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2018 Curriculum Study Part A
University, Faculty, and Student Characteristics

Abstract

This paper is the first in a two-part series documenting an 
in-depth, descriptive snapshot of TR educational programs 
in the US and Canada, as of 2018. The 2018 study is the fifth 
installment of a decades-long research project that captures 
descriptive snapshots-in-time of TR curricula. The intent 
of this study was to capture descriptive data on TR curri-
cula in the United States and Canada as of 2018. The study 
results describe TR curricula in five areas: (a) accreditation, 
(b) curriculum/internship, (c) university and unit, (d) fac-
ulty, and (e) student characteristics. This paper, Part A, re-
ports on: (a) university and unit, (b) faculty, and (c) student 
characteristics portions of the research. A 64-item online 
survey was sent to 91 TR program directors with 67 usable 
surveys (73.6% return rate). Respondents reported that the 
TR programs are located in mid-sized to large schools with 
university enrollments of 3,000 and above. Results showed 
that TR programs are housed in a variety of colleges, but 
most frequently in colleges with Health in their title. TR 
faculty tend to hold adjunct positions with master’s-only 
degrees. Wide ranges are evident in the number of students 
enrolled per TR program. Recommendations are made for 
future curricular studies and research.
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Introduction and Related Literature
Two sets of curriculum studies in therapeutic recreation (TR) have documented 

the evolution of professional preparation programs for over five decades. One of the 
first and most extensive continuous studies was initiated in 1969 with 10-year follow-
ups, known as the Anderson et al. series (Anderson et al., 2000; Anderson & Stewart, 
1980; Autry et al., 2010, 2020; Stein, 1970; Stewart & Anderson, 1990). The second set 
of studies, the Stumbo, Carter et al. series, began in 1996, with reports in 1999, 2004, 
2007, and 2012 (Stumbo & Carter, 1999a, 1999b; Stumbo et al., 2004a, 2004b; Stumbo 
et al., 2007; Stumbo et al., 2013). A trend analysis (Wilder et al., 2015; Wilder et al., 
2017) highlighted these two sets of studies, the Anderson series and the Stumbo, Cart-
er, et al. series, by comparing major findings of each over time and presenting changes 
and trends in TR professional preparation. 

The current study represents the most recent effort in a series of TR curriculum 
studies by Stumbo, Carter et al. (Stumbo & Carter, 1999a, 1999b; Stumbo et al., 2004a, 
2004b; Stumbo et al., 2007; Stumbo et al., 2013). Each individual study captures de-
scriptive snapshots-in-time of TR curricula. These snapshots are available to TR faculty 
and professionals, university administrators, external bodies, and the public to deter-
mine the current state-of-the-art results of TR curricula at different moments in time 
for descriptive, benchmarking, and longitudinally comparative purposes.

This paper, Part A, reports on three of the five portions of the descriptive curricu-
lum data collected from the 2018 academic year. Part A reports on (a) university and 
unit, (b) faculty, and (c) student characteristics. Reporting on this study occurs in two 
parts to accommodate comprehensive narrative and tabular data presentation within 
recommended journal length. 

Many factors influence the health and success of higher education institutions, 
especially as governmental sources of funds are reduced and universities employ strin-
gent cost reductions that often result in mergers and program reductions (Barakat & 
Shields, 2019; Volchik et al., 2018). Not surprisingly, these mergers and reductions 
have significant impacts on the effected units and programs (McKenney & Van Puym-
broeck, 2017). Kinney et al. (2006) suggested the increasing number of mergers of TR 
with programs not related, while enabling viable program numbers administratively, 
might negatively impact TR curricula development. 

The viability of particular curricula is influenced by a number of factors, such 
as the administrative location of the unit, codified degree requirements, presence of 
qualified faculty, healthy student enrollments, acceptable graduation and employment 
rates, and other metrics important to higher education administrators (Volchik et al., 
2018). The relative health of a particular degree program on a campus is, therefore, 
partly reliant on the greater campus community. Additionally, agreement on the mea-
sures that assess institutional quality factors remains uncertain on campuses yet a re-
cent trend suggests the assessment of student learning outcomes with degree comple-
tion is a primary metric (Zahl et al., 2017).

Among the indicators used to measure the status of the field of therapeutic recre-
ation (TR) as a profession is the viability and consistency of curricular characteristics 
that are also considered as a measurement of program maturity and quality. “Key indi-
cators of curriculum success include the quality of the learning achieved by students, 
and how effectively students use that learning…” (Stabback, 2016, p. 8). Curricula 
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represent essential entry-level knowledge and competencies and reflect a profession’s 
scope of practice. Curricula also are developed and revised in relation to a number of 
professional advancement activities such as accreditation, certification, and research.  
Each of these activities could be used to measure the maturity and autonomy of a pro-
fession (Carter et al., 2013; Connolly & Riley, 1995/1996). Moreover, within higher 
education, “of prime importance … is the fact that good teaching and learning are 
greatly enhanced by the quality, relevance and effectiveness of the curriculum” (Stab-
back, 2016, p. 8).

In 2016, the American Therapeutic Recreation Association (ATRA) Board of Di-
rectors approved the development of a Higher Education Task Force (HETF) within 
its ATRA Higher Education Committee to systematically examine the educational 
requirements for entry-level education in recreational therapy/therapeutic recreation 
(RT/TR). Two historical themes in professional preparation research—curriculum in-
consistencies and a lack of distinction between undergraduate and graduate educa-
tion—were evident since the reporting of initial studies and curriculum development 
commencing in the 1960s, prompting the two-year ATRA study by the HETF (Craig 
et al., 2020). As a result of this study the HETF noted “The most current and pressing 
need in higher education is to improve the quality and consistency of the bachelor’s 
degree in RT/TR” (Hawkins et al., 2018, p. 415). Autry et al. (2020) noted in their 
most recent curriculum study “As the profession considered the recommendations of 
the HETF, the current status of curricula must be analyzed and reported” (p. 341). A 
salient outcome of the study noted the addition of TR courses and online offerings as 
the number of full-time faculty were declining and the use of adjunct part-time faculty 
were increasing exponentially. The study also noted a trend in the administrative loca-
tion of programs toward health. Information from the most recent Autry et al. (2020) 
study and this curriculum study, as well as the findings from the HETF, could continue 
to provide direction for therapeutic recreation education.

Over the last three decades, the Stumbo, Carter et al. series has reported the na-
tional and international (Canada) descriptive snapshots-in-time results of TR curricu-
la studies (Stumbo, 2009; Stumbo & Carter, 1999a, 1999b; Stumbo et al., 2007; Stumbo 
et al., 2004a, 2004b; Stumbo et al., 2013; Wilder et al., 2017; Wilder et al., 2015). While 
curricula tend to be housed in mid-sized public institutions with female faculty and 
students outnumbering male faculty and students, changes continue to be evident in 
(a) the administrative locations of programs and their titles, (b) faculty rank distribu-
tion and types of lines, (c) student enrollments, (d) degree requirements and titles, and 
(e) coursework expectations. Each iteration of the series has reported that TR gradu-
ates have tended to gain employment in mental health and aging. A recommendation 
common to previous studies and affirmed in the ATRA-HETF study (Hawkins et al., 
2018) has been to conduct research into curricula as there appears to be inconsistency 
in “the content and process of educating students for entrance into the profession” 
(Kinney et al., 2006, p. 1) and, as a consequence, little uniformity in what constitutes 
the exit skills of graduates.

The purpose of this curriculum study was to capture descriptive snapshots-in-time 
of TR educational programs in the U.S. and Canada, as of 2018. This study focused 
on gathering data from respondents regarding the status of their respective programs 
without comparisons among programs nor previous curriculum studies. However, 
where appropriate, significant changes in educational features are noted. Presentation 
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of these results may aide in identifying elements affecting curricular quality, bench-
marking, and future trend analysis to gather evidence on effective academic prepara-
tion strategies in the profession. 

Methods1 
This is the fifth study in the Stumbo, Carter et al. series of studies designed to 

document descriptive snapshots-in-time of TR educational programs in the U.S. and 
Canada, as of 2018 in regard to (a) university and unit, (b) faculty, and (c) student 
characteristics. Data were collected via a Qualtrics online survey. The research was pre-
approved by the respective researchers’ institutional review boards.

Sample Selection
A list of institutions offering undergraduate TR programs in the U.S. and Canada 

was compiled from the 2012 TR curriculum study (Stumbo et al., 2013). In addition, 
collaboration with the HETF sponsored by ATRA generated additional institutional 
names and confirmed contact information among the listed programs participating in 
the present study. Also, researchers conducted web searches of university websites to 
obtain contact information as well as to verify undergraduate TR program informa-
tion.

Instrument
The original instrument was created in 1996 and underwent three separate reviews 

to improve reliability and validity (Stumbo et al., 2004a). In the design of the initial 
1996 instrument, researchers included information from prior curriculum studies, 
accreditation standards, NCTRC™ standards, and fieldwork standards (Stumbo et al., 
1999a). From this information, five sections were developed and included characteris-
tics of: (a) accreditation, (b) curriculum/internship, (c) university and unit, (d) faculty, 
and (e) student characteristics. This original survey was revised for subsequent studies 
in the series.

Content validity involves the degree to which important elements of a measure-
ment instrument are relative to and representative of the targeted purpose (Cook & 
Beckman, 2006; Yaghmaie, 2003; Yusoff, 2019). Content validity may examine both the 
entire instrument and individual items (Hyrkäs et al., 2003; Yaghmaie, 2003). For this 
study, the TR curricula survey underwent two additional reviews. First, the research 
team conducted a thorough review of the former survey results and revised the survey 
items to reflect changes occurring within higher education (Wilder et al., 2015; Wilder 
et al., 2017). After these revisions were completed, an invitation was sent to experts 
who teach or have taught undergraduate TR courses for 10 or more years and currently 
hold positions as associate or full professors. Ten experts (per the suggestion of Davis, 
1992) completed the survey and provided feedback to researchers on whether items 
completely represented the totality of contemporary TR curriculum characteristics. 
Experts were asked to comment on accuracy, completeness, clarity, relevance, compre-
hensiveness, and totality of the survey (Yaghmaie, 2003). Multiple items were revised 
for grammar, sentence structure, clarity, or were deleted following this expert review.

The final survey consisted of 64 questions covering primarily undergraduate cur-
riculum characteristics organized into the aforementioned categories. The instrument 

1This methods description is identical to the methods section described in Part B.
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was transferred into a Qualtrics online survey format. Using Fall 2018 data, respon-
dents completed the survey by selecting radio buttons, check boxes, and/or typing into 
text entry boxes. A new feature in this study iteration was the option to pause and 
return to the survey at a later time.

Data Collection
TR program directors were invited to participate in the 2018 curriculum study 

using data from their 2018 academic year through an initial email sent on January 22, 
2019. The email provided the study’s purpose, directions, clarifying definitions, sug-
gested resources to complete the survey, and the link to the online survey. The survey 
was closed on February 19, 2019.  Multiple emails were sent after the first 10-day sur-
vey period to encourage additional responses.

Data Analysis
A report of basic descriptive statistics on closed-ended quantitative data was gen-

erated through the Qualtrics online software. Data were exported into an Excel spread-
sheet and then analyzed using SPSS v. 25 for statistical analysis. Content analysis was 
used to code and synthesize open-ended qualitative data. A number of institutions did 
not respond to all items, resulting in several points of missing data. The total number 
of respondents per item is noted when the number of respondents deviates from the 
total number of survey respondents (n = 67).

Results
Part A results are reported in three sections: (a) university and unit, (b) faculty, 

and (c) student characteristics; whereas Part B reports on (a) accreditation and (b) cur-
riculum/internship characteristics. Survey links were sent to 91 TR program directors 
or department chairs, with 67 usable returns, for a 73.6% return rate. The n of respon-
dents is noted per item or per answer option since not all respondents answered each 
item/answer option.

University and Unit Characteristics

University Characteristics 
The survey asked about location and type of institution. Of the 67 respondents to 

the questions about location, 62 (92.5%) were located in the U.S. and five (7.5%) were 
located in Canada. Forty-three respondents (81.1%) were located at public institutions 
and 10 (18.9%) were at private schools (n = 53). Most TR programs were located in the 
U.S. and housed in public (or government-supported) institutions.

The reported size of institutions (n = 52) ranged from 110 to 109, 000 total stu-
dents. The average institution size was 15,134 students. Institutions were categorized 
according to the Carnegie Classification of Institutions of Higher Education (2017). 
Five (9.4%) of the 53 reporting schools were very small (<1000), three (5.7%) were 
small (1,000–2,999), 16 (30.2%) were mid-sized (3,000–9,999), and 29 (54.7%) were 
large (over 10,000). TR programs were housed at universities that span a wide number 
of enrolled students. However, most TR programs were located in mid-sized to large 
schools, with university enrollments of 3,000 and above.
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Unit Characteristics 
The name of the college in which the TR program was housed varied widely. The 

most prominent college category name (n = 56) was “Other” (n = 23), followed by 
Health, Physical Education, and Recreation (HPER; n = 15), Education (n = 10), and 
Allied Health (n = 8). In the “Other” category, the most frequently occurring title de-
scriptor was Health, with many blended titles such as College of Health and Human 
Services, School of Public Health, Health and Educational Psychology, and Public Pro-
grams and Community Solutions. TR programs were housed in a variety of colleges, 
but most frequently in colleges with Health in their titles. See Table 1.

Table 1
Titles of Colleges in which TR Programs were Housed (n = 56)Table 1.  Titles of Colleges in which TR Programs were Housed (n = 56) 
 
 n Percent 

Other 23 41.1 

HPER 15 26.8 

Education 10 17.9 

Allied health 8 14.3 

 

Table 2.  Titles of Departments in which TR Programs were Housed (n = 61) 
 
 n Percent 

HPEK 20 32.8 

Recreation/leisure/parks/tourism 18 29.5 

Other 16 26.2 

Therapeutic recreation 6 9.8 

Allied health  1 1.6 

 

Table 3.  Faculty Lines and Demographics of Total Department (n = 53) 
 
 M Range 

Adjunct/part-time 9.5 0 - 46 

Tenure line 7.8 0 - 50 

Tenured 5.9 0 - 32 

Non-tenure full-time 4.4 0 - 29 

Ethnic minority 2.5 0 - 13 

Female 9.6 0 - 60 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

When asked the name of the department in which TR was housed (see Table 2), 
the highest numbers of responses came under HPEK (n = 20), Recreation/Leisure/
Parks/Tourism (n = 18), and “Other” with 16 respondents. Six departments were la-
beled TR/RT. Department titles within “Other” varied widely (e.g., Exercise and Reha-
bilitation Sciences to School of Human Ecology). The majority of the curricula were 
housed in HPEK, recreation and leisure configurations, or “Other.”

Table 2
Titles of Departments in which TR Programs were Housed (n = 61)
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Other 16 26.2 
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Table 3.  Faculty Lines and Demographics of Total Department (n = 53) 
 
 M Range 

Adjunct/part-time 9.5 0 - 46 

Tenure line 7.8 0 - 50 

Tenured 5.9 0 - 32 

Non-tenure full-time 4.4 0 - 29 

Ethnic minority 2.5 0 - 13 

Female 9.6 0 - 60 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

Unit Faculty Characteristics. The survey asked respondents about all of the fac-
ulty representing all disciplines in the department. Regarding types of faculty lines 
within the department, respondents reported primarily adjunct, part-time positions 
(M = 9.5), tenure line positions (M = 7.8), tenured positions, (M = 5.9), and non-
tenured full-time positions (M = 4.4). In addition, on average, departments employed 
2.5 persons of color and 9.6 females. Department faculty lines were almost evenly split 
between adjunct/non-tenure positions and tenure line/tenured positions. Additional 
data are included in Table 3.
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Unit Student Enrollments. Respondents were asked to report the total number of 
students among all the disciplines within their department using fall 2018 data. Again, 
wide ranges were evident, although this is largely due to the complex configurations 
noted above. Average departmental student enrollments included: (a) undergraduate 
majors (M = 304.0), (b) undergraduate minors (M = 35.3), (c) accelerated BS to MS 
students (M = 47.0), (d) master’s students (M = 89.3), and (d) doctoral students (M = 
66.5). Departments varied widely in the number of enrolled students at each degree 
level, as is evident in Table 4.

Table 3
Faculty Lines and Demographics of Total Department (n = 53)

Table 1.  Titles of Colleges in which TR Programs were Housed (n = 56) 
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Table 4
Total Students in Department

 
 
Table 4. Total Students in Department 

 N M Range 

Majors 45 304 32 - 2500 

Minors  21 35.3 2 - 232 

Accelerated BS to MS3 7 47.0 1 - 290 

Master’s  18 89.3 1 - 424 

Doctoral  8 66.5 1 - 319 
 

Table 5.  Last Five Years Changes in Total Department (n = 57) 
   
 n Percent 

Total TR FTE increased 14 24.6 

Other 12 21.1 

Total TR FTE decreased 11 19.3 

No major changes occurred 11 19.3 

College in which TR is housed merged 10 17.5 

Total departmental FTE decreased 10 17.5 

Departmental positions left vacant 10 17.5 

Department moved to different college 7 12.3 

Department FTE increased 7 12.3 

TR unit merged with another unit 4 7.0 

TR became separate department 0 0 
Note: FTE was defined as full-time appointment in an academic unit that offers a minimum of a Bachelor’s degree 
in therapeutic recreation, recreation therapy, or recreation with an emphasis in therapeutic recreation or recreation 
therapy. 
 

 

 

 

Respondents were asked about changes that had occurred within the overall de-
partment within the five years prior to the survey. Of the 57 respondents to this ques-
tion, the most frequently occurring action was that TR faculty full-time equivalent 
(FTE) had increased (n = 14). “Other” captured 12 responses with great variation (e.g., 
“Implemented admission process for the RT major,” “New program Fall 2017,” and 
“There was one departure, three FT hires, and one temp line hire”). Table 5 provides 
further information. The previous five years showed departmental fluctuations in the 
number of positions and the presence of departmental mergers. 

Unit changes predicted for the next five years included (a) department FTE in-
creasing (n = 25), (b) “Other” (n = 21), (c) TR FTE increasing (n = 20), (d) no sig-
nificant changes (n = 14), and (e) TR merging with other department (n = 9). “Other” 
responses included planning for a separate TR major (n = 3) and development of a 
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master’s degree (n = 2). There were no definitive predictions of future departmental 
change, although respondents were anticipating that departmental and TR positions 
would increase. See Table 6.

Table 5
Last Five Years Changes in Total Department (n = 57)

 
 
Table 4. Total Students in Department 
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Accelerated BS to MS3 7 47.0 1 - 290 

Master’s  18 89.3 1 - 424 
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No major changes occurred 11 19.3 
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Department FTE increased 7 12.3 

TR unit merged with another unit 4 7.0 
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Table 6
Next Five Years Predicted Changes in Total Department (n = 57)

  

Table 6.  Next Five Years Predicted Changes in Total Department (n = 57) 
   
 n Percent 

Total department FTE will increase 25 43.9 

Other 21 36.8 

Total TR FTE will increase 20 35.1 

No major changes predicted 14 24.6 

TR to merge with another unit 9 15.8 

Department will move to different college 5 8.8 

Positions will be left vacant 5 8.8 

College in which TR is housed to merge with different 

college 

4 7.0 

Total TR FTE will decrease 4 7.0 

Total department FTE will decrease 3 5.3 

TR will become separate department 1 1.8 
Note: FTE was defined as full-time appointment in an academic unit that offers a minimum of a Bachelor’s degree 
in therapeutic recreation, recreation therapy, or recreation with an emphasis in therapeutic recreation or recreation 
therapy. 
	
	
Table 7.  Faculty Lines and Demographics of TR Faculty (n = 53) 
 
 M Range 

Adjunct part-time 2.1   0 - 15 

Tenure line  1.0 0 - 4 

Tenured 1.0 0 - 4 

Non-tenure full-time line 0.9 0 - 8 

Ethnic minority 0.7 0 - 7 

Female 3.2   0 - 15 
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TR Program Faculty Characteristics

Faculty Numbers, Lines, and Types. Respondents were asked how many full-
time TR faculty members were employed at their respective universities. Their answers 
ranged from one to ten, with a mean of 2.7 TR full-time faculty per institution. In 
addition, 52 respondents reported a range of one to 19 total TR faculty members per 
institution (M = 5.1). Regarding types of faculty lines within TR, respondents (n = 
53) reported that the most frequently occurring type of TR faculty were (a) part-time 
adjuncts (M = 2.1), (b) tenure line faculty (M = 1.0), (c) tenured (M = 1.0), and (d) non-
tenured, full-time (M = 0.9). When means are combined, institutions had an average 
of 3.0 non-tenure track TR positions and 2.0 tenure-line/tenured positions. Similar to 
departmental faculty characteristics, on average, there are more non-tenure line/part-
time TR faculty than tenure-line/tenured positions.

Schools (n = 53) reported an average of 3.2 female TR faculty members, with a 
sum total of 169. TR faculty positions held by persons of color averaged 0.7 per pro-
gram, with a sum total of 36.  This data are reported in Table 7.

Table 7
Faculty Lines and Demographics of TR Faculty (n = 53)

  

Table 6.  Next Five Years Predicted Changes in Total Department (n = 57) 
   
 n Percent 

Total department FTE will increase 25 43.9 

Other 21 36.8 

Total TR FTE will increase 20 35.1 

No major changes predicted 14 24.6 

TR to merge with another unit 9 15.8 

Department will move to different college 5 8.8 

Positions will be left vacant 5 8.8 

College in which TR is housed to merge with different 

college 

4 7.0 

Total TR FTE will decrease 4 7.0 

Total department FTE will decrease 3 5.3 

TR will become separate department 1 1.8 
Note: FTE was defined as full-time appointment in an academic unit that offers a minimum of a Bachelor’s degree 
in therapeutic recreation, recreation therapy, or recreation with an emphasis in therapeutic recreation or recreation 
therapy. 
	
	
Table 7.  Faculty Lines and Demographics of TR Faculty (n = 53) 
 
 M Range 

Adjunct part-time 2.1   0 - 15 

Tenure line  1.0 0 - 4 

Tenured 1.0 0 - 4 

Non-tenure full-time line 0.9 0 - 8 

Ethnic minority 0.7 0 - 7 

Female 3.2   0 - 15 

 

 

 

 

Degrees and Rank of TR Faculty. Respondents (n = 53) were asked about the de-
gree attainment by TR faculty. Averages of master’s-only (M = 2.7) and doctorates (M = 
1.8) far outweighed bachelor’s-only degrees (M = 0.2). On average, TR faculty was 30% 
more likely to have master’s-only degrees than doctoral degrees, with very few having 
bachelor’s-only. Table 8 presents this data.

When asked about current faculty rank, TR program directors (n = 53) responded 
with the following averages per TR program: Instructor (M = 1.7), Assistant Professor 
(M = 0.7), Associate Professor (M = 0.6), and Full Professor (M = 0.5). There was a total 
of 185 TR faculty identified at the 53 responding schools. TR faculty was more likely 
to hold master’s-only degrees and twice as likely to hold lower than higher academic 
ranks. See Table 8.

Faculty Certification and Memberships. TR program directors were asked 
whether faculty members were NCTRC™ certified, state or provincially licensed/cer-
tified/registered, and/or members of ATRA/CTRA and/or state professional associa-
tions. Most (98.1%) TR faculty members were NCTRC™ certified (range = 0–17, M = 
3.8). Fewer TR faculty members per program were state licensed/certified/registered 
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(range = 0–7, M = 0.9), which follows since few states/provinces have their own cre-
dentialing programs.

TR programs reported a range of zero to 14 TR faculty as members of the ATRA, 
with the average being slightly over three (M = 3.1). A total of 164 TR faculty (n = 
53) were members of ATRA. The smaller average percentage (M = 0.3) of Canadian 
Therapeutic Recreation Association (CTRA) memberships (n = 15), may reflect the 
smaller sample of Canadian TR institutions. A total of 138 TR faculty were members 
of their state or provincial TR organization/chapter affiliate (range 0–8, M = 2.6). TR 
faculty members in this study, on average, were more likely to be NCTRC™ certified 
and members of ATRA.

Faculty Load, Equivalents, Contracts. The official loads of TR faculty were also 
explored. Of the 53 responses, teaching was the primary responsibility (M = 9.1). 
Teaching far surpassed other academic duties among the reporting TR faculty. Table 9 
provides further details.

Table 8
Degrees and Rank of TR Faculty (n = 53)

 

 

Table 8.  Degrees and Rank of TR Faculty (n = 53) 
 
 M Range 

Bachelor’s degree-only 0.2 0 - 3 

Master’s degree-only 2.7  0 - 18 

Doctorate  1.8 0 - 6 

Instructor 1.7 0 - 7 

Assistant professor 0.7 0 - 2 

Associate professor 0.6 0 - 2 

Full professor 0.5 0 - 5 

 

Table 9.  Official Load of TR Faculty (n = 53) 
 
 Percent Range 

Teaching 51.6 16 - 90 

Service 10.2 0 - 30 

Internship supervision 9.3 0 - 25 

Research/grant writing 9.1 0 - 45 

Academic advisement 6.3 0 - 20 

Internal program administration 6.1 0 - 25 

External to program administration 2.8 0 - 20 

Consultation 2.5 0 - 17 

Independent studies/theses advisement 2.1 0 - 10 
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Table 8.  Degrees and Rank of TR Faculty (n = 53) 
 
 M Range 

Bachelor’s degree-only 0.2 0 - 3 

Master’s degree-only 2.7  0 - 18 

Doctorate  1.8 0 - 6 

Instructor 1.7 0 - 7 

Assistant professor 0.7 0 - 2 

Associate professor 0.6 0 - 2 

Full professor 0.5 0 - 5 
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 Percent Range 

Teaching 51.6 16 - 90 

Service 10.2 0 - 30 

Internship supervision 9.3 0 - 25 

Research/grant writing 9.1 0 - 45 

Academic advisement 6.3 0 - 20 

Internal program administration 6.1 0 - 25 

External to program administration 2.8 0 - 20 

Consultation 2.5 0 - 17 

Independent studies/theses advisement 2.1 0 - 10 
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The most prevalent average teaching load per semester for TR faculty was four, 
3-hour classes (n = 29). Followed by three, 3-hour classes (n = 12). Six respondents 
indicated “Other.”  Other remarks included some TR faculty teaching 21 credit hours 
per academic year, some TR faculty teaching three, four-hour classes, and assignments 
being dependent on type of faculty line with tenure-line faculty receiving a one-course 
reduction per semester. The most frequent TR faculty assignment was four, 3-hour 
classes per semester. Table 10 details these results.
Table 10
Average Full-load Equivalents of TR Faculty Per Semester (n = 53)Table 10.  Average Full-load Equivalents of TR Faculty Per Semester (n = 53) 
 
 n Percent 

One, 3-hour class 0 0 

Two, 3-hour classes 6 11.3 

Three, 3-hour classes 12 22.6 

Four, 3-hour classes 29 54.7 

Five, 3-hour classes 0 0 

Other 6 11.3 

 

Table 11.  Types of Campus Support for Teaching and Research Duties  
 
Support for Teaching n (53) Percent Support for Research n (52) Percent 

Professional development 45 84.9 Internal grants 37 71.2 

Smart classrooms 44 83.0 Professional development 36 69.2 

Teaching/learning center 41 77.4 Sabbaticals/leaves 33 63.5 

Summer salary 36 67.9 Sponsored projects 32 61.5 

Travel money 32 60.4 Travel money 27 51.9 

Undergraduate TAs 29 54.7 Reassigned time 26 50.0 

Sabbatical/leaves 25 47.2 Research center 24 46.2 

Equipment money 25 47.2 Research consultants 22 42.3 

Support personnel 16 30.2 Graduate assistant 15 28.8 

Graduate TAs 14 26.4 Summer salary 15 28.8 

Other 2 3.8 Equipment money 13 25.0 

   Support personnel 13 25.0 

   Other 5 9.6 

 

 

  

The most common length of TR faculty contracts (n = 53) was nine months (n = 
28, 52.8%), followed by 10-month contracts (n = 17, 32.1%), and 12-month contacts (n 
= 4, 7.5%).  Four respondents chose “Other” and primarily noted that loads depended 
on type of faculty line.  Regarding summer contracts, 45 (86.5%) respondents reported 
summer contracts being negotiated separately from academic year contracts. Most TR 
faculty members have nine-month employment contracts.

Types of Supports Available to TR Faculty for Teaching and Research. A variety 
of instructional supports were provided to TR faculty on their campuses. The top three 
sources of teaching support (n = 53) were: (a) professional development workshops on 
campus (n = 45), (b) smart classroom/technology (n = 44), and (c) a teaching/learning 
center (n = 41). The support least often provided was graduate teaching assistants (n = 
14). Table 11 provides the complete data.

A similar question was asked about support for TR faculty members’ research 
efforts. The top three supports provided for research (n = 52) included: (a) internal 
grants (n = 37), (b) professional development workshops on campus (n = 36), and (c) 
sabbaticals/faculty leaves for research (n = 33). The least likely research supports to be 
provided were support personnel/consultants and money for equipment (n = 13, each). 
The primary campus supports for teaching and research were professional develop-
ment and internal grants, respectively. More information is provided in Table 11.

TR Student Characteristics
TR program directors were asked how many TR students were considered cer-

tificate, undergraduate majors, undergraduate minors, master’s students, and doctoral 
students. Certificate students (n = 5) were reported with highest average enrollments 
per program (M = 115.3). The average number of TR bachelor’s-seeking students (n 
= 49) was 87.9 students, with TR minors (n = 9) averaging 31.7 students. The average 
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number of master’s students (n =12) was 13.8 students and doctoral students (n = 2) 
was 4.5 students.

In a separate question, respondents were asked whether the number of TR mi-
nors and majors in their program was decreasing, fluctuating, stable, or increasing. 
The cells of TR minor data have insufficient data to report. Twenty-three (44.2%) pro-
grams reported TR majors increasing, while 11 (21.2%) reported fluctuations. Nine 
each (17.3%) reported TR major numbers decreasing or stable. Most frequently TR 
program directors reported TR major enrollments increasing.

Survey respondents were also asked what percentages of their TR minors and ma-
jors were female and individuals of color (n = 52). Females reportedly made up 16.1% 
of minors and 83.3% of majors. Individuals of color were reported to be 5.9% of minors 
and 23.6% of TR majors (Table 12). It is interesting to note that while TR educational 
programs have traditionally reported few students of color, the upper range of students 
of color for both TR minors and majors was nearly 100% of the TR student body. This 
data may be skewed by the fact that some TR programs in the US are located in histori-
cally black colleges and universities (HBCUs), where students of color may constitute 
nearly the entire student body.

Table 10.  Average Full-load Equivalents of TR Faculty Per Semester (n = 53) 
 
 n Percent 

One, 3-hour class 0 0 

Two, 3-hour classes 6 11.3 

Three, 3-hour classes 12 22.6 

Four, 3-hour classes 29 54.7 
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Other 6 11.3 
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Smart classrooms 44 83.0 Professional development 36 69.2 

Teaching/learning center 41 77.4 Sabbaticals/leaves 33 63.5 

Summer salary 36 67.9 Sponsored projects 32 61.5 

Travel money 32 60.4 Travel money 27 51.9 

Undergraduate TAs 29 54.7 Reassigned time 26 50.0 

Sabbatical/leaves 25 47.2 Research center 24 46.2 

Equipment money 25 47.2 Research consultants 22 42.3 

Support personnel 16 30.2 Graduate assistant 15 28.8 

Graduate TAs 14 26.4 Summer salary 15 28.8 

Other 2 3.8 Equipment money 13 25.0 

   Support personnel 13 25.0 

   Other 5 9.6 

 

 

  

Table 11
Types of Campus Support for Teaching and Research Duties

Table 12
TR Major & Minor Female and Ethnic Minority EnrollmentTable 12.  TR Major & Minor Female and Ethnic Minority Enrollment 
 
Female TR Students n (52) Percent 

M 

Ethnic Minorities n (52) Percent 

M 

Minor 0 - 100 16.1 Minor 0 - 98 5.9 

Major 0 - 99 83.3 Major 0 – 100 23.6 
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Graduation, Employment, and Post-Graduation Characteristics. Respondents 
were asked to estimate their TR students’ graduation rates and post-graduation em-
ployment settings as an average for the previous three academic years (2015–2018). 
Of the 48 schools responding, TR program directors reported graduating, on average, 
approximately 26 TR students per year per program. Survey participants were asked 
the ways in which students used their TR degrees within one-year post-graduation. 
The item asked respondents to indicate what percent of their students used their TR 
degree within one-year post-graduation in the following ways: Respondents approxi-
mated that recent graduates found employment in TR (n = 48, M = 66.4%), pursued 
a different, non-TR degree (n = 46, M = 17.1%), and pursued a TR graduate degree 
program (n = 34, M = 9.7%). Many (M = 45.5%) were unsure the paths of their TR 
graduates one-year post-graduation, although the majority felt a large percentage of 
their students were employed in the TR field.

Forty-nine respondents indicated the top two areas in which TR undergraduates 
obtained employment post-graduation were in aging (n = 34, 69.4%) and mental/be-
havioral health (n = 33, 67.3%). TR program directors also were queried about types 
of contact they had with TR alumni.  Of the schools responding (n = 50), contact was 
primarily through (a) informal means (n = 38, 76.0%), (b) social media (n = 34, 68.0%), 
followed by (c) newsletters (n = 25, 10.0%), (d) alumni reception and formal alumni 
tracking by university (n = 20, 40.0% each), (e) email (n = 19, 38.0%), and (f) formal 
alumni tracking surveys administered by the college in which the TR program/depart-
ment was housed (n = 17, 34.0%). The top means of communicating with alumni were 
informal contact and social media.

Discussion
This paper describes the first in a two-part 2018 study reporting on TR curricula. 

This is the fifth study in a series of longitudinal studies capturing the scope of data for 
academic programs in the United States, and the second one capturing Canadian data 
(Stumbo & Carter, 1999a, 1999b; Stumbo et al., 2004a, 2004b; Stumbo et al., 2007; 
Stumbo et al., 2013). The present manuscript focuses on three characteristics of the 
overall study: (a) university and unit, (b) faculty, and (c) student characteristics por-
tions of the research.

Therapeutic recreation programs are most often located in colleges related to health 
and departments related to recreation, leisure, and/or tourism. The most frequent title 
descriptor of the administrative unit in which TR was housed was “health.”The cat-
egory of “other” represented blended programs and the largest number, 23 or 41% of 
the respondents, also had “health” in their titles. This finding, similar to that reported 
in the 2020 Autry et al. study, suggests the centrality of the relationship between TR 
and health. Additionally, this location in blended units affirms that these colleges and 
departments, like many others internationally, are frequently undergoing mergers and 
name changes, most often as the result of fiscal constraints and academic streamlining 
(Volchik et al., 2018). 

Department positions are now held most often by part-time adjuncts. In the Stum-
bo et al. 2012 survey, the mean of adjunct-part-time lines was 7.2, while in this study 
it was 9.5 with the tenure line mean changing very little from 6.8 to 7.8 (Stumbo et al., 
2013). This reflects a national trend in the growing total number of part-time faculty 
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in degree-granting U.S. postsecondary institutions from 1999 to 2017 (National Center 
for Education Statistics [NCES], 2018a). 

Overall, the entire departmental enrollments appear to be relatively healthy with 
an average of 304 undergraduate majors, 35 minors, 90 master’s degree students, and 
67 doctoral students. Higher education enrollments in the U.S. have held relatively 
steady at approximately 25 million students per year for the last two decades (NCES, 
2018b). Commencing in 2010, undergraduate enrollments slightly decreased (e.g., 8%) 
and are projected to increase very little (e.g., 2%) through 2029 (NCES, 2020). The rela-
tive health of departmental enrollments may be attributed in part to the mid- to large-
size schools and the blending of college units. Further investigation of the influence of 
the administrative location on the viability of TR programs is warranted in light of the 
national enrollment fluctuations and projections. The overall department characteris-
tics reported in this survey echo national trends.

Departments also reported on the types of degrees offered. As with the recent 
Autry et al. study (2020), this study reported on combined/accelerated bachelor’s to 
master’s programs and, for both studies, this represents the appearance of a new cur-
riculum type not previously reported in either series. As noted by McKenney and 
Van Puymbroeck (2017) and the ATRA-HETF study (Craig et al., 2020), this option 
(4 + 1) may serve as a transition to accommodate increasing undergraduate enroll-
ments at some institutions while also providing an option that mitigates constraints 
of affordability and access to graduate education. This option also offers an avenue to 
incorporate additional learning outcomes and competencies which is justified by the 
increasing competencies and courses identified by the Autry et al. 2020 study and the 
expansion of number of required courses by the National Council for Therapeutic Rec-
reation Certification (NCTRC™).

The changes identified over the previous five years in departments where TR is 
housed noted increases and decreases that may affect the quality of student learning 
experiences. An increase in TR FTE’s to support student experiences was evident; how-
ever, some respondents appeared to be uncertain as they noted a decrease in TR FTE’s 
and a number of positions left vacant. The number of mergers and relocations resulting 
in blended departments elevates concern for the integrity and autonomy of TR course-
work which could influence consistency of preparation in the profession.

While the TR programs reported an average of less than three full-time faculty 
members, a dramatic shift in the lines, types, and ranks of TR faculty from previous 
study iterations was evident. TR programs average less than three TR faculty mem-
bers, with the majority of faculty being part-time adjuncts. On average, TR programs 
have more part-time adjuncts and non-tenure line faculty members combined than 
tenure-line and tenured faculty members combined. In the 2012 Stumbo et al. study 
(2013) the tenured faculty mean was 1.4 while adjunct/part-time was 1.6. This 2018 
study indicates adjunct/part-time lines have increased to 2.1, while the tenured faculty 
mean has decreased to 1.0. An increase in part-time faculty was also noted in the 2020 
Autry et al. study along with a reduction in full time faculty. In TR, master’s-only pre-
pared faculty members outstrip doctorally prepared TR faculty members. TR faculty 
members in the lower ranks (instructor and assistant professor) far outnumber those 
in upper ranks (associate and full professors). Again, this trend mirrors the larger na-
tional trend, mentioned above, of hiring primarily part-time adjuncts (NCES, 2018a). 
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Additionally, the percentage of full-time faculty in all fields has dropped from approxi-
mately 80% in 1970 to under 50% in 2013 (NCES, 2018c). 

This change in adjunct/part-time faculty may partially explain the increase in “In-
structor” rank from a mean of 1.0 in 2012 to 1.7 in 2018 for the Stumbo, Carter et 
al. series data. Additionally, the presence of master’s educated faculty vs. those hold-
ing doctorates in 2018 (2.7 vs 1.8) may reflect the increased use of adjunct/part-time 
faculty. Lower TR faculty ranks also correspond to higher teaching loads, with fewer 
research and service requirements. This may not bode well for a field that depends 
on research for evidence-based practice and professional services at the national level 
(Bedini, 2017b).

Twenty-three or 44.2% of the respondents reported TR majors increasing while 
only nine (17.3%) reported TR major numbers were decreasing or stable. Student 
enrollments in TR programs appear to be at relatively healthy levels (M = 87.9 stu-
dents), with undergraduate majors rising from the original 1996 survey by almost 
175% (Stumbo & Carter, 1999a, 1999b). This enrollment trend parallels that reported 
by Autry et al. (2020) with the increases predominately at the bachelor’s level. These 
enrollment increases bode well as the Bureau of Labor Statistics predicts a continued 
rise in the need for TR professionals, at a growth rate of 7% by 2026 (Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, 2019). The number of female students enrolled in TR programs has slightly 
increased since the Stumbo et al. (2013) study and continues to remain higher than any 
other student enrollment sector. Students of color continued to be enrolled at overall 
low rates, yet increases in the ethnic minorities was more evident. These data paralleled 
the Autry et al. 2020 study, which also noted the increase in student diversity. In gen-
eral, the numbers of faculty and students of color remain low with efforts to recruit and 
retain individuals of color in our field being a long-standing challenge (Mowatt et al., 
2016). Literature and research on the lack of diversity and inclusion tend to focus on 
shortcomings in the field rather than offering recommendations for structural and in-
stitutional change to address this continuing challenge. While female enrollees and low 
enrollment rates for individuals of color mirror national higher education data (NCES, 
2019) and results found in the literature (Jacob & Hyman, 2014), these demographics 
in TR students are significantly more pronounced. Data from this study continue to 
indicate systemic academic change is in order if professionals are to effectively practice 
among diverse constituents in TR. The need to recruit and retain a diverse workforce 
of recreational therapists that is similar to the increasing diversity of North America is 
imperative to meet the health disparities and health outcomes of minority populations 
(Phillips & Malone, 2014; Stumbo & Hoss, 2007). However, diverse populations are 
not well represented within undergraduate therapeutic recreation programs (Bedini 
et al., 2000; Holland, 2014). It may be useful for the profession to look to other aca-
demic programs/disciplines for potentially helpful recruitment/retention approaches. 
For example, an extensive literature review conducted by Dapremont (2013) identified 
key characteristics or factors for successful recruitment and retention within nursing. 

Factors such as providing academic and financial support, mentoring stu-
dents, and working with community partners were all deemed important 
to the successful recruitment and retention of underrepresented minority 
groups in nursing. The availability of minority faculty to provide support, 
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along with peer and social support, was deemed beneficial as well. Support 
prior to admission into a nursing program was viewed as very valuable, as was 
the ongoing support one receives during one’s academic progression. (Phillips 
& Malone, 2014, p. 46) 

These same factors (e.g., financial assistance, mentoring, and support of minority 
faculty and students), were noted as contributing to increased enrollments and gradu-
ation of TR minority students at one southeastern TR program supported by federal 
funding during the 1990s (Bedini et al., 2000).

Trajectories of TR undergraduate students’ post-graduation also reflect aggregated 
national data. Within one-year post-graduation, TR program directors reported stu-
dents experienced approximately a 66% employment rate within the field. Employ-
ment was reported as the primary one-year post-graduation activity in both the 2012 
study and this current study; and, as with previous studies, entry-level professionals 
tend to have positions with either aging or mental health populations. The Federal Re-
serve Bank of New York (2019) reported approximately 40% of all university graduates 
experienced underemployment, most often in fields outside their major. 

Implications and Limitations
One implication of this study’s results on unit, faculty, and student characteristics 

for preparation of entry-level professionals is that as the units become more complex, 
the administrative location of TR may become less evident resulting in less visibility of 
the major. A concern for visibility of our professional practice among administrators 
and other professionals has been an ongoing professional issue (Bedini, 2017a). With 
the growth of blended units and mergers of programs, visibility and recognition of the 
major on campuses remains a concern.

 With unit titles containing the word “health,” it may be important that TR prepa-
ration consider interprofessional collaboration with entire college/school profession-
als. Interprofessional collaboration appears to be in its infancy in our profession (Zahl 
et al., 2016), yet recent research (Gray & Baisden, 2020) suggests while there is an affin-
ity for team practices, there is an absence of academic preparation in this area. 

The reduction of doctorally-prepared full-time faculty and increase in master-
prepared adjunct faculty has implications for satisfying accreditation standards, con-
ducting research in the field, and consistency in the facilitation of student experiences 
across their academic experiences. In an article on the shortage of doctorally prepared 
faculty, Van Puymbroeck and Austin (2015) noted these reductions have effects not 
only on the research and scholarship to support practice but also the ability to recruit 
faculty and the quality of curriculum and instruction. Phillips and Malone (2014) re-
ported there is a shift in the nation’s demographics, with demographic trends predict-
ing “a rapid growth in racial/ethnic minority populations by 2060” (p. 46). Moreover, it 
is anticipated the United States will be a majority-minority nation in 2043 (Phillips & 
Malone, 2014). Lastly, because of the large numbers of female majors and low levels of 
diversity reflected among students and faculty, inquiry into student and faculty recruit-
ment strategies and the profession’s capability to meet the diversity needs of constitu-
ents is warranted. Much like nursing, efforts to diversify the TR workforce to meet the 
increasing minority populations and health disparities through design of “a robust and 
measurable strategic plan for recruiting and retaining racial/ethnic minority individu-
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als into nursing [therapeutic recreation] programs” (Phillips & Malone, 2014, p. 47) 
continues to be necessary. Professionals over a number of years have urged programs 
to increase and broaden preservice recruitment efforts in order to attract individuals 
of diverse backgrounds into curricula (Stumbo & Hoss, 2007). A recognized barrier 
to culturally competent services is a lack of minority representation and cultural com-
petence among all service providers (Holland, 2014). Thus, providing multicultural 
education is another strategy to reduce the disparity attributed to a profession with a 
monocultural preservice population (Holland, 2014; Stumbo & Hoss, 2007).

Limitations of this study included the use of an online survey. Some respondents, 
because of their computer configurations, experienced difficultly completing the sur-
vey. In addition, the length of the survey presented a barrier to some individuals. How-
ever, the response rate of 73.6% was high for online surveys, although any degree of 
non-response lowers the validity of the results. Because of the high number of non-
responses throughout the survey, some caution is needed in interpreting results. A 
limitation related to survey content was the inability to identify inclusivity factors of 
curricular experiences and to differentiate among TR and total department student 
numbers. While the survey attempted to identify curricular features across all regions 
in US and Canada, responses did not reflect a representative distribution of geographic 
areas. As a consequence, the discussion in the manuscript may not accurately reflect all 
the survey variables in Canada.

Recommendations for Future Research
This study reporting data from the 2018-2019 academic year and, like its predeces-

sors, is largely a descriptive enterprise, attempting to capture the ever-changing state-
of-the-art results in TR curricula. 

The impact of administrative location and its impact on TR faculty, students, and 
curricula is an important area to study. The degree to which administrative location 
impacts the TR program is still not known at this time. It is acknowledged that this 
may be a difficult task in that college and department mergers are occurring more fre-
quently, thus increasing the complexity and diversity of organizational units.

The greater use of part-time and master’s-only instructors is also worth scrutiny. 
Declining funding for higher education may be the reason for hiring more non-ten-
ured or adjunct faculty (Thompson & Miller, 2018). Also, there is a small pool of PhD 
prepared faculty to hire, and TR has a very small pool of programs offering doctoral 
programs, and even those have very small enrollments (Autry et al., 2020). It may be 
worth investigating the impact of faculty degree type and type of faculty position on 
different learning outcomes, curricular changes, or post-employment activities of re-
cent graduates. Moreover, it may be useful to investigate the impact of adjunct and 
master’s-only instructors on student competencies of knowledge, skills, and abilities. 
This would include sitting eligibility and exam pass rates for future students versus 
those graduating in prior years under different conditions.

With a continuing decline in the total number of programs in the U.S. and evi-
dence that some programs experience increasing or stable enrollments, there is a need 
to further investigate the characteristics of successful as well as non-successful units 
(Autry et al., 2020). Especially important is determining which factors may contribute 
to survivability and “thrivability” of programs.
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In addition, further analysis needs to explore the nuances of Canadian and Ameri-
can institutions and degree programs. Since most data were from U.S. schools, it is 
likely that uniqueness and variances in the Canadian higher educational system are 
largely left invisible.

The authors conducted previously a trend analysis that included both series of cur-
riculum studies, Anderson et al. and Stumbo, Carter et al. It is suggested that continued 
trend analysis be conducted on these series as well as a comparison between the two 
series as was conducted in the 2015 trend analysis.

Summary
This article, the first in a two-part series reporting the results from the 2018 TR 

curriculum study, reports on (a) university and unit, (b) faculty, and (c) student char-
acteristics. For the most part, college and departments continue to experience change, 
with evolving administrative locations and blended faculties organized in more com-
plex units where the primary title descriptor under which TR falls is “health.” Addi-
tionally, the changes noted in departments where TR is housed raise concern for the 
consistency of the processes and the effects on the quality of TR curriculum. Likewise, 
TR continues to shift in terms of faculty characteristics (e.g., from full to part-time), 
student enrollments (e.g., increasing bachelor’s enrollees), and degree requirements 
(e.g., introduction of 4 + 1 degrees). Constants appear to be the consistency of a pre-
dominate population of female students, lack of racial and ethnic diversity among en-
rollees, and TR graduates’ employment in aging services and mental/behavioral health.
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