students in 1970, females have 
always outnumbered their male coun-
terparts in TR professional preparation 
programs.

Graduation, employment, certifi-
cation, and post-graduation character-
istics: Anderson et al. series. The An-
derson et al. series did not address this 
variable.

Graduation, employment, certi-
fication, and post-graduation charac-
teristics: Stumbo/Carter et al. series. 
Graduation rates of students for the three 
years prior to the study were estimated 
by faculty in each of the Stumbo/Carter 
et al. investigations. Table 9 shows these 
figures. Graduation rates trended higher 
in the latter years of investigation, from 
an estimated low of 78.4% in 1993 to an 
estimated high of 96.3% in 2009. In gen-
eral, estimated graduation rates rose from 
the initial to the third study. 

Employment rates of students post-
graduation were also estimated by faculty 
for the three years prior to the survey. 
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	  Table 8 
Student C

haracteristics 
V

ariable 
Stein, 
1970

3 
(N

=35) 

A
nderson 

&
 Stein, 
1980 

(N
=157) 

Stew
art &

 
A

nderson, 
1990 

(N
=137) 

Stum
bo &

 
C

arter, 
1999a/b, 
(N

=114) 

A
nderson

, A
shton-

Shaeffer, 
&

 A
utry, 

2000 
(N

=134) 

Stum
bo, 

C
arter &

 
K

im
, 2004 

a/b (N
=65) 

Stum
bo, 

C
arter, &

 
Folkerth, 
2007** 
(N

=19) 

A
utry, 

A
nderson, 

&
 Sklar, 
2009 

(N
=87) 

Stum
bo, 

C
arter, 

G
reenw

ood, 
W

ilder, 
2013 

(N
=73) 

Fem
ale TR

 
U

ndergraduate 
Students 

70.3%
1 

74%
 

77.4%
 

80.9%
 

74%
 

86.3%
 

- 
77%

 
X

 = 83.7%
 

Fem
ale TR

 
M

asters 
Students 

66%
1 

65%
 

73.7%
 

- 
76%

 
- 

79.5%
 

83%
 

- 

Fem
ale TR

 
D

octoral 
Students 

100%
1 

53%
 

67.7%
 

- 
62%

 
- 

82.0%
 

78%
 

- 

U
ndergraduate 

enrollm
ent 

381 
6194 

3482 
X

 = 50.7 
4981 

X
 = 52 

X
= 36.4 

 
2830 

X
=60.2 

M
asters 

enrollm
ent 

135 
947 

519 
X

 = 10.5
2 

300 
X

 = 11.0
2 

X
 = 10.1 

164 
X

 = 8.6 

D
octoral 

enrollm
ent 

15 
94 

65 
- 

21 
- 

X
 = 2.5 

9 
X

 = 2.8 

N
ote.  A

 dash (e.g. -) signifies there w
as no reported data. A

 single asterisk (e.g.*) indicates percentages m
ay not equal 100%

 due to 
rounding. A

 double asterisk (e.g. **) indicates G
raduate only curriculum

. 
1 Percentage of w

om
en w

ho w
ere expected to graduate in TR

 
2 M

asters and doctorate program
s w

ere not separated; survey asked about graduate students 
3 G

ender data for 1970 as reported for students graduating from
 TR

 program
s vs. enrolled in TR

 program
s. Enrollm

ent w
as used in all other year’s 

reports

Table 8

Student C
haracteristics
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The estimated employment rates declined 
slightly from a high of 87% in the 1990s, 
to about 84% in the 2000s, and 83% in the 
2010s. In general, estimated employment 
rates declined slightly from the initial to 
the third study.

Faculty also estimated certification 
rates of recent graduates for the three 
years prior to each survey. Through the 
three studies, estimated certification 
rates declined by about 10%. The high-
est estimated certification rate (90.0%) 
was reported in 1990, and the lowest was 
reported in 2009 at 74.1%. In general, es-
timated certification rates dropped from 
the initial to the third study.

TR Curriculum Characteristics
The following section will review the 

data regarding TR curriculum, including 
course offerings, hours and requirements, 
and internship requirements. The results 
reported in each of the manuscripts were 
presented differently (e.g., percentages 
and numbers, or means) compared to 
other results in each of the manuscripts. 
Furthermore, some of the results in each 
series are described as number of credit 
hours or number of courses.

Course offerings: Anderson et al. 
series. Reporting of course offerings 
across this series occurred through dis-
cussion of special populations courses. 
There did appear to be fluctuations in the 
percentage of programs requiring special 
populations for all TR and recreation lei-
sure undergraduate students. This series 
reports special populations as a required 
course.  In 1980, 117/157 or 75.0% of re-
spondents reported all undergraduate 
students were required to take a special 
populations course with an increase to 
88% in 1990 and a decrease to 71.0% in 
2000, then another increase, 83.0%, in 
2009. Also, this series looked at special 
populations courses that covered all dis-

ability types and special population cours-
es for a specific population (e.g., mental 
health). Unfortunately, this was not con-
sistently identified across the series. Be-
tween 1980 and 1990, there was a very 
slight increase (85% to 86%, respectively) 
in the percentage of programs offering a 
special populations course covering all 
disability types. Only two manuscripts 
within the series reported special popu-
lations courses with a specific disability 
type. There appears to be little change in 
the percentage between 1980 (86%–96%) 
and 2000 (91%). No other coursework of-
ferings were discussed across the Ander-
son et al. series, refer to Table 10.

Course offerings: Stumbo/Carter et 
al. series. Within the Stumbo/Carter et 
al. series, a description of special popu-
lations course offerings was not reported. 
However, this series did report support-
ive coursework. Across the three studies, 
the range of supportive coursework hours 
required for graduation appears to have 
decreased. In the 1999 study, a range of 
three to 60 hours of supportive course-
work was required for graduation. In this 
study, the top support courses were in 
Psychology/ Counseling, Exercise Physi-
ology/Anatomy, and Health Education. 
The 2004 study also reported the top sup-
portive coursework offerings in the above 
areas as well as in Child Life/Family Stud-
ies. In addition, supportive coursework 
hours ranged from one to 51 hours re-
quired for graduation. In the 2012 study, 
it was reported that supportive course-
work ranged from zero to 44 hours for 
the majority of study respondents.

Course Offerings: Combination 
series. The true nature regarding course 
offerings in terms of special populations 
and other supporting coursework is un-
clear. Both series, Anderson et al. and 
Stumbo/Carter et al., focused on either 
special populations or other supporting 
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coursework, respectively. In addition, 
the reporting methods between the years 
in the series were inconsistent making it 
difficult to truly identify any trend other 
than there is inconsistency in reporting 
course offerings.

Hours and requirements: Ander-
son et al. series. The Anderson et al. se-
ries reported coursework as the number 
of courses required versus the number 
of hours required. The average hours of 
coursework reported within the Ander-
son et al. series was related to TR specific 
courses. An increase in the average of 
TR-specific courses appears from 2000 to 
2009. In 2000, 93% of respondents report-
ed an average of 4.6 TR courses required 
while in 2009 100% of the respondents 
reported an average of 7.2 TR courses 
offered. Required hours for graduation, 
core courses, and supportive coursework 
hours were not reported. In addition, in-
ternship requirements were not reported.

Hours and requirements: Stumbo/
Carter et al. series. The Stumbo/Carter 
et al. series asked about the required 
hours of coursework for graduation, 
general education, core coursework, TR 
courses, and supporting coursework. The 
most noticeable trend across coursework 
within this series is the required hours 
of TR-specific coursework. An increase 
of an average of five hours occurred be-
tween 1999 (M= 18.73 hours) and 2004 
(M= 23.8 hours). It is unclear if there is 
a change in hours 2004 to 2012, as the 
authors reported a range of hours (11–20 
hours) instead of an average across re-
spondents. Also within this series, in 
1999 and 2004 manuscripts, the number 
of required TR courses with the number 
of elective courses was studied. Due to 
the variable nature of how data on curric-
ulum requirements were presented across 
this series, it was difficult to identify spe-
cific trends; however, it is clear between 

the two manuscripts that the number of 
TR courses required has increased while 
the number of elective TR courses has de-
creased.  

Hours and requirements: Com-
bination series. The one area that both 
series studied was specific TR courses; 
however, the Stumbo/Carter et al. series 
looked at the average hours required 
while the Anderson et al. series looked 
at the average number of courses offered. 
Even though it is difficult to identify 
trends because of the different reporting 
mechanisms, it is clear that the number of 
TR courses offered and average number 
of hours have increased. No other areas 
were addressed in both studies.

Internship requirements: Ander-
son et al. series. Internship requirements 
were not studied in this series.

Internship requirements: Stumbo/
Carter et al. series. Across this series the 
average number of internships has re-
mained relatively stable (1999, 2004, and 
2013). The average number of internships 
required by most respondents was one. 
The average number of weeks has steadily 
increased across studies with 12.6 weeks 
in 1999, 13.5 weeks in 2004, and 12-15 
weeks in 2013. Moreover, an increase in 
the number of average hours for intern-
ship occurred throughout the series. 
Across this series the hours reported in-
creased from 469 hours in 1999, to 521 in 
2004, and 480-600 hours in 2013. 

Accreditation Characteristics
The following section will review the 

data regarding accreditation.
Program accreditation: Anderson 

et al. series. The 1970 and 1980 Ander-
son et al. articles did not mention accred-
itation. The first reported information 
on accreditation appeared in the (1990) 
article. Of the 98 respondents, excluding 
the seven Canadian programs, 44 (44.9%) 
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reported their TR concentrations were 
accredited by the Council on Accredi-
tation of the National Recreation and 
Park Association (COA/NRPA), now the 
Council on Accreditation of Parks, Rec-
reation, Tourism and Related Professions 
(COAPRT). In the 2000 study, 50.4% of 
the 123 programs responded that their 
programs were accredited by COAPRT. 
Thirty-eight (30.9%) respondents report-
ed TR option accreditation. In the 2010 
study, 48 (61.5%) of the 78 U.S. programs 
accredited their general program and 
24 (30.9%) of 48 accredited TR options. 
Overall, the Anderson et al. series report-
ed a gradual decline and then leveling in 
the percent (44.9% in 1990 to 30.9% in 
2000 to 30.9% in 2010) of TR programs 
accredited by COA/COAPRT.  

Program accreditation: Stumbo/
Carter et al. series. In the initial Stumbo/
Carter et al. series study (1999), 63 (95%) 
of the 109 responding programs had their 
cores accredited, with 41 (37.7%) having 
their options in TR accredited. In 2004, 
the researchers reported similar numbers 
for accreditation for the core program in 
recreation and leisure and accreditation 
of TR options. In 2004, 36 (57.1%) had 
their cores accredited with 19 (30.2%) ac-
crediting their TR option.

For the most recent Stumbo/Carter 
et al. study (2013), 45 (61.6%) reported 
COAPRT accreditation of their core, with 
22 (30.1%) of the 73 responding programs 
reporting TR option accreditation. This 
study also reported accreditation through 
CARTE (Committee on Accreditation of 
Recreational Therapy Education) for the 
first time with seven (9.7%) of the 73 re-
sponding programs identifying accredi-
tation from this body. The Stumbo/Carter 
et al. series reported a gradual decline and 
leveling-off in the percent of respondents 
having COAPRT TR option accreditation 

from 37.7% (1999a) to 30.2% (2004a) to 
30.1% (2013).

Program accreditation: Combina-
tion series. COA/COPART accreditation 
of programs remained relatively stable 
from 62.3% to 61.6% in 2013. TR ac-
creditation by COA/COAPRT declined 
nearly 15%, from a high of 44.9% in 1990 
to a low of 30.1% in 2013. Core accredita-
tion by COA/COAPRT rose slightly from 
57.8% in 1999 to 65.7% in 2013. CARTE 
accreditation for TR programs was cho-
sen by 9.6% of the respondents in 2013.

Conclusions 

The unique contribution of this study 
is use of trend analysis (Babbie, 2007; De-
Poy & Gitlin, 1998) as a method for ex-
amining TR curriculum data from two 
series conducted over a 45- to 50-year pe-
riod. Using both series of studies provides 
more data points than can be captured by 
a single series and greatly improves the 
external validity of the findings (Babbie).

The plethora of data resulting from 
this study is examined from both “mi-
cro” and “macro” viewpoints. The micro-
viewpoint focuses on typical conclusions 
resulting from the data analysis. The 
macro-analysis delves more deeply into 
the overall implications of the data for 
the future of the therapeutic recreation 
profession. The next section presents 
the micro-analysis, which is divided into 
six areas: (a) respondents, (b) university 
characteristics, (c) TR faculty character-
istics, (d) accreditation characteristics, 
(e) TR curriculum characteristics, and (f) 
TR student characteristics. 

Respondents over the Two Series
The number of responding TR pro-

grams has steadily decreased, almost by 
half, from 1980 to 2013. The decline in 
respondents is believed to parallel the 
decline in TR programs. The Stumbo/
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Carter et al. (2013) study noted only 86 
TR programs remained across the U.S. at 
the time of that writing, nearly half the 
TR programs identified in the 1970s and 
1980s. Kinney et al. (2006) and Stumbo/
Carter et al. (2013) noted that declining 
enrollments were negatively impacting 
the field.

University Characteristics
TR programs continue to be pri-

marily housed in public universities ap-
proximately 80% of the time, with those 
institutions being primarily medium-
sized universities. TR continues to be the 
prominent title of the degree or option, 
with trends showing more degrees and 
majors and fewer options or sequences. 
Administrative locations have consis-
tently included colleges of education and 
departments of recreation and leisure 
services, although “other” administra-
tive names are likely due to universities 
merging units as a cost-saving measure 
(Kinney et al., 2006). These data are in 
alignment with observations from Mo-
bily, Getz, and Passmore (2006), Stumbo, 
Zahl, and Pegg (2013), and Stumbo et al. 
(2013). Mobily et al. noted, “We believe 
these trends reflect the ‘soft’ commitment 
many universities and colleges make to 
TR, making it easy to eliminate or con-
solidate TR when budgets or politics de-
mand it” (p. 33). Kennedy (2006) agreed 
by saying, “As enrollments decline and 
students report having difficulty find-
ing employment [see conclusion below], 
universities tend to not make an enthu-
siastic commitment to a program seen as 
struggling” (p. 42). Wilhite and Bedini 
(2006) added, “The fact that university 
‘administrators’ do not know the value of 
TR/RT education as well as benefit to the 
university is often a cause for alarm” (p. 
69). Stumbo (2009) noted

One of the most compelling is-
sues . . . is the vulnerability of 
therapeutic recreation curricula 
within their home institutions. 
When programs are to be cut, 
university administrators often 
look for smaller units with few 
numbers and non-tenured fac-
ulty as starting places for budget 
cuts. Programs that are not cen-
tral to the mission or success of 
the university are often vulner-
able. Since more of the employ-
ing institutions are public, they 
remain at the near-mercy of 
state budgets. (p. 111)

Conversely, Navar (2009, p. 92) viewed 
the issue of administrative location differ-
ently: “Although the administrative struc-
ture/location of the curriculum may have 
political implications at the local level, 
more important than the administrative 
structure is the degree of autonomy over 
the design of the therapeutic recreation 
curriculum.” Many authors in the field 
have noted the continued vulnerability of 
TR programs based on their administra-
tive location and degree of autonomy.

TR Faculty Characteristics
The trend in the average number of 

faculty reported in both the Anderson et 
al. and Stumbo/Carter et al. series has re-
mained relatively steady at 1.7 to 2.3 full-
time TR faculty per reporting program. 
The most recent data in the two series in-
dicated instructor-level faculty has great-
ly increased while associate and full pro-
fessors have declined rather sharply. This 
may be due to university trends nation-
wide (Stumbo et al., 2013) and may coin-
cide with the recent drop in the number 
of doctorally prepared TR faculty (Mo-
bily et al., 2006; Stumbo et al., 2013). Fac-
ulty loads have been relatively stable with 
the majority teaching eight courses per 
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academic year, almost double the num-
ber of those who teach six courses per 
year (Stumbo et al., 2013). Navar (2009) 
noted that universities often hold differ-
ent expectations for research, teaching, 
and service involvement from adjunct 
or tenure-track/tenured faculty. Both se-
ries indicated an increasing percentage 
of faculty members were females, while 
ethnic minorities remain below 10% for 
all reporting years of both series. The lack 
of educators, professionals, and students 
from culturally diverse backgrounds is a 
long-standing concern in TR, as noted by 
Stone (2009).

Accreditation Characteristics
Although COA/COAPRT accredita-

tion of recreation and leisure programs 
has remained stable, TR accreditation by 
this group has been trending downward 
from a high in 1990 to a low in 2013. 
Whether this is due to a destabilization of 
TR programs (Kinney et al., 2006) or due 
to philosophical stances (Smith, 2006), 
is not known through the present study. 
Carter and Zabriskie (2006) and Carter, 
Zabriskie, Anderson, and Janssen (2013) 
noted multiple program accreditation 
options. Smith (2006) noted that these 
multiple options may cause more insta-
bility: “Without mutually agreed upon 
philosophy and application, therapeutic 
recreation [accreditation] continues as a 
ship without a rudder, whether she is sail-
ing on the ocean of recreation or the sea 
of allied health” (pp. 236–237).

TR Curriculum Characteristics
While the two series approached the 

question of curriculum offerings differ-
ently, the trend is clear that the number 
of TR courses and the average number 
of TR courses have increased over time. 
This may be due to either increased re-
quirements from NCTRC or greater need 

for additional course content for com-
petent practice (Brasile, 1992; Kinney et 
al., 2006; Navar, 2009; Riley & Connolly, 
2006; Stumbo, 2009; Stumbo et al., 2013). 

Student Characteristics
Student enrollments have fluctuated 

over time; however, the larger trend indi-
cates a downward movement, especially 
from the high enrollments noted in 1990. 
There is some caution in this finding 
though, since there are fewer programs 
than in the early years. An important 
point of inquiry is whether the average 
number of students per program has ris-
en, stabilized, or fallen. 

Lack of stability in faculty, ad-
ministrative structure, and ad-
ministration location further 
complicate the recruitment and 
retention of students. Students 
want some sense of permanence, 
stability, and respect. Instability 
undermines student faith in the 
program and may contribute to 
retention issues. (Mobily et al., 
2006, p. 33) 

Some authors have noted that recruit-
ment of students has been an area of con-
cern for quite some time (Kinney et al., 
2006; Mobily et al.; Navar, 2009; Stone, 
2009; Stumbo, 2009). 

In the present study, faculty esti-
mated that student graduation rates have 
improved, while employment and cer-
tification rates have declined. Riley and 
Connolly (2006) completed research on 
individuals who applied for NCTRC cer-
tification from 2000 through 2003 and 
noted that, as of their writing, “The num-
ber of applicants that [sic] have applied 
for NCTRC certification during the past 
five years is in serious decline” (p. 213). 
Kennedy (2006) noted that the overall 
higher graduation/lower employment/
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lower certification trend may be due to 
the increase in “pass through” students 
who major in TR as a stepping stone to 
a graduate degree program in other al-
lied health fields (p. 44). This is a trend 
that Navar (2009) documented as well. 
However, the most recent data provide an 
interesting sidebar in that the numbers of 
applicants electing to sit for the NCTRC 
exam have risen in the last six months to 
their second-highest level ever (NCTRC, 
2014). Will this trend continue and what 
might be the explanation? 

Trend Analysis Considerations

Considerations of this trend analysis 
fall into two categories: The first relates 
to the methodology of the two series of 
studies; the second is concerned with the 
trends discovered in this analysis. Many 
of the trends in the Anderson et al. series 
and the Stumbo/Carter et al. series were 
confirmed by this study as noted above. 
To simplify trend analysis in the future, 
we recommend that the two series con-
sider combining forces and meld their 
studies into one comprehensive survey 
that is undertaken every five years. Con-
sensus would need to be reached on sur-
vey items and methods. However, this 
would allow for more robust yet stream-
lined data collection permitting im-
proved trend detection over time. Clearly, 
one drawback of the present study was 
the inability to make cross-comparisons 
over all data points.

The second consideration relating 
to trends discovered in this study raises 
questions concerning the relevance of 
professional preparation to 21st century 
health care practices. While much is 
known about trends in TR curriculum 
over the last few decades, much is left to 
investigate. The importance of TR cur-
riculum research cannot be overstated. 
“Since higher education is the corner-

stone of many professional issues and 
efforts, it is imperative to track its ever-
changing status” (Stumbo et al., 2013, p. 
196). The present study is just such an 
attempt. While this study documented 
a number of trends influencing profes-
sional preparation, the need remains to 
identify and track variables that contrib-
ute to the unique body of knowledge and 
support the preparation of entry-level 
professionals with competencies relevant 
to dynamic 21st century practices. 

Many questions remain as a result of 
this trend analysis. Additional research 
is needed to answer the following ques-
tions that correspond to the above micro-
analysis:

1.  Is there a direct relationship between 
the decline in study respondents, 
number of TR programs, and vari-
ability in student enrollments?

2.  Is the increase in “other” adminis-
trative locations truly reflective of a 
soft commitment to TR programs or 
the challenge to do more with less in 
higher education or a realignment to 
better meet 21st century demands?

3.  Is the decline in the number of doc-
torally prepared faculty the cause for 
declining numbers of associate and 
full professors or an outcome of a 
broader national trend?

4.  Is the downward trend in accredita-
tion reflective of the destabilization 
of curricula and/or a variance in 
philosophical positions and the in-
ability to plan for 21st century profes-
sional preparation?

5.  What are the primary drivers of in-
creasing numbers of TR courses 
over time: standards, performance 
expectations, changing or increasing 
knowledge base, 21st century health-
care practices, others?

6.  What influences fluctuation in stu-
dent enrollments?
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The above questions are samples of micro 
inquiry that might serve as springboards 
for others to use in examining trends in-
fluencing professional boundaries and 
interrelationships.

Implications for the 
Future of the Field

A macro view of the data reveals a set 
of much larger and deeper concerns. For 
example, the steady decline of doctorally 
prepared university TR faculty does not 
bode well in a time of increased demands 
for evidence (research)-based practice 
and greater accountability (Negley, 2013). 
While university administrations are 
looking for ways to cut costs and be able 
to “right size” their workforce by shift-
ing budget lines, practice is demanding 
higher performance standards and out-
puts from professionals in all disciplines. 
Will more heavily relying upon master’s-
prepared faculty result in students ca-
pable of meeting 21st century health-care 
demands? Without doctorally trained 
faculty and doctoral preparation pro-
grams will the profession generate ad-
equate research on its own service value 
and outcomes without relying on other 
professions who may be better equipped 
to do so?

A macro view also reveals that TR 
education programs continue to become 
more prescriptive in their approach. More 
classes are needed to meet accreditation, 
certification, and, in some states, licen-
sure standards. Greater prescription leads 
to less innovation, creativity, and trans-
formations in education—the hallmarks 
that were present in the 1970s and 1980s 
when the field was at its peak in program 
and student numbers. Some of the most 
successful educational programs and ca-
reers are those that reinvent themselves 

every five to seven years: Both physical 
therapy and occupational therapy are 
prime examples of this reinvention cycle 
(American Occupational Therapy Asso-
ciation, 2006; Sahrmann, 2014). With an 
eye to the future of health care and social 
service, both professions have carved out 
new areas of service, creating demand 
before the consumer even was aware that 
new forms of service are needed. Has the 
focus of the TR field become narrower in 
a time when other professions are broad-
ening their scopes of practice? What is 
the proper balance between the trilogy 
of prescription, standardization, and in-
novation? 

Additionally, this trinity dilemma 
points to the long-standing inability of 
faculty—as individuals and as a collective 
—to strategically plan for a robust future. 
Mired in ongoing and sometimes debili-
tating debates, members of the academy 
have tried on several occasions to develop 
strategic plans through SWOT analyses, 
only to fall short on the next step of long-
term planning (Keogh Hoss, Powell, & 
Sable, 2006). The lack of actionable stra-
tegic planning has been most evident in 
the last two decades as TR lags behind 
other sister disciplines in respect, salary, 
positions, and mandates (Skalko, 2012). 
So at a time when it is most critical to 
produce research, seek innovation, and 
strategically plan, we continue to plod 
down the relatively same path we have for 
many decades. What will it take for the 
field to become more strategic, visionary, 
and innovative in its approaches to high-
er education? 

Both micro- and macro-analyses 
yield many insights into the state of the 
art in TR higher education. We hope 
these insights and comments spur addi-
tional discussion and, most importantly, 
action to ensure a more robust and inno-
vative future.
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