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The stability and consistency of therapeutic recreation curricula across the nation has been a
concern for many years. The purpose of this study was to examine the state of the art of
therapeutic recreation curricula in 4 areas: (a) university logistics, (b) faculty, (c) students, and
(d) graduation and placement rates. The results showed that therapeutic recreation curricula are
housed in diverse universities that have unique characteristics. Departments average 4 recreation
faculty and slightly less than 2 therapeutic recreation faculty. Therapeutic recreation faculty
typically teach undergraduate therapeutic recreation and recreation core classes carrying a load
of 4 or 3, 3 hour courses per semester. The average department had 135 recreation majors and
51 therapeutic recreation majors. On average, 80 to 90 percent of therapeutic recreation majors
graduate, find employment in the field, and become certified by NCTRC. Several recommen-
dations are made for therapeutic recreation faculty and the national organizations.

A comprehensive study was conducted to ics, (d) accreditation status, (e) curricular of-
examine therapeutic recreation curricula ferings, (f) internship requirements, and (g)
across the country and to describe their current graduation and placement rates. Part A
status with regard to seven characteristics: (a) (Stumbo & Carter, 1999), reported on (a) ac-
university and department characteristics, (b) creditation, (b) curriculum, and (c) internship
faculty demographics, (c) student demograph- characteristics. The intent of this article is to
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discuss the remaining data on (a) university
and department characteristics, (b) faculty de-
mographics, (c) student demographics, and (d)
graduation and placement rates.

In Part A (Stumbo & Carter, 1999), a
review of the therapeutic recreation literature
revealed that while there is growing consensus
about the entry-level knowledge base (Con-
nolly & Riley, 1995/96; Oltman, Norback, &
Rosenfeld, 1989; Stumbo, 1986), there is less
agreement about how this knowledge base
should be packaged and presented to pre-pro-
fessional students (Peterson & Connolly,
1981; Skalko & Smith, 1989; Stumbo & Peter-
son, 1987). There was expressed concern
about the lack of consistency and quality in the
delivery of therapeutic recreation content. This
lack of consistent quality and delivery may put
therapeutic recreation in dual jeopardy as a
viable program offering within higher educa-
tion institutions (Austin & Hamilton, 1992;
Compton & Austin, 1994/95) and health care/
social service arenas (McGhee, 1987; Peterson
& Connolly, 1981; Skalko & Smith, 1989).

The data presented in this study examined
characteristics that potentially effect the con-
sistent quality and delivery of therapeutic rec-
reation curricula. Clearly the characteristics of
the institution, faculty, and students have a
large influence on the outcomes of student
learning and competence. The purpose of this
study was to provide a quantitative description
of curricula across the nation to serve as a
baseline for further work in increasing the
quality and consistency of therapeutic recre-
ation curricula. To this end, recommendations
stemming from the results conclude this arti-
cle.

Methods
Part A (Stumbo & Carter, 1999) detailed

the methods used in the present study. In brief,
the authors developed a mailed survey that
was pilot tested and then sent to a sample of
149 institutions offering therapeutic recreation
curricula. The data from the responding 114
institutions (76.51%) were analyzed using
SPSS and content analysis. Not all 114 insti-

tutions responded to all items. The total num-
ber of respondents is reported whenever it
deviates from 114.

Results
The data are reported in four sections: (a)

university and department characteristics, (b)
faculty demographics, (c) student demograph-
ics, and (d) graduation and placement rates.
Each of these areas will be discussed individ-
ually.

University and Department
Characteristics

Of the 114 responding institutions, 90
(78.95%) were public and 24 (22.05%) were
private. Twenty-seven (23.68%) of the schools
considered their curriculum in therapeutic rec-
reation to be a major or degree, while 85
(74.56%) reported having an option or se-
quence. The sizes of institutions varied widely,
with total undergraduate student populations
(n = 83) ranging from 400 to 42,000. The
mean number of enrolled undergraduate stu-
dents was 11,156 and the mode was 10,000.
For total graduate students within an institu-
tion (n = 62), the range was from 35 to 11,000
with a mean of 3,182 and a mode of 5,000.
Table 1 displays the data regarding institution
size.

When asked what other health-related pro-
fessions offered academic degrees within the
institution, the top four responses were: (a)
psychology/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%). The least represented professions
included: (a) disability studies at 5 (4.39%),
(b) art therapy at 4 (3.51%), and (c) dance
therapy at 1 (0.90%).

Interaction between therapeutic recreation
faculty and students and other health-related
disciplines revealed that the most common
relationships were: (a) therapeutic recreation
students taking required courses from other
disciplines (99 or 86.84%) and (b) therapeutic
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Table 1.

Size of Responding Institutions

Mean Mode Range

Total Undergraduate Enrollment (n = 83)* 11,156 10,000 400 to 42,000
Total Graduate Enrollment (n = 62) 3,182 5,000 35 to 11,000

* n = total number of institutions responding to question.

recreation faculty serving on committees com-
mon with other disciplines (60 or 52.63%). It
appears most interaction that does occur, tends
to be between therapeutic recreation students
and faculty from other disciplines.

When asked what changes had occurred to
the therapeutic recreation unit in the last 5
years, some interesting differences were noted.
In 35 (30.70%) cases, the total number of
departmental faculty were increased, in 33
(28.95%) no changes occurred, in 32 (28.10%)
the total numbers of therapeutic recreation
faculty increased, and in 30 (26.32%) the total
number of departmental faculty decreased. It
appears that approximately one-third of the
institutions were experiencing growth, one-
third were remaining stable, and one-third
were downsizing faculty.

When asked what changes were anticipated
within the next 5 years, the largest number (46
or 40.35%) felt that the total departmental
faculty would increase, 35 (or 30.70%) felt
that the number of therapeutic recreation fac-
ulty would grow, and 34 (29.82%) felt no
changes would be made. These numbers indi-
cate that most therapeutic recreation faculty
felt rather optimistic in experiencing growth or
stability within their departments or programs.

Faculty Characteristics
The range of total departmental faculty was

1 to 20, with a mean of 4.43 and a mode of 3.
There were reported to be 500 faculty mem-
bers among the 113 responding institutions.
Total number of adjunct faculty ranged from 1
to 12, with an average of 3.60 and a mode of

2. A total of 367 adjunct faculty was reported
for the 102 universities responding to this
question. Full-time and part-time faculty to-
taled 867 individuals.

The total number of departmental tenured
faculty ranged from 1 to 12, with a mean of
3.31 and a mode of 1. Within the 99 reporting
institutions, a total of 328 faculty had received
tenure. In terms of ethnic minorities, the 35
(30.70%) institutions that responded to the
question reported they had a range of 1 to 4
ethnic minority members, with a mean of 1.54
and a mode of 1. Only 54 members of ethnic
minority groups were reported among the 35
universities.

When asked the total number of full-time
therapeutic recreation faculty, the responses
ranged from 1 to 5, with a mean of 1.72 and a

• mode of 1. A total of 179 full-time therapeutic
recreation faculty was reported at 104 institu-
tions. Numbers of adjunct faculty considered
to be therapeutic recreation ranged from 1 to 5,
with a mean of 1.83 and a mode of 1. With
only 69 (60.53%) institutions responding to
the question about adjunct faculty, a total of
126 adjunct faculty was reported.

The question concerning the number of
tenured therapeutic recreation faculty was an-
swered by 77 (67.5%) institutions that re-
ported a range of 1 to 4, a mean of 1.43 and a
mode of 1. A total of 110 (61.45%) therapeutic
recreation faculty were tenured. Only 13
(11.40%) schools answered the question about
therapeutic recreation faculty who were con-
sidered to be ethnic minorities. The range for
these answers was 1 to 2, with a mean of 1.15
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Table 2.

Departmental and Therapeutic Recreation Faculty Characteristics

Mean Mode Total* Range

Departmental Faculty
Full-time Faculty (n = 113)*
Adjunct Faculty (n = 102)
Tenured Faculty (n = 99)
Ethnic Minority Members (n = 35)

Therapeutic Recreation Faculty
Full-time Faculty (n = 104)
Adjunct Faculty (n = 69)
Tenured Faculty (n = 77)
Ethnic Minority Members (n = 13)

4.43
3.60
3.31
1.54

1.72
1.83
1.43
1.15

3
2
1
1

1
1
1
1

500
367
328

54

179
126
110

15

1 to 20
1 to 12
1 to 12
1 to 4

1 to 5
1 to 5
1 to 4
1 to 2

* n = total number of universities responding to question.
Total# = total number of faculty reported by the universities.

and a mode of 1. The 13 reporting institutions
reported a total of 15 ethnic minority members
considered to be therapeutic recreation faculty.
Table 2 displays the data about faculty char-
acteristics.

In therapeutic recreation, it appears that
female faculty members (147; 58.33%)
slightly outnumber male faculty members
(105; 41.67%). The average per institution was
1.62 for females and 1.44 for males both had
modes of 1. The majority of faculty had earned
doctorates (146 or 56.15%), while 104
(40.00%) held masters and 10 (3.85%) held
bachelors degrees.

Faculty-held ranks for therapeutic recre-
ation educators were almost evenly distributed
with 66 (28.95%) at instructor/lecturer level,
52 (22.81%) at assistant professor level, 63
(27.63%) at associate professor level, and 47
(20.61%) at full professor level. NCTRC cer-
tification was reportedly held by 192 (84.21%)
of the therapeutic recreation faculty, while 39
(17.11%) were state certified, registered or
licensed. State organization membership was
held by 167 (73.25%) individuals, NTRS
membership was held by 163 (71.49%) faculty
and ATRA membership was held by 141

(61.84%) faculty. These data are represented
in Table 3.

The next question on the average official
load for a therapeutic recreation faculty mem-
ber per semester was difficult to answer and
analyze, due to the widely varying roles of
faculty between and within institutions. From
this data it appears that therapeutic recreation
faculty are most frequently responsible for: (a)
teaching undergraduate therapeutic recreation
courses (mean of 42.92 percent of average
load), (b) teaching undergraduate core courses

Table 3.

Rank of Therapeutic Recreation Faculty

Total# Percent

Instructor/Lecturer
Assistant Professor
Associate Professor
Full Professor

66
52
63
47

28.95
22.81
27.63
20.61

Total* = total number of faculty reported by
universities.

Percent = percent of faculty total reported by
rank.
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Table 4.

Percentages of "Official Load" Activities of Therapeutic Recreation Faculty

Average
Percent

Model
Percent Range

Teach undergraduate TR courses (n = 104)*
Teach undergraduate core courses (n = 90)
Teach graduate TR courses (n = 32)
Supervise student internships (n = 79)
Teach graduate core courses (n = 32)
Perform administrative duties (n = 65)
Provide academic advisement to students (n = 82)
Conduct research (n = 69)
Provide service (n = 75)
Supervise student theses/indep. studies (n = 60)
Provide consultation (n = 51)

42.92
32.42
19.41
14.08
12.34
11.63
11.15
10.97
9.99
5.68
5.67

50
10
10
10
10
5
5

10
5
5
5

5 to 100
5 to 100
3 to 50
1 to 100
5 to 30
1 to 50
1 to 40
1 to 30
2 to 25
1 to 30
1 to 25

* = total number of universities responding to question.

(mean of 32.42), and (c) teaching graduate
therapeutic recreation courses (mean of
19.41). They were least frequently responsible
for: (a) service activities (mean of 9.99), (b)
theses/independent students (mean of 5.68),
and (c) consultation with external agencies
(mean of 5.67). Table 4 provides data from
this question.

The mean class size for core recreation and
leisure courses was 32.54, with a mode of 30
and a range of eight to 200. The mean class
size for therapeutic recreation classes was
21.56, with a mode of 20 and a range of 5 to
55.

Another piece of data related to the above,
is what the university or department defined as
a "full teaching load." The majority of thera-
peutic recreation faculty taught the equivalent
of four 3 hour classes (60 or 56.07%) or of
three 3-hour classes (28 or 26.17%) per semes-
ter or term.

Instructional assistance was provided most
often in the form of: (a) on-campus profes-
sional development workshops (71 or
62.28%), (b) additional summer salary (70 or
61.95%), (c) classroom computer or projection
capabilities (64 or 56.84%), and (d) additional

funding for travel (56 or 49.56%). Percentages
equal more than 100 percent because respon-
dents could choose more than one response
option. Additional assistance for research ac-
tivities included, in descending order: (a) in-
ternal or university grants (75 or 65.79%), (b)
on-campus professional development work-
shops (57 or 50.00%), (c) release/reassigned
time within load credit (51 or 44.74%), and (d)
additional funding for travel (37 or 32.74%).
Information about support services for teach-
ing and research is located in Table 5.

While several institutions (n = 111) pro-
vided additional summer salaries for teaching
or research, the typical contract for therapeutic
recreation faculty was 9 months (79 or
71.17%), with far fewer having 10 month
contracts (26 or 23.42%). For 100 of the 107
(93.46%) responding institutions, summer
contracts are negotiated separately from aca-
demic year contracts.

Student Characteristics
The institutions were also asked about stu-

dent demographics within their home depart-
ment. The mean number of undergraduate
recreation and leisure studies majors per insti-
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Table 5.

University Assistance Provided for Therapeutic Recreation Faculty Teaching and
Research Duties

Total Percent

Teaching assistance
Professional development workshops on-campus (n = 114)*
Additional summer salary (n = 113)
Classroom computer/LCD projection capabilities (n = 113)
Additional funding for travel (n = 113)
Additional equipment monies (n = 113)
Graduate teaching assistants (n = 114)
Support personnel/consultants (n = 113)

Research assistance
Internal/university grants (n = 114)
Professional development workshops on-campus (n = 114)
Research reassigned or release time (n = 114)
Additional funding for travel (n = 113)
Support personnel/consultants (n = 113)
Additional summer salary (n = 113)
Graduate research assistants (n = 114)
Additional equipment monies (n = 113)

* n = total number of institutions responding to question.

71
70
64
56
32
26
24

75
57
51
37
34
31
24
19

62.28
61.95
56.64
49.56
28.32
22.81
21.24

65.79
50.00
44.74
32.74
30.09
27.43
21.05
16.81

tution (n = 106) was 135.76, with a mode of
150 and a range of 15 to 433. The mean
number of minors (n = 55) was 17.36, with a
mode of 15 and a range of 1 to 100. The
number of therapeutic recreation undergradu-
ate majors within the department (n = 112)
varied widely from 4 to 180, with a mean of
50.65 and a mode of 30. Total recreation and
leisure studies graduate students (n = 57)
showed a range of 2 to 73, with a mean of
21.88 and a mode of 30. Therapeutic recre-
ation graduate students, in the 45 schools that
responded, ranged from 1 to 55, with a mean
of 10.49 and a mode of 2. Data about student
numbers is located in Table 6.

Related to total student enrollment num-
bers, respondents were asked whether the
number of undergraduate therapeutic recre-
ation majors was decreasing, increasing, or
staying the same. The majority of the 113
respondents (68 or 60.18%) reported an in-

crease, while 40 (35.40%) reported stability
and 5 (4.42%) reported a decline. Similarly,
when asked about therapeutic recreation grad-
uate students, of those who reported graduate
programs (n = 51), 21 (41.18%) were report-
ing stability, 19 (37.25%) were increasing, and
11 (21.57%) were declining.

The demographics of students show that,
on average, of the 111 reporting schools, most
therapeutic recreation majors were female
(80.89%), Caucasian (82.73%), and employed
part-time (63.49%).

Admission requirements for undergradu-
ates also varied widely among institutions.
The majority of therapeutic recreation pro-
grams (n = 114) had no requirements beyond
those of the university (62 or 54.39%), while
others (41 or 35.96%) required (a) cumulative
GPA (usually 2.0 to 2.5), (b) taking and pass-
ing prerequisite courses (21 or 18.42%), (c) a
major GPA (16 or 14.04%; usually between
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Table 6.

Student Demographics of Majors, Minors and Graduate Students

Mean Mode Range

Total recreation/leisure undergraduate majors (n = 106)*
Total recreation/leisure undergraduate minors (n = 55)
Total therapeutic recreation undergraduate majors (n = 112)
Total recreation/leisure graduate students (n = 57)
Total therapeutic recreation graduate students (n = 45)

135.76
17.36
50.65
21.88
10.49

150
15
30
30

2

15
1
4
2
1

to
to
to
to

to

433
100
180
73
55

* n = total number of institutions responding to question.

2.0 and 3.0), and/or (d) university standing (11
or 9.65%; usually as a sophomore).

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

graduation and placement rates for therapeutic
recreation majors. For the period of 1993 to
1995, faculty reported student graduation, em-
ployment, and certification rates to be stable.
As can be seen in Table 7, the modal response
was 100 percent for each item, meaning that

faculty most frequently reported that virtually
all of their therapeutic recreation majors grad-
uate, gain employment in the field, and receive
certification from NCTRC. The mean response
for these same questions usually fell in the 80
percent range.

The mean starting salary, again as reported
by faculty for graduates (n = 86), was
$23,051, with a mode of $25,000 and a range
of $10,000 to $30,000. Typically, therapeutic
recreation graduates are being employed in the

Table 7.

Graduation, Employment and Certification Percentages Reported for Therapeutic
Recreation Majors

Reported Graduation Percentages
1993 (n = 77)*
1994 (n = 80)
1995 (n = 78)

Reported Employment Percentages
1993 (n = 92)
1994 (n = 95)
1995 (n = 92)

Reported Certification Percentages
1993 (n = 79)
1994 (n = 79)
1995 (n = 76)

Mean
Percent

78.38
80.73
82.31

87.67
87.80
87.00

84.52
87.80
89.99

Modal
Percent

100
100
100

100
100

90, 100

100
100
100

Range

1 to 100
1 to 100
4 to 100

50 to 100
25 to 100
30 to 100

1 to 100
3 to 100

40 to 100

* n = total number of institutions responding to question.
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following settings upon graduation: (a) mental
health facilities (70 or 61.40%), (b) long term
care/nursing homes (52 or 45.61%), (c) phys-
ical rehabilitation facilities (51 or 44.74%), (d)
community-based therapeutic recreation agen-
cies (20 or 17.54%), and (e) state agencies (9
or 7.89%).

Faculty reported tracking their graduates
through several means. The most popular op-
tions were: (a) informal contacts (101 or
88.60%), (b) formal alumni surveys adminis-
tered by the department (58 or 50.88%), (c)
alumni gatherings/receptions (55 or 48.25%),
and (d) formal alumni surveys by the univer-
sity (43 or 37.72%).

Conclusions
It appears that institutions at which thera-

peutic recreation curricula are housed varied
greatly. The universities were likely to be
public institutions, with an average of 11,000
undergraduates and 5,000 graduates. Thera-
peutic recreation was most likely to be offered
as an option or sequence, rather than as a
degree or major. The most prevalent related
disciplines included: psychology/counseling,
special education, social work, nursing, health
education, and exercise physiology. The most
likely interaction was between therapeutic rec-
reation students and faculty from other disci-
plines. An equal number of therapeutic recre-
ation curricula were experiencing increasing,
stable, and decreasing faculty numbers. Pro-
jections for the next 5 years included increases
in departmental and/or therapeutic recreation
faculty positions, or stability in positions.

The average department housed 4.43 full-
time recreation/leisure faculty and 3.60 part-
time adjunct faculty. On average, 3.31 of the
departmental faculty were tenured. Few de-
partments in the study employed members of
ethnic minorities. The average department em-
ployed 1.72 full-time and 1.83 part-time ther-
apeutic recreation faculty. An average of 1.43
of the full-time therapeutic recreation faculty
per institution were tenured. Very few depart-
ments employed therapeutic recreation faculty
who were considered to be ethnic minorities.

Female therapeutic recreation faculty
members (147) slightly outnumbered male
faculty members (105). Over half of the re-
ported sample held doctorates (105), but re-
ported ranks were relatively evenly split be-
tween instructor (66), assistant (52), associate
(63), and full (47) professorships. The faculty
tended to be NCTRC certified (192), a mem-
ber of their state organization (167), and a
member of both NTRS (167) and ATRA
(141).

Average official load varied widely among
the reported sample. The top three most re-
ported duties including teaching undergradu-
ate therapeutic recreation, undergraduate core
courses, and graduate therapeutic recreation
courses. The most frequently reported teach-
ing assistance included on-campus profes-
sional development workshops, additional
summer salary, classroom computer capabili-
ties, and additional funding for travel. The
most frequently reported research assistance
included internal grants, professional develop-
ment workshops, research reassigned time,
and additional funding for travel. Most thera-
peutic recreation faculty were on 9-month con-
tracts.

The average number of recreation and lei-
sure studies majors was 136, with the mean
number of therapeutic recreation majors at 51.
Most institutions reported an increase of un-
dergraduate therapeutic recreation students
and a stable number of graduate students.
Undergraduate therapeutic recreation students
tended to be female, Caucasian, and employed
part-time. Institutions reported relatively sta-
ble graduation, employment, and certification
rates for students from 1993 to 1995. The
average starting salary was slightly over
$23,000.

Recommendations
It often is difficult to make recommenda-

tions from data that were part of a "state-of-
the-art" curricula study, since many factors
reported within the research are not with the
administrative purview of therapeutic recre-
ation (e.g., size of institution or total number
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of majors). However, therapeutic recreation
faculty clearly are responsible for the quality,
consistency, and student outcomes of their
courses and curricula. With this intent in mind,
the following recommendations are made to
therapeutic recreation faculty across the coun-
try, to the national professional organizations,
and to researchers conducting further study on
curriculum.

First, centrality to the mission of the uni-
versity is important to any institutional unit.
Centrality speaks to the role units play within
the institution. To have a high degree of cen-
trality is to provide core or essential services
or programs to the institution. The findings
suggested most therapeutic recreation pro-
grams do not have a high degree of centrality
in that relatively few interactions occur be-
tween therapeutic recreation faculty and other
discipline-related faculty, and few non-thera-
peutic recreation students enroll in therapeutic
recreation classes. Therapeutic recreation fac-
ulty may consider increasing their influence
and service to the larger campus. This may be
more likely if the predictions for increased
numbers of recreation and therapeutic recre-
ation faculty lines are realized in the near
future. Certainly, the lack of inter-connected-
ness across campuses may be due to the heavy
teaching loads (i.e., four or three 3 hours
classes per term) of the majority (82.3%) of
therapeutic recreation faculty.

Second, a surprising finding was the large
number of adjunct faculty both in recreation
and in therapeutic recreation. In both cases,
adjunct faculty make up slightly over 40 per-
cent of the teaching faculty. This may be a
concern for the stability and teaching patterns
of the unit. In a related concern, it also was
surprising to note that about 4 percent of
therapeutic recreation faculty held only the
bachelors degree and 40 percent held only the
masters degree. In addition, institutions re-
ported about 230 to 300 total therapeutic rec-
reation faculty nation-wide. The data also re-
vealed that about 16 percent are not NCTRC
certified, 30 percent are not NTRS members,
and 40 percent are not ATRA members. There

may be need for concern about faculty quali-
fications and professional involvement. Per-
haps accreditation standards need to be more
specific about faculty qualifications.

Third, therapeutic recreation faculty made
up, on average, about 35 percent of the total
recreation and leisure services faculty, and
were teaching, on average, about 38 percent of
the departmental majors. This data suggested
that responsibilities toward majors among fac-
ulty members within the department are likely
to be similar. The "average" therapeutic rec-
reation faculty member carries about 43 per-
cent of his/her load with undergraduate thera-
peutic recreation courses and about 32 percent
with undergraduate core courses. Forty per-
cent of the faculty reported not being assigned
to conduct research as part of their official load
credit, which may relate to the nearly 30 per-
cent of therapeutic recreation faculty who
were hired at the instructor/lecturer level. Av-
erage faculty loads certainly have implications
for doctoral training programs, and call for the
need for therapeutic recreation faculty to be
well-versed in both recreation core and thera-
peutic recreation content.

Fourth, the percentage of ethnic minorities
in recreation and therapeutic recreation teach-
ing positions is low. While this may parallel
the percentage of minorities in the field, initi-
atives for encouraging minorities to obtain
advanced degrees for employment in higher
education should be considered.

Fifth, faculty members in recreation and ther-
apeutic recreation appear to be carrying heavy
and diverse teaching loads, with relatively few
resources. This may be related to the size and
mission of the universities at which the majority
of reporting faculty were located. These teaching
responsibilities may preclude involvement in
other activities such as interdisciplinary efforts
across campus, service to the university and local
community, research endeavors, and profes-
sional involvement.

Sixth, faculty reported anticipated growth
in both faculty and student numbers. It was
anticipated that both recreation (about 40%)
and therapeutic recreation (about 31%) faculty
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numbers would increase, as would undergrad-
uate (about 60%) and graduate therapeutic
recreation (about 37%) student numbers. It
appears that anticipated student enrollments
are larger than anticipated additional faculty
lines. It is recommended that the national pro-
fessional and accreditation organizations re-
view the implications of faculty teaching du-
ties, enrollment patterns, and their impact on
the advancement of the profession.

Seventh, it is recommended that this type
of research be conducted every 5 to 10 years to
track trends in higher education for recreation
and therapeutic recreation programs and de-
partments. It is instructive to glimpse at 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. Without well-qualified
faculty and well-designed curricula, increasing
the quality of professionals and their services
to clients seems unlikely. More information
about Carnegie classification, institutional
mission, and educational background would
provide interesting information about thera-
peutic recreation faculty, their duties, and ex-
periences.
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