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Tracking national trends of therapeutic recreation curricula is imperative both for setting and
maintaining professional standards. The second part of the 2003 curriculum study (Part B)
contains a comparison between the 1996 data and data collected in the spring of 2003 in four
areas: (a) university logistics, (b) faculty, (c) students, and (d) graduation and placement rates.
The results showed that therapeutic recreation curricula were located at universities and
departments that varied widely. Departments averaged 4.5 recreation faculty members (4.4 in
1996) and slightly less than two therapeutic recreation faculty (1.7 in 1996). Therapeutic
recreation faculty typically taught undergraduate therapeutic recreation and recreation core
classes carrying a load of four or three, three-hour courses per semester. The average department
had 119 recreation majors (135 in 1996) and 36 therapeutic recreation majors (51 in 1996). Most
therapeutic recreation majors (usually about 80 percent) graduated, gained employment in the
field, and received certification from NCTRC™. NCTRC™ certification was held by a smaller
percent of therapeutic recreation faculty in 2003 (61.9 percent) as compared to 1996 (84.2
percent), while state certification nearly halved from 17.4 percent in 1996 to 9.4 percent in 2003.
Based on the current results, several recommendations are made for therapeutic recreation
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faculty and the national organizations. Part A, which contained data on accreditation, curriculum,
and internship characteristics, precedes Part B in this issue.

As mentioned in the first part of this two-
article series, "One of the certainties about
therapeutic recreation education is that there
are few certainties" (Navar, 2001, p. 24). As
Stumbo (2001) noted there is relative agree-
ment on the content of therapeutic recreation
curriculum (for example, from NRPA/AALR
Council on Accreditation standards and
NCTRC™ Job Analysis), however, very little
agreement has been reached about how to
package and structure therapeutic recreation
curriculum. Two strands of research have con-
sidered the relevance of therapeutic recreation
curricula to practice and the relationships of
professional preparation to professionalization
processes. One focus has centered on the na-
ture of curricular offerings while a second
focus has addressed the knowledge and skills
of entry-level professionals. Health care and
higher education reform dynamics necessitate
a revisit to curriculum development and ther-
apeutic recreation education. A well-prepared
professional is responsive to the changing na-
ture of health and human services just as a
quality professional preparation program
adapts to the technological innovations and
financial exigencies of higher education. A
brief historical review of curriculum and ther-
apeutic recreation education studies is coupled
with analysis of recently completed research
and is organized by the two previous themes
(refer to Stumbo & Carter, 1999a, 1999b for
in-depth review of earlier investigations).

Topics found in studies conducted during
periods of economic restraint have been the
viability of therapeutic recreation curricula
and availability of qualified faculty applicants
(Anderson, Ashton-Shaeffer, & Autry, 2000;
Austin & Hamilton, 1992; Compton & Austin,
1994/95; Compton, Austin, & Yang, 2001).
Strategies to promote therapeutic recreation
programs on campus and to maintain curricula
during periods of financial exigency are re-
ported (Austin & Hamilton; Compton & Aus-

tin). In the recent longitudinal study (Ander-
son et al.), investigators found there was only
a two percent increase in the number of full
time faculty with doctorates from 1989 to
1999. Also, for the same period, there was a
decrease in the percent of associate professors
(from 39 percent in 1989 to 25 percent in
1999) with 44 percent of the full-time thera-
peutic recreation faculty holding non-tenured
positions. In a recent study, Compton et al.
found general agreement that "there exists
both a shortage of qualified entry-level TR
faculty (79.3 percent agreement rate) and of
senior TR faculty (60.7 percent)" (p. 57). The
investigators also reported on the potential
declines in the number of applicants for open
positions and pending retirements of senior
level faculty (30.2 percent full professors) in
the first decade of the 21s t century. The con-
sequence of the downward trend in the number
of advanced degree programs and the number
of available faculty is problematic, as the out-
come may be fewer students graduating to fill
open practitioner positions.

Several studies (Anderson & Leitner, 1978;
Brasile, 1992; Peterson & Connolly, 1981;
Stumbo & Carter, 1999a, 1999b) have inves-
tigated curricula characteristics. Peterson and
Connolly initially provided a systematic and
comprehensive description of professional
preparation curriculum content. As a result of
their findings, the researchers reported a need
to implement quality control measures and
organization in curriculum design processes.
The state of the art in therapeutic recreation
curriculum across the United States was exam-
ined in 1996 (Stumbo & Carter, 1999a,
1999b). Results were reported by the six
sections of the survey; (a) institution and de-
partmental characteristics; (b) faculty demo-
graphics; (c) student demographics; (d) ac-
creditation status; (e) curriculum and course
offerings; and (f) internship requirements.
Over 75 percent of the responding institutions
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(114 institutions responded although not all
universities answered all questions) were pub-
lic. Almost three-fourths of the institutions
reported therapeutic recreation was an option
or sequence: And, at the time of the study,
one-third of the departments were experienc-
ing growth, one-third were remaining stable,
and one-third were downsizing. The average
size of the recreation unit was four total fac-
ulty, two of whom were therapeutic recreation
faculty members with two of four adjunct
faculty being therapeutic recreation. Faculty
rank was evenly distributed among instructor/
lecturer, assistant, associate, and full professor
levels.

Curriculum design studies have emanated
from concerns about the lack of curriculum
standardization in the field and the desire to
prepare professionals to work within the cur-
rent health care arena. Kinney and Witman
(1997) outlined the organization of therapeutic
recreation curricula according to seven content
areas, each with delineated competencies and
recommended course titles. The PEW Health
Professions Commission (O'Neil, 1998) rec-
ommended that allied health education pro-
grams require a broader set of system, organi-
zational and population skills acquired through
interdisciplinary curricula. Monroe and Con-
nolly (1997/98) and Powell and Sable (2001)
presented model curricula grounded on princi-
ples of interdisciplinary collaboration and
teamwork. The curriculum design model de-
scribed by Monroe and Connolly is intended to
prepare students to practice across the health
care service continuum and to address client-
centered treatment needs in an interdiscipli-
nary environment. Powell and Sable outlined a
model for professional preparation of thera-
peutic recreation specialists, other related ser-
vices professionals, and public school teach-
ers. Students from each discipline enroll in
sixteen credits of transdisciplinary coursework
to develop collaborative problem-solving
skills, to gain experience working on a team
and to operationalize what is meant by a re-
lated service. Service delivery trends mandate
collaborative health care practice. The pro-

posed models prepare students to function
across disciplines and to address client-cen-
tered outcomes.

Curricula are a reflection of a profession,
through providing the opportunity for pre-ser-
vice students to learn and gain abilities in the
important areas of service provision. As such,
professional preparation is viewed as one of
the major cornerstones of professionalization.
Several professional activities, such as profes-
sional preparation, educational accreditation,
professional certification, and even standards
of practice, are tied to the systematic identifi-
cation of entry-level knowledge areas and
competencies. Several authors in the field have
attempted to define and refine the knowledge
base (e.g., Oltman, Norback, & Rosenfeld,
1989; Stumbo, 1986), especially with concern
for how these are translated into professional
preparation curricula (e.g., Anderson & Stew-
art, 1980; Connolly & Riley, 1995/96; Peter-
son & Connolly, 1981; Stewart & Anderson,
1990).

Systematic efforts in therapeutic recreation
curriculum design have been limited and lack-
ing in theoretical and methodological con-
structs necessary to define a knowledge base
and to make sound curricular decisions (Aus-
tin, 1980; Stumbo, 1986). Studies related to
curriculum design have focused on the status
of college and university offerings (Anderson
& Stewart, 1980; Martin, 1971; Stein, 1970;
Stewart & Anderson, 1990); the definition of
entry-level knowledge and its relationship to
the professionalization process (Connolly &
Riley, 1995/96; McGhee, 1987; Oltman et al.,
1989; Skalko & Smith, 1989; Stumbo; Wit-
man & Shank, 1987); course offerings and
content popularity (American Association for
Health, Physical Education, and Recreation
[AAHPER], 1973; Anderson & Leitner, 1978;
Brasile, 1992; Kelley, Robb, Park, & Halberg,
1976; Kinney & Witman, 1996; Lindley,
1970; Peterson & Connolly, 1981; Smith,
1976) and the status of therapeutic recreation
curricula on campuses during periods of
change and challenge (Austin & Hamilton,
1992; Compton & Austin, 1994/95).
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The purpose of the present study was to
re-examine therapeutic recreation curricula
across the country and to describe their current
status with regard to seven characteristics: (a)
unit characteristics; (b) faculty; (c) students;
(d) accreditation status; (e) curricular offer-
ings; (f) internship requirements; and (g) grad-
uation and placement rates. These seven areas
provided the basis for the mailed survey de-
velopment, as well as the analysis and report-
ing of the results. Due to the expansiveness of
the data and the limited space available, the
present article will focus on: (a) unit charac-
teristics, (b) faculty, (c) students, and (d) grad-
uation and placement rates.

Methods
In 1996, two of the authors designed an

instrument specific to the purpose of this
study. The major factors taken into consider-
ation in the design included prior curriculum
studies by Stumbo and Peterson (1987), Stew-
art and Anderson (1990) and other authors;
NRPA/AALR accreditation standards; NCTRC™
standards; and NTRS fieldwork standards.
These sources provided guidelines for devel-
oping the seven sections of the survey, which
included items on the characteristics of the
following: (a) unit; (b) faculty; (c) accredita-
tion status; (d) students; (e) curriculum and
course offerings; (f) internship requirements;
and (g) graduation and placement rates. The
present analysis in Part B focused primarily on
the results from the sections on: (a) unit char-
acteristics; (b) faculty; (c) students; and (d)
graduation and placement rates.

Instrument Development
The same survey instrument used to collect

the 1996 data was chosen for the present study.
In 1996, the survey received three separate
reviews or pilot studies to improve its validity
and reliability. The first was conducted at a
research session of a national conference in the
fall of 1995. At this session, copies of the
preliminary draft were distributed to the audi-
ence of approximately 30 researchers, and

feedback concerning the content and item for-
mat was collected for the purpose of revising
the survey. The second review involved ap-
proximately 30 undergraduate students en-
rolled in a research/evaluation course in the
fall of 1995. These students were asked to
review the document for both content and item
format. Following this procedure, the survey
was revised a second time. The third review in
1995 involved a national pilot study of 20
therapeutic recreation professionals who vol-
unteered to review the tool. These individuals
were asked to follow the procedure to com-
plete the survey to determine both quality of
the instrument and length of time to comple-
tion. The instrument was refined a fourth time
following the pilot study. In the spring of
2003, the instrument was reviewed by the
researchers and updated to reflect newer ter-
minology (for example, changing Joint Com-
mission on Accreditation of Hospitals to Joint
Commission on Accreditation of Healthcare
Organizations). Changes were minimal in this
regard. The survey consisted of 75 questions
on eight pages, with an accompanying cover
letter.

Sample Selection
A list of 144 institutions purporting to offer

four-year therapeutic recreation curricula was
compiled from lists provided by the American
Therapeutic Recreation Association, the Na-
tional Therapeutic Recreation Society, the Na-
tional Council for Therapeutic Recreation Cer-
tification™, and the NRPA/AALR Council on
Accreditation. A cover letter explaining how
to complete the survey and the survey were
sent to the individual identified as the Thera-
peutic Recreation Coordinator at each institu-
tion. In 1996, the survey was sent to 149
institutions that were identified using the same
criteria.

Return Rate
An initial mailing and three follow-ups

(postcard, e-mail reminder and second survey
mailing) produced 71 responses, for a total

56 Therapeutic Recreation Journal



return rate of 49.3 percent. Six of the respond-
ing institutions were dropped from the sample
because of unusable data. The final sample
consisted of 65 institutions, for a usable return
rate of 45.1 percent. In 1996, the final sample
consisted of 114 institutions, for a usable re-
turn rate of 76.5 percent. The reason for low
return rate in 2003 is unknown as the proce-
dures for mailing and follow-up remained the
same as in 1996.

Data Analysis
Data analysis included using the SPSS

program to analyze closed-ended, quantita-
tive information, and content analysis to
code open-ended, qualitative data. Most of
the data in the four sections reported in this
article were analyzed and reported as
grouped 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 sample of 65.

Results
The data will be reported in four sections:

(a) university, (b) faculty, (c) students, and (d)
graduation and placement rates. Each of these
areas will be discussed individually.

University and Unit
Characteristics

Fifty (76.9 percent) of the 65 responding
institutions were public, while the remaining
15 (23.1 percent) were private. Similarly, in
1996 (n = 114), 90 (79.1 percent) were public
and 24 (22.1 percent) were private.

In 2003, the average undergraduate enroll-
ment (n = 44) was 11,638, with a range of 750
to 34,000, and a mode of 6,500. In compari-
son, the average undergraduate enrollment in
1996 (n = 83) was 11,156, with a range from
400 to 42,000, and a mode of 10,000. The
average graduate enrollment in 2003 (n = 32)
was 3,126, with a range of 24 to 10,000, and a
mode of 3,000. The average university-wide
graduate enrollment in 1996 (n = 62) was
3,182, with a range from 35 to 11,000, and a
mode of 5,000. The size of enrollments at
responding institutions was similar between
1996 and 2003. Enrollment data is displayed
in Table 1.

The majority of responding therapeutic rec-
reation programs was in Colleges of HPERD/
Health (20 or 31.7 percent), blended Education
Colleges (13 or 20.6 percent), Education Col-
leges (11 or 17.5 percent), Social Science or
Allied Health Colleges (11 or 17.5 percent),
and other colleges (8 or 12.7 percent), such as
natural resources and applied science and tech-
nology. In 1996, these four types of colleges
also were the most prominent.

Table 1.

Size of Responding Institutions

1996 2003

n Mean Range Mode n Mean Range Mode

Undergraduate
Enrollments 83 11,156 400 to 42,000 10,000 44 11,638 750 to 34,000 6,500

Graduate
Enrollments 62 3,182 35 to 11,000 5,000 32 3,126 24 to 10,000 3,000

n = total number of institutions responding to question.
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The top two department titles in 2003 were
Recreation or Leisure (28 or 44.4 percent) and
HPERD (26 or 41.3 percent) for a combined
total of 85.7 percent. The same two depart-
ment titles captured 94.3 percent of the respon-
dents in 1996.

Therapeutic recreation was the preferred
degree title for 51 (85.0 percent) of the 2003
respondents, while 8 (13.3 percent) reported
using Recreation Therapy. This preference
continues from 1996 where 102 (95.3 percent)
used Therapeutic Recreation and 4 (3.7 per-
cent) used Recreation Therapy as the degree
title, although approximately a 10 percent title
shift occurred.

Degree type also was similar between 1996
and 2003. The latest results showed 46 (71.9
percent) having therapeutic recreation as an
option, sequence, or emphasis and 18 (28.1
percent) having it as a major or degree. In 74.6
percent of the cases in 1996, therapeutic rec-
reation was an option or sequence and in 23.7
percent it was a major or degree. Little change
was experience in degree structure.

As in 1996, what appears from these three
sets of data is that consensus on titles becomes
stronger, the closer one gets to the actual
degree program. College titles were widely
varied, department titles less so, and degree or
sequence titles very much less so. "Therapeu-
tic recreation" is the most preferred term for
the degree or sequence, typically housed in a
department of Recreation/Leisure Studies or
HPER(D), within a diversity of college units
(although most were Colleges of Education or
Health, Physical Education and Recreation
and Dance).

Other health related majors in the univer-
sity also were a source of inquiry. In 2003, the
majority of universities reported an average of
nine other health related professions on cam-
pus; with some reporting as many as 15 and
some as few as one. It is likely that the abun-
dance or scarcity of other health professions
affects the therapeutic recreation program.
When asked what other health related profes-
sions offered academic degrees within the in-
stitution, the top four responses in 2003 were:

(a) psychology/counseling (61 or 93.8 per-
cent), (b) social work (53 or 81.5 percent), (c)
special education (53 or 81.5 percent), and (d)
exercise physiology (46 or 70.8 percent). In
1996, the top four responses were: (a) psychol-
ogy/counseling at 105 (92.11%); (b) special
education at 88 (77.19%); (c) social work at 84
(73.68%); and (d) nursing, health education,
and exercise physiology each at 78 (68.42%).

Interaction between therapeutic recreation
faculty and students and other health-related
disciplines revealed that the most common
relationships were: (a) therapeutic recreation
students are required to take courses from
other disciplines (57 or 87.7 percent), (b) ther-
apeutic recreation faculty serve on committees
common with other disciplines (43 or 66.2
percent), (c) joint research is being undertaken
by therapeutic recreation and other faculty
members (25 or 38.5 percent), and (d) classes
are cross-listed or team taught (18 or 27.7
percent). In 1996, the top three responses
were: (a) therapeutic recreation students are
required to take courses from other disciplines
(99 or 86.8%); (b) therapeutic recreation fac-
ulty serve on committees common with other
disciplines (60 or 52.6%); and (c) there is
minimal interaction between disciplines (26 or
22.8%). While the most common interaction in
both studies was therapeutic recreation stu-
dents taking other health related courses and
faculty serving on common committees, 2003
demonstrated a clear increase in joint faculty
research projects and classes being team
taught or cross-listed between departments,
showing more interdisciplinary action across
reporting campuses.

When asked what changes had occurred
during the last five years a wide range of
responses was received. In terms of college or
department movement, in 10 (15.4 percent) of
the cases the department moved colleges, in 6
cases (9.2 percent) the college was consoli-
dated with another, and in 6 cases (9.2 percent)
therapeutic recreation was moved to or merged
with another department. In terms of the ther-
apeutic recreation program, four (6.2 percent)
universities started a new curriculum, none
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dropped therapeutic recreation, and one (1.5
percent) therapeutic recreation program be-
came a separate department. In terms of fac-
ulty changes, 23 (35.4 percent) increased their
recreation and leisure faculty numbers, 19
(29.2 percent) decreased their recreation and
leisure faculty numbers, eight (12.3 percent)
increased therapeutic recreation faculty num-
bers, and nine (13.8 percent) decreased faculty
numbers. Eighteen (27.7 percent) universities
reported no changes in the last five years.
Overall, there seemed to be mergers and con-
solidations for almost 25 percent of the uni-
versities, while therapeutic recreation program
changes were mixed, and faculty changes in
both recreation and therapeutic recreation
were equal in reductions, expansions, and sta-
bility.

Changes noted in 1996 were equally inter-
esting. In 35 (30.7%) cases, the total number
of departmental faculty were increased; in 33
(29.0%) no changes occurred; in 32 (28.1%)
the total numbers of therapeutic recreation
faculty increased, and in 30 (26.3%) the total
number of departmental faculty decreased. It
appeared that approximately one-third of the
institutions were experiencing growth, one-
third was remaining stable, and one-third was
downsizing faculty.

Respondents also were asked about the
changes anticipated in the next five years.
With regard to unit structure, three (4.6 per-
cent) reported that therapeutic recreation
would be moved to a different department,
three (4.6 percent) reported that their home
department would move to another college,
and three (4.6 percent) reported that their col-
lege was likely to be merged or consolidated
with another. Department faculty was pre-
dicted to increase (10 or 15.4 percent) and
decrease (7 or 10.8 percent), while therapeutic
recreation faculty was predicted to increase at
nine (13.8 percent) and decrease at six (9.2
percent) of the schools. As a curriculum, ther-
apeutic recreation was targeted for deletion at
five (7.7 percent) of the universities, and ini-
tiated as a major/degree/sequence/option at
two (3.1 percent) of the schools. Twenty-two

(33.8 percent) of the survey respondents antic-
ipated no changes occurring in the next five
years. Several structural movements were an-
ticipated and almost equal forecasts of increas-
ing and decreasing both recreation and thera-
peutic recreation faculty numbers were
reported. Almost one-third of campuses antic-
ipated no changes in structure or faculty num-
bers.

In 1996, when asked what faculty changes
were anticipated within the next five years, the
largest number (46 or 40.4%) felt that the total
departmental faculty would increase, 35 (or
30.7%) felt that the number of therapeutic
recreation faculty would grow, and 34 (29.8%)
felt no changes would be made. These num-
bers indicate that most therapeutic recreation
faculty felt, at the time, rather optimistic in
experiencing growth or stability within their
departments or programs.

Faculty Characteristics
The researchers asked about the total num-

ber of recreation and therapeutic recreation
faculty members within the department as well
as characteristics of these individuals. The
average of recreation and leisure faculty was
4.5, with a range of one to 14, and a mode of
four. A grand total of 295 recreation faculty
were reported at the 65 institutions. Depart-
ments hired an average of 4.1 adjunct recre-
ation faculty, with a range of one to ten, and a
mode of four. Of full-time recreation faculty,
an average of 3.4 were tenured, with a range of
one to ten, and a mode of two. Of the 26
responding institutions, the average number of
diverse populations was 1.6, with a range of
one to four, a mode of one, and a grand total of
41 persons. The average number of therapeutic
recreation faculty was 1.8 with a range of one
to five, and a mode of one. The 60 responding
institutions reported a grand total of 107 full-
time therapeutic recreation faculty members.
The average number of therapeutic recreation
adjuncts was 2.0, with a range of one to eight,
and a mode of one. The average number of
tenured therapeutic recreation faculty was 1.5,
with a range of one to three, and a mode of
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one. Of the 16 responding institutions, an av-
erage of 1.1 faculty members were noted, with
a range of one to two, and a mode of one.

In 1996, the average number of total de-
partment faculty was 4.4, with a range of one
to 20, and a mode of three. There were re-
ported to be 500 faculty members among the
113 responding institutions. The total number
of adjunct faculty averaged 3.6, with a range
of one to twelve, and a mode of two. A total of
367 adjunct faculty was reported for the 102
universities responding to that question. Full-
time and part-time faculty totaled 867 individ-
uals. The average of total department faculty
who were tenured was 3.3, with a range of one
to twelve, and a mode of one. Within the 99
reporting institutions, a total of 328 faculty
had received tenure. In terms of ethnic minor-
ities, only 35 (30.7 percent) institutions re-
sponded to the question, and stated they had a
range of one to four ethnic minority members,
with a mean of 1.54 and a mode of one. Only
54 members of ethnic minority groups were
reported among the 35 universities.

When asked the total number of full-time
therapeutic recreation faculty in 1996, the av-
erage was 1.7, with a range from one to five,

and a mode of one. A total of 179 full-time
therapeutic recreation faculty was reported at
104 institutions. Numbers of adjunct faculty
considered to be therapeutic recreation aver-
aged 1.8, with a range of one to five, and a
mode of one. With only 69 (60.5 percent)
institutions responding to the question about
adjunct faculty, a total of 126 adjunct thera-
peutic recreation faculty was reported.

In 1996, the question concerning the num-
ber of tenured therapeutic recreation faculty
was answered by 77 (67.5 percent) institu-
tions, with a mean of 1.4, a range from one to
four, and a mode of one. A total of 110 (61.5
percent) therapeutic recreation faculty was
tenured. Only thirteen (11.4 percent) schools
answered the question about therapeutic rec-
reation faculty who were considered to be
ethnic minorities. The range for these answers
was one to two, with a mean of 1.2 and a mode
of one. The thirteen reporting institutions re-
ported a total of 15 ethnic minority members
considered to be therapeutic recreation. Table
2 displays the data about faculty characteris-
tics.

Within the reporting schools, females (99
or 64.7 percent) appear to almost double the

Table 2.

Department and Therapeutic Recreation Faculty Characteristics

Department Faculty
Full-time Faculty
Adjunct Faculty
Tenured Faculty
Ethnic Minority

TR Faculty
Full-time Faculty
Adjunct Faculty
Tenured Faculty
Ethnic Minority

n

113
102
99
35

104
69
77
13

Mean

4.4
3.6
3.3
1.5

1.7
1.8
1.4
1.2

1996

Total

500
367
328

54

179
126
110

15

Range

1-20
1-12
1-12
1-^

1-5
1-5
l^t
1-2

n

65
54
55
26

60
42
48
16

Mean

4.5
4.1
3.4
1.6

1.8
2.0
1.5
1.1

2003

Total

295
221
184
41

107
82
72
18

Range

1-14
1-10
1-10
1^1

1-5
1-8
1-3
1-2

n = total number of institutions responding to question.
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number of males (54 or 35.1 percent) em-
ployed to teach therapeutic recreation. In
1996, the numbers were more equally distrib-
uted, with 147 (58.3 percent) female faculty
members and 105 (41.7 percent) male faculty
members. The average number of females per
reporting institution was 1.5, and the average
number of males was .8. These numbers are
lower than in 1996 when the average number
of females per institution was 1.6 and the mean
for males was 1.4. The majority of therapeutic
recreation faculty had earned doctorates (91 or
56.9 percent), while 59 (36.9 percent) had
earned masters degrees and 10 (6.3 percent)
had earned bachelors degrees. In 1996, the
majority of faculty had earned doctorates (146
or 56.2 percent), while 104 (40.0 percent) held
masters, and ten (3.9 percent) held bachelors
degrees. In therapeutic recreation, the percent-
age of females has increased, while the aver-
age number of faculty has decreased per insti-
tution. The percentages of individuals with
earned doctorates has remained stable, how-
ever the number of faculty holding only bach-
elors degrees has nearly doubled.

In both 2003 and 1996, faculty-held ranks
for therapeutic recreation educators was nearly
equally distributed. In 2003, 35 (23.3 percent)
were at the instructor/lecturer level, 38 (28.7
percent) were assistant professors, 27 (20.2
percent) were associate professors, and 38
(27.9 percent) were full professors. This com-
pares favorably with the 1996 data with 66
(29.0 percent) at the instructor/lecturer level,
52 (22.8 percent) at the assistant professor
level, 63 (27.6 percent) at the associate pro-
fessor level, and 47 (20.6 percent) at the full
professor level. Table 3 illustrates this rank
data.

NCTRC certification was reportedly held
by 99 (61.9 percent) of the therapeutic recre-
ation faculty, while state certification or licen-
sure was held by 15 (9.4 percent). Both of
these credentials are reported at lower levels
than 1996 when 192 (84.2 percent) of the
therapeutic recreation faculty held NCTRC
certification, and 39 (17.1 percent) were state
certified or registered or licensed. State orga-

Table 3.

Rank of Therapeutic Recreation Faculty

1996 2003

Total Percent Total Percent

Instructor/
Lecturer 66 29.0 35 23.3

Assistant
Professor 52 22.8 38 28.7

Associate
Professor 63 27.6 27 20.2

Full Professor 47 20.6 38 27.9

Total = total number of faculty reported by
universities.

Percent = percent of faculty total reported by
rank.

nization membership was held by 105 (65.0
percent) individuals, while NTRS membership
was held by 81 (50.6 percent) and ATRA
membership was held by 78 (48.8 percent)
individuals. In all cases membership was
down from 1996 when state organization
membership was held by 167 (73.3 percent)
individuals, NTRS membership was held by
163 (71.5 percent) faculty, and ATRA mem-
bership was held by 141 (61.8 percent) faculty.

Also of concern was typical faculty loads.
Due to the variability between schools and
faculty members' job roles, analysis was dif-
ficult. On average, therapeutic recreation fac-
ulty are responsible for: (a) teaching under-
graduate therapeutic recreation courses (mean
of 34.9 percent of average load), (b) teaching
undergraduate recreation core courses (mean
of 27.1), (c) teaching graduate therapeutic rec-
reation graduate courses (mean of 16.6), (d)
conducting research (mean of 14.9), and (e)
teaching graduate recreation core courses
(mean of 14.9). The top three are identical to
the average job requirements in 1996, when
the top three were (a) teaching undergraduate
therapeutic recreation courses (mean of 42.9),
(b) teaching undergraduate core courses (mean
of 32.4), and (c) teaching graduate therapeutic
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recreation courses (mean of 19.4). In both
studies therapeutic recreation faculty were
least responsible for: (a) supervising theses
and independent studies (mean of 4.9 in 2003
and 5.7 in 1996), and providing consultation to
external agencies (mean of 4.5 in 2003 and 5.7
in 1996). Table 4 provides an overview of this
data from 2003 and 1996.

The survey included a question concerning
the universities' definition of a "full-time
load." The majority of therapeutic recreation
faculty (n = 62) taught an average of four,
three-hour courses per semester (30 or 46.2
percent) or three, three-hour courses per se-
mester (17 or 26.2 percent). This compares to
1996 when the majority of therapeutic recre-
ation faculty taught the equivalent of four,
three-hour classes (60 or 56.1 percent) or

taught the equivalent of three, three-hour
classes (28 or 26.2 percent) per semester or
term.

The average class size for core recreation
and leisure courses (n = 60) was 28.0, with a
range of seven to 60, and a mode of 25. In
1996, the average core course held 32.5 stu-
dents, with a range of eight to 200, and a mode
of 30. In 2003, the average class size for
therapeutic recreation courses (n = 63) was
14.4, with a range of four to 35, and a mode of
15. In 1996, the average class size for thera-
peutic recreation classes was 21.6, with a
range of five to 55, with a mode of 20. For
both core and therapeutic recreation classes,
the average size has decreased.

Instructional assistance was provided to
faculty most often in the form of: (a) class-

Table 4.

Percentages of "Official Load" Activities of TR Faculty

Teach undergrad TR
courses

Teach undergrad core
courses

Teach graduate TR
courses

Conduct research
Teach graduate core

courses
Supervise student

internships
Perform administrative

duties
Provide service
Provide academic

advisement
Supervise theses/indep.

study
Provide consultation

n

104

90

32
69

32

79

65
75

82

60
51

Mean '

42.9

32.4

19.4
11.0

12.3

14.1

11.6
10.0

11.6

5.7
5.7

1996

% Range

5-100

5-100

3-50
1-30

5-30

1-100

1-50
2-25

1-̂ 0

1-30
1-25

Rank

1

2

3
8

5

4

6
9

7

10
11

n

42

37

10
25

13

37

28
34

34

21
20

Mean

34.9

27.1

16.6
14.9

14.9

12.5

11.3
9.8

7.7

4.9
4.5

2003

% Range

6-100

5-75

6-35
5-50

5-37.5

1-67

1̂ *5
3-25

1̂ 30

1-25
1-10

Rank

1

2

3
4

4

6

7
8

9

10
11

n = total number of universities responding to question.
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room computers/technology (59 or 92.2 per-
cent), (b) additional summer salary (48 or 75.0
percent), (c) professional development work-
shops on campus (42 or 65.6 percent), and (d)
additional funding for travel (36 or 56.3 per-
cent). The same four responses were frequent
in 1996 although in different degrees, when
the top four were: (a) on-campus professional
development workshops (71 or 62.3 percent),
(b) additional summer salary (70 or 62.0 per-
cent), (c) classroom computer or LCD projec-
tion capabilities (64 or 56.8 percent); and (d)
additional funding for travel (56 or 49.6 per-
cent). Percentages equal more than one hun-
dred percent because respondents could
choose more than one response option. Infor-
mation about support services for teaching and
research is located on Table 5.

Campus support for research activities was
another area of interest. Faculty most often
received research assistance in the form of: (a)
internal or university grants (44 or 68.8 per-
cent), (b) professional development work-
shops on campus (32 or 50.0 percent), (c)
research reassigned or release time (27 or 42.2
percent), and (d) additional summer salary (23
or 35.9 percent). In 1996, research support
included: (a) internal or university grants (75
or 65.8 percent); (b) on-campus professional
development workshops (57 or 50.0 percent);
(c) release/reassigned time within load credit
(51 or 44.7 percent); and (d) additional fund-
ing for travel (37 or 32.7 percent). Table 5
contains this data for both 2003 and 1996.
While several institutions provided additional
summer salaries for teaching or research pur-
poses, the typical contract (n = 62) for thera-
peutic recreation faculty was nine months (42
or 67.7 percent), with far fewer having 10-
month contracts (14 or 21.5 percent), and even
fewer having 12 month contracts (six or 9.2
percent). Percentages were similar in 1996:
nine-month contracts (79 or 71.2%) and 10-
month contracts (26 or 23.4%). At 55 (88.7
percent) of the institutions, summer contracts
were negotiated separately from academic
year contracts, compared to 100 of 107 (93.5
percent) in 1996.

Student Characteristics
Per institution, (n = 58), the average num-

ber of undergraduate recreation and leisure
studies majors was 118.5, with a range of 15 to
378, with a mode of 60. In the 34 institutions
reporting recreation minors, the average num-
ber was 24.3, with a range of one to 128, and
a mode of ten. With 34 institutions reporting,
the average number of recreation graduate stu-
dents per department was 28.1, with a range of
four to 96, and a mode of 20. In 1996, per
institution (n = 106), the average number of
undergraduate recreation and leisure studies
major was 135.7, with a mode of 150, and a
range of 15 to 433. With 57 institutions report-
ing, the total number of recreation and leisure
studies graduate students averaged 21.9, with a
mode of 30, and a range of two to 73. Com-
parisons from 2003 to 1996 show that the
number of undergraduate and graduate recre-
ation enrollees decreased.

In 2003, the average number of therapeutic
recreation majors per school (n = 63) was
36.4, with a range of five to 125. Therapeutic
recreation graduate student numbers (n = 26)
averaged 11.0, with a range of one to 45, with
a mode of three. In 1996, the average number
of undergraduate therapeutic recreation majors
(n = 112) was 50.7, with a range of four to
180, and a mode of 30. Therapeutic recreation
graduate student numbers (n = 45) averaged

10.5, with a mode of two and a range of 1 to
55. Comparisons from 2003 to 1996 included
a decline of undergraduate therapeutic recre-
ation majors, and stability in the number of
therapeutic recreation graduate students.

Respondents reported that at their individ-
ual schools (n = 64), 30 (46.9 percent) of the
undergraduate therapeutic recreation enroll-
ments were remaining the same, while 29
(44.6 percent) were decreasing. Five (7.8 per-
cent) noted their enrollments were increasing.
Therapeutic recreation graduate student enroll-
ment (n = 22) showed different patterns: ten
(45.5 percent) were remaining the same, seven
(31.8 percent) were increasing, and five (22.7
percent) were decreasing. In 1996, undergrad-
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Table 5.

University Assistance Provided for Therapeutic Recreation Faculty Teaching and
Research Duties

Teaching Assistance
Computer/technology
Additional summer

salary
Workshops on-

campus
Additional funding

for travel
Additional equipment

monies
Graduate teaching

assistants
Support personnel/

consultants
Research Assistance

Internal/university
grants

Workshops on-
campus

Research reassign/
release time

Additional summer
salary

Additional funding
for travel

Graduate research
assistants

Support personnel/
consultants

Additional equipment
monies

n

113

113

114

113

113

114

113

114

114

114

113

113

114

113

113

1996

Frequency

64

70

71

56

32

26

24

75

57

51

31

37

24

34

19

Percent

56.6

62.0

62.3

49.6

28.3

22.8

21.2

65.8

50.0

44.7

27.4

32.7

21.1

30.1

16.8

Rank

3

2

1

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

6

4

7

5

8

n

64

64

64

64

64

64

64

64

64

64

64

64

64

64

64

2003

Frequencj

59

48

42

36

19

16

16

44

32

27

23

21

21

19

11

' Percent

92.2

75.0

65.6

56.3

29.7

25.0

25.0

68.8

50.0

42.2

35.9

32.8

32.8

29.7

17.2

Rank

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

n = total number of institutions responding to question.

uate therapeutic recreation majors (n = 113) 41.2 percent) or increasing (19 or 37.3 per-
were increasing for the majority of schools (68 cent) for most of the schools,
or 60.2 percent), and graduate therapeutic rec- The respondents were asked about student
reation enrollment (n = 51) was stable (21 or demographics within their home department.
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The demographics of therapeutic recreation
students showed that, on average, 86.3 percent
were females, 85.9 percent were Caucasian,
and were employed full-time (22.1 percent) or
part-time (61.8 percent). The 1996 data were
similar in that, on average, of the 111 reporting
schools, most therapeutic recreation majors
are female (80.9 percent), Caucasian (82.7
percent), and employed full-time (22.1 per-
cent) or part-time (63.5 percent).

Admissions requirements were the final
questions asked about student characteristics
(n = 63). Twenty-nine respondents accepted
the home university's entrance requirements;
23 required a specific cumulative GPA, usu-
ally between 2.0 and 2.5; 13 required a major
GPA, usually between 2.5 and 3.0; twelve
required specific pre-requisite courses; eleven
required university standing (4 as freshmen, 3
as sophomore, and 4 as junior), and eight
required experience. In 1996, the majority of
therapeutic recreation programs (n = 114) had
no requirements beyond those of the university
(62 or 54.4 percent), while others (41 or 36.0
percent) required a cumulative GPA (usually
2.0 to 2.5); taking and passing prerequisite
courses (21 or 18.4 percent), a major GPA (16
or 14.0 percent) (usually between 2.0 and 3.0);
and university standing (11 or 9.7 percent)
(usually as a sophomore). Table 7 compares
the degree admission requirements between
2003 and 1996.

Graduation and Placement Rates
The last section of the survey centered on

graduation and placement rates for therapeutic
recreation majors. From 2000 to 2002, gradu-
ation rates, as reported by respondents, were
stable. As can be seen on Table 8, the modal
response was 100 percent, meaning that fac-
ulty most frequently reported that virtually all
of their therapeutic recreation majors graduate,
gain employment in the field, and receive
certification from NCTRC. The averages for
these same questions usually fell in the 80
percent rate. These data mirror the former
study that reported data from 1993 to 1996.
This data is shown on Table 8. Of the 30
curricula reporting the average NCTRC test
score of their graduates, the mean was 69.2,
with a range of 63.0 to 80.0, with a mode
of 68.

The average starting salary, again as re-
ported by faculty for therapeutic recreation
graduates (n = 48) was $27,366, with a range
of $20,000 to $45,000, and a mode of $28,000.
This is up from 1996 when the average starting
salary (n = 86) was $23,051, with a range of
$10,000 to $30,000, and a mode of $25,000.

Therapeutic recreation graduates were re-
ported to be employed most typically in (a)
mental health settings (33 or 54.1 percent), (b)
aging facilities (33 or 54.1 percent), (c) com-
munity therapeutic recreation agencies (21 or

Table 6.

Characteristics of Recreation and Therapeutic Recreation Students

Total
Total
Total
Total
Total

rec.
rec.
rec.
TR
TR

under majors
under minors
graduate
under majors
graduate

n

106
55
57

112
45

Mean

135.8
17.4
21.9
50.7
10.5

1996

Mode

150
15
30
30
2

Range

15—433
1-100
2-73
4-180
1-55

n

58
34
34
63
26

Mean

118.5
24.3
34.4
36.4
11.0

2003

Mode

60
10
10
30

3

Range

15-378
1-128
4-310
5-125
1^5

n = total number of institutions responding to question.

First Quarter 2004 65



Table 7.

Admission Requirements for Therapeutic Recreation Majors

No requirements beyond univ.
One or More Requirements

Cumulate GPA
Major GPA
Pre-requisite courses
University standing
Experience

1996 (n

n

62
52
41
16
21
11

= 114)

Percent

54.4
45.61
35.96
14.04
18.42
9.65

2003 (n

n

29
34
23
13
12
11
8

= 63)

Percent

46.03
53.97
36.51
20.63
19.05
17.46
12.70

n = total number of institutions responding to question.

35.0 percent), (d) physical rehabilitation cen-
ters (20 or 32.8 percent), and (e) state agencies
(11 or 18.0 percent). In 1996, the most typical
employment settings included (a) mental
health facilities (70 or 61.4 percent); (b) long
term care/nursing homes (52 or 45.6 percent);
(c) physical rehabilitation facilities (51 or 44.7
percent); (d) community-based therapeutic
recreation agencies (20 or 17.5 percent); and
(e) state agencies (9 or 7.9 percent).

Faculty reported tracking their graduates
through several means. The most popular op-
tions in 2003 were: (a) informal contact with
some alumni (51 or 81.0 percent), (b) formal
surveys through the university (25 or 39.7
percent), (c) formal surveys through the de-
partment (22 or 34.9 percent), (d) receptions
(21 or 33.3 percent), and alumni letters (19 or
30.2 percent). In 1996, the most popular op-
tions were: (a) informal contacts (101 or 88.6

Table 8.

Graduation, Employment and Certification Percentages Reported for Therapeutic
Recreation Majors

Graduation

Employment

Certification

Year

1993
1994
1995
1993
1994
1995
1993
1994
1995

n

77
80
78
92
95
92
79
79
79

1996

Mean

78.38
80.78
82.31
87.67
87.80
87.00
84.52
87.80
89.99

Mode

100
100
100
100
100

90, 100
100
100
100

Range

1-100
1-100
4-100

50-100
25-100
30-100

1-100
3-100

40-100

Year

2000
2001
2002
2000
2001
2002
2000
2001
2002

n

40
40
40
51
51
51
46
47
46

2003

Mean

80.78
83.50
79.42
84.70
85.54
82.03
85.04
87.55
83.06

Mode

100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

Range

0-100
4-100
0-100
0-100

50-100
0-100
0-100
0-100
0-100

n = total number of institutions responding to question.
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percent), (b) formal alumni surveys adminis-
tered by the department (58 or 50.9 percent),
(c) alumni gatherings/receptions (55 or 48.3
percent), and (d) formal alumni surveys by the
university (43 or 37.7 percent).

Conclusions
Therapeutic recreation educational pro-

grams experienced a considerable degree of
inconsistency. Public status was present in
76.9 percent of the schools, similar to the 79.1
in 1996. The average university undergraduate
enrollment per institution was 11,638 (11,156
in 1996) with a mode of 6,500 (10,000 in
1996). The average university graduate enroll-
ment was 3,126 (3,182 in 1996) and a mode of
3,000 (5,000 in 1996). Averages for under-
graduate recreation majors dropped to 118.5,
down from 135.7 in 1996 although averages
for recreation graduate students rose from 21.9
in 1996 to 28.1 in 2003. Therapeutic recreation
undergraduate enrollments were down, on av-
erage, from an average of 50.7 to 36.4, while
the average number of therapeutic recreation
graduate students held steady at 11.0 from
10.5 in 1996. The most prevalent related dis-
ciplines included: (a) psychology/counseling,
(b) social work, (c) special education, and (d)
nursing, health education, and exercise physi-
ology. The most likely interactions were
caused by therapeutic recreation students tak-
ing classes from faculty in other disciplines,
and therapeutic recreation faculty sitting on
common committees with other faculty. How-
ever, the 2003 study showed an increase in
joint faculty research projects and classes be-
ing team-taught or cross-listed with other de-
partments. It appeared that in 2003 more col-
leges, departments, and therapeutic recreation
programs were experiencing restructuring than
in 1996. An equal number of therapeutic rec-
reation curricula were experiencing increas-
ing, stable, and decreasing faculty numbers as
in 1996. Projections for the next five years
included nine programs that will experience
mergers or consolidations, including five
schools that anticipated TR being deleted at
the university. However, most therapeutic rec-

reation faculty felt optimistic in experiencing
growth in faculty numbers or maintaining sta-
bility.

The average department employed 4.5 total
recreation faculty members, on an even keel
with 4.4 in 1996. The use of recreation ad-
juncts was up slightly, from 3.6 in 1996 to 4.1
in 2003. Almost three-fourths of recreation
faculty was tenured, and when present (n =
35), ethnic minorities represented 1.6 of the
recreation faculty (1.5 in 1996). Very few
departments employed recreation faculty who
were considered ethnic minorities.

The average department employed an av-
erage of 1.8 TR faculty members, nearly equal
to the 1.7 average in 1996. The average num-
ber of adjunct TR faculty was 2.0 in 2003,
compared to 1.8 in 1996. Tenure status was
also similar between 2003 (average was 1.5)
and 1996 (average was 1.4). When present, the
average department (n = 16) employed 1.1
ethnic faculty members whose expertise was
considered therapeutic recreation (1.2 in
1996). Very few department employed thera-
peutic recreation faculty who were considered
ethnic minorities.

In 2003, female therapeutic recreation fac-
ulty (64.7 percent) outnumbered males (35.1
percent), compared to 1996 when 58.3 percent
were female and 41.7 were male. The majority
of therapeutic recreation faculty held doctor-
ates (56.9 percent), with 36.9 holding masters,
and 6.3 percent holding bachelors. Compara-
tively, in 1996, 56.2 percent held doctorates,
40.0 percent held masters, and 3.9 percent held
bachelors. Fewer individuals earned masters
degree, while more reported holding only the
bachelors degree. Percentages were relatively
equal between all faculty ranks with 23.3 per-
cent Instructor/Lecturers, 28.7 percent Assis-
tant Professors, 20.2 percent Associates, and
27.9 percent Full Professors. In 1996 greater
percentages were seen in Instructor/Lecturer
positions (29.0 percent) and Associate Profes-
sors (27.6). NCTRC™ certification was held
by a smaller percent of therapeutic recreation
faculty in 2003 (61.9 percent) as compared to
1996 (84.2 percent), while state certification
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nearly halved from 17.4 percent in 1996 to 9.4
percent in 2003. Organizational memberships
also were down from 1996 to 2003, with state
organizational memberships dropping from
73.3 to 65.0 percent, NTRS membership drop-
ping from 71.5 to 50.6 percent, and ATRA
membership dropping from 61.8 to 48.8 per-
cent. It may be that a trend away from thera-
peutic recreation qualifications is appearing
with fewer percentages holding advanced de-
grees, fewer being nationally or state certified,
and fewer being members of state and/or na-
tional organizations.

The average faculty load included the same
three teaching tasks from 1996 to 2003: un-
dergraduate TR courses, undergraduate core
courses, and graduate TR courses. However, a
smaller percent of faculty were assigned these
and other activities in 2003, perhaps suggest-
ing a reduction in the task expectations of
faculty or an increase in the spread of respon-
sibilities.

Recreation core class sizes were down,
from an average of 32.5 in 1996 to 28.0 in
2003, as were therapeutic recreation courses,
from 21.6 in 1996 to 14.4 in 2003. A full-time
load was usually considered to equate to four,
three-hour courses per semester (46.2 percent)
or three, three-hour courses (26.2 percent).
The former was 56.1 percent and the latter
26.2 percent, in 1996, showing a smaller per-
centage of individuals responsible for four
classes per semester in 2003. Availability of
classroom computers and technology for in-
structional purposes jumped from 56.6 percent
to 92.2 percent, as did the option of summer
salary (from 62.0 percent to 75.0 percent).
Likewise, internal/university grants (increased
from 65.8 to 68.8 percent), on-campus work-
shops remained stable at 50.0 in both studies),
and research reassigned or release time (down
slightly from 44.7 to 42.2 percent) were pop-
ular research incentives. Nine-month contracts
were down slightly (from 71.2 to 67.7 per-
cent), while 10-month contracts were also
down slightly (from 23.4 to 21.5). At most
institutions, summer contracts were negotiated

separately from academic year contracts (88.7
in 2003 and 93.5 in 1996).

The average number of undergraduate rec-
reation majors decreased from 135.8 to 118.5,
as did undergraduate therapeutic recreation
majors from 50.7 to 36.4. Increases from 1996
to 2003 were seen in the average numbers of
graduate recreation students (from 21.9 to
28.1), graduate therapeutic recreation students
(from 10.5 to 11.0), and recreation minors
(from 17.4 to 24.3). Almost an equal number
of institutions reported that therapeutic recre-
ation student numbers were remaining the
same and declining. As in 1996, undergraduate
therapeutic recreation students tended to be
female, Caucasian, and employed part-time.
Faculty generally reported that on average, 80
percent of therapeutic recreation majors grad-
uate, obtain NCTRC™ certification, and get
employed. The average starting salary was
$27,366, with a mode of $28,000; up from
$23,051, with a mode of $25,000 in 1996.

Recommendations
As noted in Part A, it often is difficult to

make recommendations from state-of-the-art
curriculum data because many factors reported
within the research are not within the admin-
istrative purview of therapeutic recreation (for
example, size of institution or total number of
majors). The following recommendations are
made to therapeutic recreation faculty across
the country, to the national professional orga-
nizations, and to researchers conducting fur-
ther study on curriculum.

First, many units, departments, and col-
leges were experiencing significant restructur-
ing as a result of budget problems within many
institutions, although it is unknown if these
changes are more likely to be experienced
because of the "public" status of the majority
of schools at which therapeutic recreation is
offered. Further study and monitoring of these
changes is warranted.

Second, centrality to the mission of the
university is important to any institutional
unit. The findings suggested that more inter-
action is occurring between therapeutic recre-
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ation faculty and other faculty members on
campuses, such as joint research projects and
cross-listed or team-taught courses. Therapeu-
tic recreation faculty members are likely to
improve their influence and service across
campuses with these and other actions. This is
commendable, given that many therapeutic
recreation programs are experiencing reduc-
tions in majors and rather stable numbers of
therapeutic recreation faculty. In addition,
therapeutic recreation faculty members most
frequently teach the equivalent of four or
three, three-hour courses per semester. Thera-
peutic recreation faculty should be encouraged
to continue and expand such cooperative ven-
tures.

Third, a surprising finding in both 1996 and
2003 was the large number of adjunct faculty
both in recreation and in therapeutic recre-
ation. In both cases, adjunct faculty made up
slightly over 40 percent of the teaching fac-
ulty. This may be a concern for the stability
and teaching patterns of the unit.

Fourth, in a related concern, it also was
surprising to note that an increasing percent of
therapeutic recreation faculty members held
only the bachelors degree (6.3 percent up from
3.9 percent), and only 36.9 (compared to 40.0
percent in 1996), held only the masters degree.
In addition, a smaller percentage (35.1 percent
compared to 41.7 percent) was male. Fewer
therapeutic recreation faculty members were
NCTRC™ certified (61.9 compared to 84.2
percent in 1996), state certified (9.4 compared
to 17.1 percent in 1996), a member of their
state TR organization (65.0 compared to 73.3
percent), an NTRS member (50.6 compared to
71.5 percent in 1996), and an ATRA member
(48.8 from 61.8 percent in 1996). Although
this was voiced in 1996, there may be much
greater concern about faculty qualifications
and professional involvement. Perhaps accred-
itation or certification standards need to be
more specific about faculty qualifications. Or
perhaps these percentages are the result of
university, department, and program fluctua-
tions that will calm in the near future.

Fifth, the "average" therapeutic recreation

faculty member carried about 35 percent of
his/her load with undergraduate therapeutic
recreation courses (down from 43 percent),
and about 27 percent with undergraduate core
courses (down from 32 percent). A greater
percentage of TR faculty members were ex-
pected to conduct research than in 1996, up
from approximately 40 percent to 50 percent.
Average faculty loads certainly have implica-
tions for doctoral training programs, and call
for the need for therapeutic recreation faculty
to be well versed in both recreation core and
therapeutic recreation content.

Sixth, recruitment of ethnically diverse in-
dividuals to teaching ranks remains a concern.
As has been noted in several professional doc-
uments and at many national conferences, the
percentage of ethnic minorities in recreation
and therapeutic recreation teaching positions is
dismal. While this may parallel the percentage
of minorities in the field, initiatives for encour-
aging minorities to obtain advanced degrees
for employment in education should be con-
sidered.

Seventh, faculty members in recreation and
therapeutic recreation appear to be carrying
heavy and diverse teaching loads, with rela-
tively few resources. This may be related to
the size and mission of the universities at
which the majority of reporting faculty were
located or the greater use of adjuncts as part-
time, non-tenure track faculty. These teaching
responsibilities and adjunct appointments may
preclude involvement in other activities such
as interdisciplinary efforts across campus, ser-
vice to the university and local community,
research endeavors, and professional involve-
ment.

Eighth, respondents were much less opti-
mistic about increases in faculty and numbers.
Only 15.4 percent felt recreation faculty would
increase, while 13.8 percent reported that ther-
apeutic recreation faculty would increase. This
is a distinct change from 1996, when 40.4
percent felt recreation faculty would increase,
and 30.7 percent felt TR faculty would in-
crease. Likewise, only 8.5 percent felt TR
enrollments would increase, while in 1996,
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that percentage was 60.2 percent. As seen with
actual enrollment figures, both recreation and
therapeutic recreation student averages are
markedly down from 1996, and evidently fac-
ulty members believe this trend will continue.
Again, a larger scale study of faculty employ-
ment and student enrollment patterns is
needed.

Ninth, it is recommended that this type of
research be conducted every five to ten years
to track trends in higher education for recre-
ation and therapeutic recreation programs and
departments. It is instructive to glimpse the
status of departments and the faculty who
work within them. Their criticality to the pro-
fession, as the starting point for entry-level
specialists, is obvious. More information about
Carnegie classification, institutional mission,
and educational background would provide
interesting information about therapeutic rec-
reation faculty, their duties, and experiences.
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