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 CONFLICTING PRINCIPLES IN
 SOCIAL WORK DOCTORAL

 PROGRAMS

 The Effects of Unspoken Power Dynamics

 Robin Edward Gearing

 Abstract: Doctoral students are guided by two distinct sets of principles -
 those of their profession and academe - that may conflict. The social work pro-
 fession is built upon the collaborative principles of equity, diversity, social
 justice, anti-oppression, participation, respect for differences, and human dig-
 nity. In contrast, academe at the doctoral level promotes competition, pro-
 ductivity, research, publication, and the advancement of new knowledge and
 practice. When these frequently discordant tenets intersect in such areas as
 the supervisory relationship or the appointment of research and teaching assis-
 tants, the resulting unanticipated power dynamics can have a dramatic impact
 on students and faculty. Social work principles can be employed by faculty and
 students to identify and address these power dynamics, thus enriching the doc-
 toral experience.

 Abrégé : Deux séries distinctes de principes parfois contradictoires guident les
 étudiants au doctorat : ceux de leur profession et ceux de la mission universitaire.
 La profession du service social se fonde sur les principes coopératifs de l'équité,
 de la diversité, de la justice sociale, du combat contre l'oppression, de la parti-
 cipation, du respect des différences et de la dignité humaine. En revanche, les
 principes de la mission universitaire à l'échelon doctoral favorisent la concurrence,
 la productivité, la recherche, la publication et la quête de savoir nouveau et de
 pratiques inédites. Quand ces principes souvent discordants s'entrechoquent
 dans des domaines tels que la relation de supervision ou la désignation d'assis-
 tants à la recherche et à l'enseignement, les jeux de pouvoir imprévus qui en
 résultent peuvent être lourds de conséquences pour les étudiants et les profes-
 seurs. Les professeurs et les étudiants peuvent employer les principes du ser-
 vice social pour reconnaître ces jeux et pour s'y attaquer, enrichissant du coup
 d'expérience doctorale.

 Robin Edward Gearing is a doctoral student in the Faculty of Social Work at the Uni-
 versity of Toronto.

 Canadian Social Work Review, Volume 20, Number 2 (2003) / Revue canadienne de ser-
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 Any PROFESSION , including social work, cannot rest on its history,
 current knowledge, or established practice, but requires advancement
 through the practice, teaching, and research of its members. The attrib-
 utes of scholarly advancement, research, and knowledge are essential to
 professions and guide the education of their members, specifically within
 doctoral programs that seek to shape emerging leaders.

 Prior to the 1970s the social work profession either drew upon the
 scientific knowledge of other professions and disciplines (Fraser, Jen-
 son Sc Lewis, 1991; Hollis & Taylor, 1951) or focused on advanced learn-
 ing and practice issues (Baldi, 1971; Pätchner, 1982; Rosen, 1978). In the
 past three decades there has been both a rapid growth in the number of
 graduate social work programs and a shift in their focus (Green, Hutchi-
 son 8c Sar, 1992; Pätchner, 1982; Reamer, 1993). While a number of doc-
 toral programs across North America define their programs with a specific
 focus on clinical practice, they do not represent the major thrust. Rather,
 in this period, social work doctoral programs have increasingly moved
 their attention from practice to research and scholarly advancement.
 Thus the pursuit of research, knowledge building, and productivity has
 come to dominate doctoral social work programs. Consequently, the
 effectiveness of these programs is routinely quantified by the scholarly
 productivity, specifically publications, of faculty (Green, Baskin &
 Conklin, 1995; Green et al., 1992; Jayaratne, 1979; Thyer, Thyer, Ben-
 nis & Levine, 1994) and to a lesser but still significant extent on the gen-
 eration of grants and research.

 These changing foci within doctoral programs have been necessary
 to the growth and credibility of the profession, to the advancement of social
 work knowledge, and subsequently to practice. However, an apparent,
 under-examined byproduct is a subtle, yet profound, change underlying
 the guiding principles of these programs. Specifically, doctoral social
 work programs now have two, often contrasting, guiding systems, that of
 the profession and that of academia. The profession of social work is
 grounded in a value system that promotes collaboration, diversity, anti-
 oppressive practice, and participation, while espousing equity, social jus-
 tice, and respect for each person and for people's differences. The
 principles of academe and academic careers include competition, pro-
 ductivity in the generation of published articles and research dollars,
 and the development of individual expertise in substantive areas. While
 each set of principles is core and indispensable to doctoral social work
 programs, together they incorporate many contrasts that can have a
 direct and significant impact on graduate students.

 It is important to recognize that these systems are not strictly polar-
 ized and inherently incompatible; in fact, they share several similarities.
 Rather, the evolving change in doctoral social work programs has increased
 the tension for students and faculty between the principles of their pro-
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 fession and those of academe. An intentional juxtaposition of these two
 systems more clearly delineates their unspoken and evolving incompat-
 ibilities, allowing us to examine critically these contradictions and their
 effects.

 The unanticipated and problematic convergence of these intersect-
 ing principles becomes most apparent in certain unequal power inter-
 actions between doctoral students and faculty. The power dynamics that
 frequently accompany the sites at which these principles collide can often
 have a dramatic impact on students and faculty. Two examples of the
 intersection of these principles within doctoral studies can be found in
 the selection of research assistant (RA) and teaching assistant (TA) posi-
 tions and within the supervisory relationship. This area in doctoral edu-
 cation had been largely unexplored.

 Power dynamics

 In doctoral education, faculty educate, support, monitor, supervise,
 employ, and mentor doctoral students. It is not surprising that "the pri-
 mary agents of socialization and integration are faculty" (Golde, 2000,
 p. 202). Nor is it surprising that the inherent roles of the student and fac-
 ulty and the teaching-learning process are based on unequal power rela-
 tions (Briskin, 1998, 2000; Macgillivray, 1997; Power & Bogo, 2002;
 Trisdell, 1993). Furthermore, the manifestation of power dynamics tends
 to be more acutely pertinent to doctoral students, as faculty are frequently
 at or near the top of the hierarchies both within the university and within
 their substantive field (Golde, 2000). According to Dinham and Scott's
 (1999) qualitative study on 139 doctorates, "many of those surveyed told
 of being largely powerless and at the mercy of those [faculty] control-
 ling their destiny" (p. 108). Clearly, students are not in a position of
 power, but this does not mean that students are without some power.
 However, the disproportionate and limited power of the student is fre-
 quently reduced to the negative exercise or application of power, such as
 legal action, going "over the head" of a specific faculty to the dean or
 ombudsman or woman, class evaluations, or the spreading of rumours
 (Dinham & Scott, 1999). Students are frequently reluctant to exercise
 this negative application of power because such tactics are either unpro-
 ductive or court unnecessary risk of real or perceived consequences that
 can exacerbate the student's initial position or concern. Power dynam-
 ics in doctoral education can be productive and are not always negative
 or repressive (Chapman & Sork, 2001). Nonetheless, they remain inte-
 grally intertwined in students' experiences.

 Power dynamics are not commonly and overtly managed at the macro
 level of the university or doctoral administration, but they are evident at
 the micro stage in unequal power interactions between doctoral students
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 and faculty, generally on an ad hoc basis. To identify and examine effec-
 tively the most common intersecting sites and their subsequent impli-
 cations for students, faculty, and programs, it is useful to employ a
 taxonomy of power previously applied in education. Through a femi-
 nist postmodern perspective, Alison Tom (1997) has adapted French
 and Raven's (1959) and Aguinis, Nesler, Quigley, Lee and Tedeschi's
 (1996) power dynamics taxonomies, used in assessing "professor-stu-
 dent power interactions" (Chapman & Sork, 2001), into a more respect-
 ful framework entitled "the deliberate relationship." In writing on the
 deliberate relationship of the doctoral student and supervisor, Tom gen-
 erates an insightful framework to "help faculty consciously and pur-
 posefully carry out their roles" while recognizing their inherent power
 imbalance with students (p. 3). The following six elements that comprise
 the frame of the deliberate relationship are drawn from Tom's work
 (pp. 13-19):

 1 ) Awareness of the rewards of being a teacher - educators and students
 learn and grow in a deliberate teaching relationship.

 2) Explicit awareness of power - an awareness, rather than a denial, of
 teachers' power in the teaching-student relationship, due to their
 "positionality."

 3) The limits of power - an awareness that the context in which teach-
 ing occurs and a teacher's internal constraint are the two kinds of lim-
 its on the power of the teacher.

 4) Power as a shifting dynamic - the deliberate relationship requires
 teachers to balance the holding of necessary or appropriate power
 with the recognition of when holding power becomes hoarding power.

 5) Transparency of practice - teachers need to be transparent in three
 areas of practice by explaining procedures and intentions, setting
 rules, and analyzing power dynamics.

 6) Personal presence - it is important for a teacher to be a "genuine
 person" in interactions with students.

 The framework of this deliberate relationship between teachers and stu-
 dents provides a useful taxonomy for assessing power dynamics that are
 frequently inherent in the sites where the contrasting principles of acad-
 eme and profession may collide. The appointment of teaching and
 research assistants and the supervisory relationship are two examples of
 such sites.

 Intersecting sites

 Intersecting sites are situations in which the professional social work
 tenets and the underlying principles of academe contrast or seem to
 become increasingly incompatible. When these principles collide in the
 context of an unequal power relationship, professional principles typi-
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 cally yield to academic principles. These collisions seem to be unantici-
 pated in social work doctoral programs, which lack any coherent policies
 or procedures to reconcile or address formally these not uncommon
 events. Two examples have been selected here; however, it is important
 to recognize that a larger number of these common intersecting sites
 are evident if one looks for them. Other sites include co-authorship of
 articles, research projects, references for scholarships, fellowships, or
 employment, dissertation committee processes, selection of committee
 memberships, curriculum negotiation, grading and evaluation, and job
 searches.

 Awarding assistantships

 The selection of research assistants (RA) and teaching assistants (TA) by
 faculty is one of the clearest intersecting sites at which these principles
 can collide. The awarding, and importance, of these positions is rele-
 vant both to the profession and to academe. Also, there has been some
 attention in the field to assistantship positions. In the seminal work In
 Pursuit of the Ph.D., Bowen and Rudenstein (1992) evaluate the trends in
 graduate education, assess factors affecting outcomes, and review poli-
 cies and program designs. They report that TA positions provide doctoral
 students with a "dual role of support and preparation for later jobs"
 (p. 194). Bowen and Rudenstein also highlight that TA and RA posi-
 tions have a "socializing benefit" that involves students in their field,
 while providing a structured relationship with faculty (p. 191). In their
 brief analysis, they recognize that doctoral students with assistantships
 have lower attrition and "time-to-complete" rates. While their work offers
 only a cursory appraisal of assistantships, they readily conclude that doc-
 toral students with TAs have an advantage over those without in their
 efforts towards completing their degree (p. 188). Ethington and Pisani's
 (1993) study on TA and RA experience concludes that students with RAs
 had slightly better professional development compared with those hold-
 ing TAs. Furthermore, Ethington and Pisani determined that "both types
 of assistantships had the most productive outcomes" in comparison to non-
 assistants (p. 343). Similarly, Blair and Haworth (1999), in a meta-analy-
 sis of doctoral attrition rates between 1970 and 1998, report that "students
 who hold assistantships... are more likely to complete their degrees," have
 increased connection to the program, and have greater social support
 (p. H).

 The power dynamics of this intersection site become increasingly
 heightened by the reality of two pivotal components: first, students are
 in a distinctly less powerful position in relation to faculty, a position that
 many describe as "powerless" (Briskin, 1998; Golde, 2000; Worell & John-
 son 1997); secondly, there are not enough TA or RA positions for every
 student. While the study is dated, Patchner (1982) reported that in social
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 work doctoral programs only 26 per cent of students had a teaching
 assistantship, while 17.6 per cent received a research assistantship (p. 38).
 Blair and Haworth (1999) also report a scarcity of assistantships across
 all doctoral programs and particularly in the social sciences.

 Universities and doctoral programs have regulated objective criteria
 that detail the process for posting, interviewing, and hiring assistants.
 There are, however, subjective elements to the awarding of these positions.
 Like any employer, faculty want individuals with specific skills, knowl-
 edge, and experience. Frequently, the position does not allow for train-
 ing, but requires someone already trained. Therefore, it is not uncommon
 or even unreasonable in academe for faculty to hire known students,
 based on past and productive interactions, such as the students they
 supervise. While faculty want assistants to perform specific tasks, they, like
 the students, know that the awarding of assistantships has a number of
 positive career benefits, such as socialization into the field and oppor-
 tunities for publication and career advancement.

 Faculty and students are cognizant that these positions comprise a
 scarce and valued resource. Similarly, doctoral students know that their
 involvement and connection to faculty can result in their being awarded
 these sought-after positions (Golde, 2000). It is thus not surprising to find
 that some well-connected students possess more than one assistantship,
 while other students have none. Clearly, a profession entrenched in
 equity, diversity, anti-oppressive practices, and social justice might wish
 to seek a more balanced approach to the awarding of those important
 assistantships to its doctoral students.

 If Tom's (1997) deliberate relationship framework between teach-
 ers and students is applied to assistantships, a number of elements of
 power dynamics emerge that highlight conflict between the contrasting
 sets of principles of academe and the profession. The rewards to faculty
 in awarding assistantships undoubtedly vary in personal and professional
 impact; however, this area appears to have been largely ignored in the
 literature. Common practical rewards to faculty revolve around produc-
 tivity and time, as students who know a professor's work and expectations
 can more readily and effectively conduct the task and will require less train-
 ing or time from the faculty. This is an important and practical reward,
 as "many schools are overextending available faculty" (Fraser et al., 1991,
 p. 609).

 Other key elements of power dynamics integral to this interacting site
 revolve around faculty's awareness of their power and the transparency
 of its practice. The value and resulting power connected to the award-
 ing of assistantships is evident, as receiving these positions is often based
 on a student's relationship to the professor (Golde, 2000, p. 7). The aca-
 demic principle of mentoring may explain why faculty frequently "make
 opportunities" available to their students (Golde, 2000, p. 9). Nonethe-
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 less, some students will not be awarded assistantships, even in competi-
 tions where they possess the necessary skill set. The choice of a known
 entity who understands the material is easier to make, even if the student
 has other assistantships. Further, some students have alleged that posi-
 tions were informally earmarked to a specific student before the posi-
 tion had even been posted. While the inequities of the process may be
 known, the implications may be less obvious. A concluding summary in
 Blair and Haworth's (1999) meta-analysis of doctoral attrition rates
 reveals that programs with the largest number of assistantship positions
 widely disbursed to their doctoral students had the lowest attrition rates,
 with the reverse being equally evident. The larger unspoken reality is
 that between 40 and 60 per cent of students who start their doctorates
 do not reach graduation (Blair & Haworth, 1999; Bowen & Rudenstein,
 1992; Golde, 2000; Herzig, 2002; Isaac, 1993; Malone, Nelson 8c Nel-
 son, 2001; Tinto, 1993). While the awarding of assistantships is not
 responsible for the high attrition rate in doctoral programs, it would be
 remiss to exonerate these structural inequities from having an effect on
 some students' decisions.

 Lastly, is the process of awarding teaching assistantship and research
 assistantship positions transparent? While administrators, faculty, and stu-
 dents are not unfamiliar with how assistantships are awarded, individual
 students may not have the power or be in a position to challenge the clar-
 ity of the process or demand reform. As has been noted, students are not
 powerless, and they as a group can exert some influence on the larger
 academic system. However, this can be problematic, as doctoral studies are
 more of an individual academic pursuit than undergraduate or master's
 programs. Further, doctoral students learn to engage in academic power
 dynamics and bear some responsibility as they engage in and learn the infor-
 mal power process, thereby assisting in perpetuating the academic power
 dynamics. In examining this intersecting site, it would be suspect to hold
 faculty or the program as a whole solely accountable for a process with a
 long history in academe or for an environment that entails shrinking fis-
 cal resources, time constraints, and demands for productivity.

 Supervisory relationship

 The supervisory relationship provides the second example of a situation
 in which professional and academic principles can collide. The supervi-
 sory relationship is at the core of the "institutional and interpersonal
 structures that make up doctoral education, but... it is rarely used as a
 site for the analysis of university adult education" (Chapman 8c Sork,
 2001, p. 94). While there are many aspects and nuances to the supervi-
 sory relationship, including gender, culture, age, level of experience,
 and position within the doctoral program, the focus here is on the power
 dynamics frequently inherent in this relationship.
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 According to Dinham and Scott (1999), "the most common form of
 supervision experienced was that of a chief supervisor and committee"
 (p. 44). However, they, like others, recognize that the core or essence of
 supervision is centred within the relationship between a specific faculty
 member and a specific student (Bowen & Rudenstein, 1992; Dinham &
 Scott, 1999; Golde, 2000; Walfish & Hess, 2001). The interconnecting roles
 and responsibilities are often as unique as the individual relationship, but
 several common roles and responsibilities exist for both the student and
 the faculty. While not an exhaustive list, some central elements for stu-
 dents or learners include working independently and collaboratively,
 conducting research, and seeking support and input as required in their
 efforts to grow within the field and complete their dissertations. Conversely,
 faculty are frequently responsible for supporting the student and acting
 as a socializing and mentoring agent, while encouraging students to
 develop in their learning and complete their dissertations. The nature
 or principles of the supervisory relationship can range in style, man-
 agement, structure, organization, and connection (Bowen & Rudenstein,
 1992; Dinham 8c Scott, 1999; Jacks, 1983; Norton, 2000; Vilkinas, 2002).
 However, one basic core element in this relationship is power, which the
 faculty possesses and the student lacks (Blair & Haworth, 1999; Blaird,
 1992; Briskin, 1998; Chapman 8c Sork, 2001, Walfish & Hess, 2001).

 It is not surprising that studies consistently find students rating their
 supervisory relationship as the most important component of their edu-
 cation, affecting their sense of connection, their productivity, and com-
 pletion of their doctoral degree (Blaird, 1992; Brewer, Douglas, Facer &
 O'Toole, 1999; Jacks, 1983). Similarly, doctoral students who fail to com-
 plete their PhD successfully seem to hold the supervisory relationship
 equally accountable. This is not surprising considering the frequently
 intense nature of this relationship (Golde, 2000; Walfish 8c Hess, 2001).

 The use of power in the supervisory relationship can positively sup-
 port students to extend themselves with greater and more productive
 results (Chapman & Sork, 2001; Sumper & Walfish, 2001). However,
 more often students are not on an equal footing and find their position,
 rights, and responsibilities eroded and at times misused. This may be a
 result of individual or systemic deliberateness, as advocated in Trisdell's
 (1993) account of the supervisory relationship as "interlocking systems of
 power, privilege, and oppression in adult education" (p. 203). In con-
 trast, Chapman and Sork (2001) recognize that the supervisory rela-
 tionship may "inadvertently and unconsciously reproduce" oppression
 (p. 95). Others, like Sumper and Walfish (2001), do not deconstruct the
 origin of this power, but acknowledge its existence - "students must first
 and foremost realize that, like many powerless groups in society, they
 have a limited, if almost nonexistent, power base!" (p. 79). The nature of
 power within the supervisory relationship is an academic reality (Bowen 8c
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 Rudenstein, 1992), but can stand in potential opposition to the social
 work principles of equity, anti-oppression, and social justice. While this
 relationship can control or curtail the student, it can also facilitate the pro-
 motion of the student's growth.

 If the deliberate relationship oudined by Tom (1997) is applied to doc-
 toral supervision, several elements of this framework become evident in
 this intersecting site. The first element centres on the faculty's aware-
 ness of the rewards of their position. While objective and subjective
 rewards to faculty undoubtedly exist in this relationship, they have received
 little attention in the literature. However, Hockey (1995) describes one
 potential reward and concern, in which PhD supervisors at times may
 "become too emotionally involved with their students," which may have
 a negative affect on both students and faculty (p. 199). Tom (1997) care-
 fully elaborates on this issue by observing that the inherent inequity of
 this relationship can lead to unhealthy emotional connections, which
 may result in questionably "consensual" sexual relations.

 The second element of the taxonomy focuses on faculty being explic-
 itly aware of their power and not trying to deny its existence. Some fac-
 ulty in social work may deny their power, but this artifice is hard to
 maintain (Macgillivray, 1997; Sussman, Stoddart & Gorman, in press).
 Most doctoral students are very aware of their supervisor's power and
 respond accordingly in the relationship (Dinham & Scott, 1999; Sumper 8c
 Walfish, 2001). While this supervisory power is built into the academic
 system, in contrast, the social work profession seeks to expose and decon-
 struct hierarchy and unequal power in relations. Tom (1997) recom-
 mends that power, achieved through "expertise" and the supervisory
 role, should not be denied but be used with responsibility (p. 10). Pro-
 fessorial power may exist appropriately in academe, but is not easily rec-
 onciled with social work principles, making this intersecting site
 problematic for both students and faculty.

 There are limits to power, as described in Tom's (1997) third ele-
 ment of the deliberate relationship. Tom conceptualizes that the exter-
 nal institution and role, along with the internal self, will limit power in
 the supervisory relationship. The ideal of this principle is often lacking
 in doctoral education, as the students' unequal position of power fre-
 quently inhibits their utilizing existing university and program policies
 and procedures when they feel misused or abused in their supervisory rela-
 tionship (Golde, 2000; Sumper & Walfish, 2001). Furthermore, students
 are fully aware that, even after graduation, the influence of professors in
 the field and on their career may persist (Dinham 8c Scott, 1999; Golde,
 2000). Consequently, students remain unwilling or reticent to use their
 power, which, as previously described, is largely negative in application,
 as it may yield uncertain or unfavourable fallout in their studies and
 future opportunities. Taken to the extreme, this often unspoken reality
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 has on very rare occasions generated such a sense of powerlessness and
 resulting hopelessness and inability to cope that some doctoral students
 have murdered their supervisors (Bowen & Rudenstein, 1992) and oth-
 ers have committed suicide (Sumper & Walfish, 2001). One suicide note
 read: "this event could have been avoided. Professors have too much

 power over the lives of their grad students" (Sumper & Walfish, 2001,
 p. 81).

 The shifting dynamics of power, Tom's (1997) fourth element, stip-
 ulates that faculty balance the holding of necessary or appropriate power
 with identifying the point at which holding power becomes hoarding it.
 Many doctoral students can recite a real or rumoured account of another
 student whose graduation was delayed by work on supervisors' projects
 or research. Bowen and Rudenstein (1992) describe horror stories in
 which professors prolong the dissertation process for their own reasons.
 It is hard to determine the real extent of hoarding power in doctoral
 education due to insufficient information in the literature and a paucity
 of research in this area. However, anecdotally this element seems to be
 a constant in doctoral programs, and it stands in opposition to social
 work principles.

 In the deliberate relationship framework, the element of "trans-
 parency of practice" refers to the explaining of procedures and intentions,
 setting of rules, and analyzing of power dynamics. Traditionally, this
 issue of transparency has received little attention in relation to the super-
 visory relationship. However, Valerie Chapman, a critical feminist doc-
 toral student and her male teacher, Tom Sork, worked together to
 deconstruct their supervisory relationship (Chapman & Sork, 2001). In
 deconstructing their relationship, they were jointly able to name and
 minimize the power dynamics, enhance their working relationship, and
 provide others an alternative transparent option to the dominant academic
 supervisory relationship.

 The tenets of the social work profession can stand in distinct contrast
 to the academic principles in this intersecting site of supervisory rela-
 tionships. However, the professional principles of students and faculty can
 better equip them to integrate this site of intersection, rather than attempt
 to balance the demands of two masters. While little data exist in either

 doctoral education or social work literature, an analysis of doctoral pro-
 grams concludes that 60 per cent of students expressed "overall satisfaction
 with the quality of supervision they received" (Dinham 8c Scott, 1999,
 p. 46). This statistic refers to those who completed their degrees; if the
 40 to 60 per cent who did not complete their PhDs were included, then
 only 24 to 36 per cent of all doctoral students could be said to be satis-
 fied. Conversely, 64 to 76 per cent would be potentially unsatisfied. While
 this calculation is grossly simplistic, it highlights the need for a change
 in the system, which is a basic social work tenet.
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 The professional social work tenets and the underlying principles
 of academe can contrast and collide within doctoral programs, and, if left
 unaddressed, may continue to do so. The two examples of supervisory
 relationships and appointment of RA and TA positions elucidate the
 increasing unintended reality and unforeseen power dynamics develop-
 ing within social work doctoral programs. These collisions, while inad-
 vertent, clearly can exert a profound impact on doctoral students, faculty,
 programs, and the profession.

 Recommendations

 As the challenges associated with these intersecting sites and their power
 dynamics are assessed, as outlined in these two examples, it becomes
 increasingly evident that these issues affect all doctoral education, not just
 social work programs. The principles of social work can help to identify
 and highlight issues of power dynamics in doctoral education and offer
 faculty and programs tools for change. According to Anastas and Con-
 gress (1999), "what doctoral programs do and don't do in their teaching
 has an impact on the social work professorate of the future" (p. 150).

 The Group for the Advancement of Doctoral Education (GADE,
 1992) recommends that doctoral "programs will clearly want to monitor
 the extent to which they achieve their desired model for doctoral edu-
 cation" (p. 10). It is suggested that this recommendation focus beyond
 the existing assessment criteria of programs (such as curriculum, pro-
 ductivity, time-to-completion or dissertation completion rates) to under-
 lying power dynamics that become evident when these principles collide.
 However, this will require faculty and program administrators to iden-
 tify openly that the principles of social work may at certain points in
 doctoral education stand apart from those of academe. The social work
 profession has advanced rapidly in the past decades, but needs to be
 conscious of the potential cost to its own principles and values.

 Furthermore, it is clear that more research is necessary to address
 these power dynamics in doctoral programs. Many of these areas have
 received little scientific scrutiny and remain absent in the literature. While
 the call for more research is frequently ubiquitous, advancement of the
 social work profession requires the identification and pursuit of research
 into these areas that remain largely uninvestigated. In social work, self-
 evaluation is vital in practice; this concept may need to be more rigor-
 ously applied to the profession and doctoral programs. According to
 Blair and Haworth (1999), "faculty and administrators need to take seri-
 ously the task of collecting institutional information in order to acquire
 a longitudinal understanding of the data and patterns surrounding their
 students" (p. 29). This may be especially pertinent for "educators con-
 cerned with changing unjust power relations" (Orner, 1992, p. 77).
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 Transparency in the recruitment and early phases of doctoral edu-
 cation may better prepare students and faculty for the effects of power
 dynamics and subsequently minimize their negative consequences. This
 can allow social workers to apply their skills to open up conversations
 regarding power issues (Chapman & Sork, 2001, p 102) that may lead
 to wider clarification and appreciation of the dimensional roles of both
 students and faculty (Dinham & Scott, 1999, p. 108). Through such
 deconstruction, wider understanding can replace misunderstanding, an
 awareness of the intricacies may become more visible, and alternatives
 can be generated through dialogue. Furthermore, the diversity and dif-
 ferences can be respected, for "not everyone enters a doctoral program
 with the same needs, abilities, and circumstances" (Dinham & Scott,
 1999, p. 108). As advocated by Dinham and Scott, transparency and
 diversity may encourage social work doctoral education to develop "flex-
 ible pathways" in programs. Therefore, efforts to increase transparency
 can encourage program flexibility and alternative pathways that may
 further reduce the impact of existing power dynamics.

 "Most graduate students are extremely intelligent and highly moti-
 vated" (Sumper & Walfish, 2001). The social work values of participa-
 tion and inclusion may facilitate the incorporation of this resource in
 addressing power dynamics in doctoral programs. Specifically, "peer
 mentoring" improves retention of students and reduces students' sense
 of powerlessness (Dorn & Päpalewis, 1997, p. 1). Peer mentoring can offer
 students a forum for mutual support, connection, a sense of belonging,
 and a less intimidating voice and podium for dialogue with faculty and
 administrators on problematic issues. Students need not feel powerless,
 nor does utilizing their collective expertise undermine the positive and
 important components in the supervisory relationship. Further, the
 insights and perspectives of doctoral students less restricted by existing
 power dynamics may contribute to the richness of this educational expe-
 rience.

 It may not be possible to eliminate the educational reality that doc-
 toral programs embrace two, often contrasting, guiding value systems:
 that of the profession and that of academia. It is possible, however, to
 address the impact of their intersections. Ignoring these converging
 principles has dramatic effects on students, faculty, and the profession.
 Naming the power dynamics inherent in these intersecting sites encour-
 ages dialogue and program assessment. The profession of social work
 should not sacrifice its principles and values to the tenets of academe, but
 should rather employ them to enrich the doctoral experience. Bringing
 these issues to the foreground will at least, it is hoped, provoke thought
 and debate.
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