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6
A C A D E M I C  F R E E D O M  A N D 

E M P O W E R M E N T  U N D E R 
C A H E P  G U I D E L I N E S

The Case of East Carolina University
Crystal R. Chambers

Academic freedom encompasses the liberty to decide curricular content, 
determine instructional strategies, as well as select instructors and stu-
dents alike. This case study is about a program in which administrators 

of the College of Education and the larger doctoral program in educational 
leadership enjoyed these liberties whereas faculty in the higher education con-
centration did not. In this case, content guidelines developed by the Council 
for the Advancement of Higher Education Programs (CAHEP, 2010) provided 
grounding to center the curricular content of the higher education concentra-
tion within higher education as a fi eld of study (CAHEP, 2010). The purpose 
of this case study is to explore the usefulness of higher education curricular 
guidelines in a setting where higher education faculty were numerical minori-
ties and also minoritized in terms of the power in an organizational unit and 
subunit. The case of East Carolina University (ECU) is not unique, as the 
majority of higher education programs are housed in colleges of education 
(Harris, 2007); and as observed by Nelson (1991), the growing trend is for 
higher education programs to be organized in conglomerate departments as 
opposed to stand-alone units. A sizable number of higher education programs 
are housed with programs like K–12 education leadership, which given the 
K–12 focus of education colleges, gives higher education faculty a distinct 
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political disadvantage. Indeed, the majority of higher education programs 
are not freestanding departments and can be minoritized by programs now 
entrenched in the accountability movement. Such programs are now used to 
disciplinary standards as the metrics of program quality. Given intracollege and 
intradepartmental power dynamics, guidelines can empower higher education 
faculty, providing a buttress for academic freedom at the program level.

To explore this case, I employ theoretical concepts of academic freedom 
as constructed through constitutional law and higher education practice, with 
French and Raven’s (1959) bases of power. After a discussion of these theo-
retical frames, I describe the case of ECU. My perspective is that of a partial 
participant observing the higher education program’s redesign but not its ini-
tial design. My technique is refl ective, and my observations are indeed my 
own, they are fi lled with the biases of one who is part of and affected by this 
process. Documentation related to a program review and institutional data 
provide a modicum of neutrality and help fi ll in areas I have neither experi-
enced nor personally observed. As an important aside, I am grateful for ten-
ure, as it provides a safeguard for this academic case exploration, which has use 
beyond ECU’s ivory walls. The situation at ECU has the capability of repro-
ducing itself elsewhere. For this reason, I contend that voluntary guidelines 
are important, not for the largest and best established programs, but for those 
smaller programs that are not in fl agship institutions, which are most typical 
in the study and fi eld of higher education (Harris, 2007; Nelson, 1991). 

Academic Freedom and Curriculum Development

Teachers and students must always remain free to inquire, to study and to eval-
uate, to gain new maturity and understanding; otherwise our civilization will 
stagnate and die. (Sweezy v. New Hampshire, 1957, p. 250)

U.S. Supreme Court justice Earl Warren’s contention that academic freedom 
is counter to civilization stagnation and death harkens to the passion this 
liberty is associated with (Sweezy v. New Hampshire, 1957, p. 250). Even 
without specifi c words in the U.S. Constitution, the Supreme Court fi nds 
the concept of academic freedom so important that it is read into speech 
protections as “a special concern of the First Amendment” (Keyishian v. Bd. 
of Regents, 1967, p. 603). Justice William Douglas wrote, 

The State may not, consistently with the spirit of the First Amendment, 
contract the spectrum of available knowledge. The right of freedom 
of speech and press includes not only the right to utter or to print, but 
the right to distribute, the right to receive, the right to read (Martin v. 
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 Struthers, 319 U.S. 141, 143) and freedom of inquiry, freedom of thought, 
and freedom to teach (see Wiemann v. Updegraff, 344 U.S. 183, 195)—
indeed, the freedom of the entire university community. Sweezy v. New 
Hampshire, 354 U.S. 234, 249–250, 261–263; Barenblatt v. United States, 
360 U.S. 109, 112; Baggett v. Bullitt, 377 U.S. 360, 369. Without those 
peripheral rights, the specifi c rights would be less secure. ( Griswold v. Con-
necticut, 1965, pp. 482–483) 

The term academic freedom is found nowhere in the U.S. Constitution and 
is otherwise poorly defi ned, and misunderstood by those who revere this liberty 
as well as those who seek to curtail it (Olivas, 1993; Post, 2012). At the core, 
academic freedom is a trans-Atlantic notion emanating from European learn-
ing communities, perhaps best captured by German concepts of  Lehrfreiheit 
and Lernfreiheit, the latter referring to the freedom of students to learn, while 
the former, and more central, concept is that of professorial freedom in inquiry, 
teaching, study, research, and dissemination (Rudolph, 1962/1990). Yudof 
(1987) discusses the three faces of academic freedom—personal autonomy, 
government expression, and institutional autonomy—while Finkin (1990) 
defi nes academic freedom singularly as professional autonomy, likened to 
that of preindustrial artisans. Lovejoy (1930) sees this freedom as constrained 
by notions of disciplinary standards and peer review, a constraint enshrined 
in the 1940 statement by the American Association of University Professors 
(AAUP) as it relates to tenure. Van Alstyne (1972) cautions against reading 
freedom of speech and academic freedom coextensively, a point more poignant 
as institutional rights to constrain speech in an effort to maintain workplace 
harmony over time have curried more favor with the Supreme Court (Areen, 
2009; Houle, 2012; Olivas, 1993). Writing from an idealistic stance, Selznick 
(2003) said that the rights and duties extending from academic freedom are 
“neither absolute nor self-justifying,” but “derive from our understanding of 
what teaching, learning, and scholarship require” (p. 181). 

Considering some of the works cited here and more, Post (2012) declares 
that “the doctrine of academic freedom stands in a state of shocking disarray 
and incoherence” (p. 62). When teaching in my own law class, I generally defer 
to Justice Felix Frankfurter’s concurrence in Sweezy v. New Hampshire (1957), 
in which he quotes a statement from South African scholars asserting that “the 
four essential freedoms” under the academic freedom construct are autonomy 
to determine “who may   teach, what may be taught, how it shall be taught, and 
who may be admitted to study” (p. 263). When read fully and in context, it is 
clear that this freedom is given to institutions: “It is the business of a university 
to provide that atmosphere which is most conducive to speculation, experi-
ment and creation. It is an atmosphere in which there prevail ‘the four essential 
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freedoms’ of a university” (p. 263). The scope of academic freedom for faculty 
in relation to institutions is unclear (Olivas, 1993).

However, as argued by Olivas (1993), the U.S. Constitution guaran-
tees against undue governmental intrusion into the academic domain. Thus, 
while state and federal funding are welcome intrusions, bureaucratic auditing 
under the rubric of accountability notwithstanding, it is fairly well established 
that governments should not determine curricular content or instructional 
strategies. (However, this and other well-established notions are challenged 
contemporarily; see National Governor’s Association Center for Best Prac-
tices, [2011].) Similarly, governments should not be in the business of select-
ing instructors or admitting students. However, educational institutions are 
not similarly constrained in their shaping of subunit curricula. 

Indeed, curriculum development in a university involves several layers of 
committee approvals, typically at the levels of program, department, college, 
and university (Lattuca & Stark, 2009). Organic curriculum plans often begin 
at the level of an individual faculty member and tend to be informed by that 
person’s academic fi eld. Theoretically, academic planning should encompass 
understandings of the purpose, content, course sequence, learners, instruc-
tional processes, instructional resources, evaluation, and adjustment. For this 
curriculum plan to be adopted, a faculty member must fi rst negotiate with 
faculty in his or her immediate area, often program faculty who may or may 
not share similar disciplinary views. From the program level to the depart-
ment, the department to the college, and the college to the university, the fac-
ulty curriculum designer must advocate, negotiate, and otherwise beg, barter, 
and steal to see the curriculum develop from plan to adoption. As a gener-
ality, the farther up the procedural chain, the greater the distance between 
curricular content and committee content knowledge. In fact, it is usually 
the case that during the process, conversations shift from considerations of 
curricular content as related to the specifi c discipline to considerations of 
student demand, institutional resources, and cross-institutional duplication. 

For faculty of the higher education concentration of the educational leader-
ship doctoral program at ECU, conversations in the department were perhaps 
some of the most challenging. Complicating the conversation were factors of 
power, a ubiquitous conception in academic organizations, not unique to ECU. 

Faculty Power 

The authors in Wergin’s (2006) Leadership in Place contemplate faculty abdi-
cation of power and leadership in colleges and universities. As surmised in the 
foreword, “In a time of increasing calls for accountability from many fronts, 
faculty at the nation’s colleges and universities appear to have pulled back 
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from constructive partnership in the enterprise” (Leslie, 2006, p. xvi). The 
pulling away observed seems twofold, as administrative processes become 
more professional, and less of the collegial if not amateurish rotation between 
faculty and administrative roles experienced in yesteryears. The more impor-
tant point in this work is that faculty do have the power to infl uence campus 
goals. The question then is not so much whether they have power but whether 
they use power and are empowered actors on the college or university stage.

Empowerment is an often used but amorphous concept in academic 
literature (Cattaneo & Chapman, 2010). It connotes a process of gaining 
power (Gutiérrez, 1990; Kar, Pascual, & Chickering, 1999; Masterson & 
Owen, 2006; Speer & Hughey, 1995). Presenting a six-prong model of 
empowerment, Cattaneo and Chapman (2010) begin their design with an 
empowerment defi nition that starts with a person, in this case, a set of people 
or organization that lacks power, sets goals toward gaining power, and takes 
action “drawing on his or her evolving self-efficacy, knowledge, and compe-
tence related to the goal” (p. 647). They further defi ne empowerment as an 
iterative, ongoing process. 

To explore power dynamics in the present case, I use French and Raven’s 
bases of power theoretical framework (French & Raven, 1959; Raven, 1983, 
1992, 1993). In this theory, power is not tied to rank or position but captures 
how one accomplishes a goal in conjunction with other people, that is, inter-
personal power plays. In the original model, the authors propose six sources, 
or bases, from which people exert power over others voluntarily: reward, 
coercion, legitimate, referent, informational, and expert. Reward power 
refers to incentivized desirable behavior and coercion, the ability to punish 
undesirable behavior, that is, the carrot and the stick. Legitimate power is 
based on positional authority. Referent power emanates from respect. The 
informational power base, later revised to include persuasion, refers to the 
ability to appeal to logic (Raven, 1965). Finally, the expert power base is 
power centered on knowledge and skill. 

Over time, researchers have more fully developed the model to consider: 
personal and impersonal uses of reward and coercion (Raven & Kruglanski, 
1970); rationales of reciprocity, equity, and dependence in the use of legiti-
mate power (Berkowitz & Daniels, 1963; Gouldner, 1960; Waltser, Waltser, & 
 Berscheid, 1978); positive and negative exertions of expert and referent power; 
and direct and indirect exertions of information/persuasion power (Falbo & 
Peplau, 1980; Johnson, 1976a, 1976b; Stein, 1971; Waltser & Festinger, 1962). 

With the exception of legitimate power, none of the foregoing requires 
formal positions of authority. For example, reward power can be exercised 
through quid pro quo action and coercion through organizational shunning 
(Anderson, 2009). Researchers have investigated uses of power in a variety 
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of settings from families (Cromwell & Olsen, 1975; Tashakkori, Thompson, 
& Simonian, 1989), to K–12 classrooms (Jamieson & Thomas, 1974), to 
supervisor-employee relations more generally (e.g., Abdalla, 1987; Frost & 
Stahelski, 1988; Kabanoff, 1991; Podsakoff & Schriescheim, 1985). 

In higher education, applications seem to have been somewhat more 
limited. In the fi eld, bases of power are used to understand faculty-student 
dynamics (Finn, 2012; McCroskey & Richmond, 1982), administrator 
beliefs (Majewski, 2010), job satisfaction among college/university person-
nel (Lin, 1992), the infl uence of electronic information technology on the 
distribution of power in liberal arts college libraries (Crawford, 1998), and 
presidential leadership (Brown, 2010). 

Cope’s (1970) study of faculty perceptions of power is useful for the 
present case. Cope randomly surveyed 131 faculty across six social science 
departments in a public institution. He divided his sample into groups, non-
stressed and stressed departments; the latter group included departments 
with contested tenure decisions, chairperson turnover, or protest resigna-
tions. Cope found that in stressed and nonstressed departments, faculty pre-
ferred the use of legitimate expert and referent power, based positionally, 
grounded in knowledge, or accorded because of respect. The difference is 
that faculty in nonstressed departments experienced this preference, whereas 
faculty in stressed departments reported the greater use of positive and nega-
tive sanctioning, the employment of reward and coercive power. 

The Case at ECU

A historical overview provides a sense of the context of the higher education 
curriculum at ECU. This overview purposefully glosses over detail, as the 
general themes are germane to this analysis, while the specifi cs of who did 
what and when are not. The intention of this work is not to be an exposé, but 
to garner an understanding of the value of program guidelines when there are 
differentiations in power between higher education and other faculty. Data 
sources for this exercise are the academic program review self-study (East 
Carolina University Higher Education Leadership Program, 2012) as sup-
plemented by data from ECU’s institutional research.

Historical Overview

In the mid-1990s the higher education concentration of the educational lead-
ership doctoral program at ECU was founded by a department chair, E. D. 
Bell, and championed until his retirement. The ebb and fl ow of faculty and 
administrative turnover brought differing perspectives on the direction and 
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overall value of the higher education concentration. On the one hand, some 
faculty, administrators, and external constituents felt strongly that the purpose 
of the higher education track was solely to meet the leadership needs of a gray-
ing community college administration. On the other hand, some believed the 
program should remain without specialization, for generalists, to meet higher 
education leadership needs in two-year and four-year public and private insti-
tutions. By 2003 it was clear that whatever the direction of the program, new 
faculty needed to be hired, or the program needed to be discontinued. 

Two bright, experienced university administrators, but novice faculty, were 
hired in 2004; after an abbreviated probationary period, one was promoted, 
tenured, and appointed program chair. While a few faculty taught in both pro-
grams, the new hires were 2 of 20, including engaged fi xed-term faculty, most 
of whom had long-standing careers as educational leaders in K–12 and many 
of whom had local long-standing connections to the eastern North Carolina 
region. The new faculty members who were not from eastern North Carolina 
were comparatively younger than the rest of the faculty (often by a decade or 
more) and did not have K–12 experience. They sat through regular department 
meetings with agendas overwhelmingly predominated by K–12 matters. (By my 
arrival in 2006, I don’t believe there was even space on the agenda to announce 
developments or happenings in the higher education track.)

Course work at this time consisted of a core, including organizational 
theory, human resource development, educational leadership, program 
evaluation, and curriculum, with additional courses designated for the 
higher education concentration in politics and power, higher education 
law, education planning, policy analysis and policy development. Course 
work was usually delivered to students from the K–12 and higher educa-
tion tracks simultaneously. Noticeably absent from the curriculum were 
courses in higher education history and fi nance. The two new faculty mem-
bers advocated for the inclusion of this course work. However their efforts 
were rebuffed as research on educational leadership programs found history 
course work at the doctoral level is not useful to future work (Thomas B. 
Fordham Foundation, 2003; University Council for Educational Admin-
istration, 1987). The truth in these reports is that most students pursuing 
a K–12 doctorate in educational leadership already have had master’s- and 
even baccalaureate-level course work in education, which included his-
tory as a foundational course. In addition, the master’s program in educa-
tional leadership included a course in school fi nance. However, at ECU, as 
at many institutions, doctoral students in higher education come from a 
wide variety of academic backgrounds, many from fi elds not connected to 
education. Moreover, even students with education backgrounds may not 
be acquainted with the development of higher education institutions over 
time. Furthermore, there was no appreciation of the difference in curricular 
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content between higher and K–12 education fi nance. The differing funding 
models for higher and K–12 education drive different fi scal management 
issues as well as policy directives. A course in higher education and society 
was created to address these defi ciencies; however, a singular course was 
hardly suffi cient.

Increasingly, the higher education group was seen as a drain on depart-
mental resources, given state, National Council for Accreditation of Teacher 
Education, and other accountability initiatives aimed at K–12. Higher edu-
cation programs in colleges of education, especially public institutions, tend 
to be at an intraunit political disadvantage. Our state and elsewhere, drives to 
increase the numbers of teachers and sometimes principals (Education Com-
mission of the States, 2001) amid fi scal crisis result in redirecting resources 
from allied or ancillary educational fi elds to those more directly connected to 
K–12 teacher education and principal preparation (Dickeson, 2010). Fields 
like adult and higher education become marginalized in such efforts as they 
are perhaps the most removed from the K–12 emphasis. To be clear colleges 
and schools of education should not be confused with schools of teacher edu-
cation. Colleges and schools of education encompass a broader array of cur-
ricular programs and goals, which is a point university deans, presidents, and 
state boards should remind legislators, and at times each other, of. That said, 
the focus of adult and higher education programs perhaps better serves over-
all college, university, and community interests than than that of K–12 pro-
grams (I use the word perhaps because I notice a number of adult and higher 
education graduates are the administrators of teacher education programs as 
well as academic advisers and student affairs counselors of teacher education 
candidates). Higher education programs could be readily housed in schools 
of arts and sciences given the strong grounding of higher education research 
in the social sciences as well as the research pursuits of economists, sociolo-
gists, anthropologists, and others in the higher education context (Condliffe 
Lagemann, 1999). However, traditionally, higher education programs are 
housed in colleges of education, perhaps because the founder of higher edu-
cation programs, G. Stanley Hall, hailed from this fi eld (Goodchild, 1991).

Regarding the case at ECU, enrollments in the department were con-
trolled centrally, and admission to the higher education track was halted to a 
trickle of an especially selected few. No new students meant no higher edu-
cation courses for higher education faculty to teach. Mismatches in content 
knowledge resulted in the perception of higher education faculty being a 
drain on departmental resources. Through a series of negotiations, a total of 
fi ve faculty members were transferred to the Department of Adult and Coun-
selor Education in 2009. While individual conversations between higher edu-
cation faculty and administrators were held, most discussions and decision 
making regarding which faculty would transfer occurred at the department 
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head level. Upon transfer, history and fi nance immediately were added to the 
curriculum under a special topic header and were offi cially added to the cur-
riculum effective spring 2013.

Bases of Power 

An analysis of the bases of power in the education leadership department 
reveals differentials in the number and types of power bases held by K–12 and 
higher education faculty, summarized in Table 6.1. The powers of reward and 
coercion rested with the department chair, who was also a member of the K–12 
faculty, as well as with others in the college and university administration. The 
chair could exercise these powers through annual evaluations or through merit 
pay raises, when available. Looking at institutional data from 2009 to 2010, 
there are differences in faculty pay between K–12 and higher education fac-
ulty. Some differences are legitimate, related to rank (e.g., none of the higher 
education faculty were or are full professors, whereas fi ve K–12 faculty were) 
and experience. However, among assistant professors, there was a $10,000 dif-
ferential in salaries, with only one year difference in appointment year. Among 
associate professors, the average salary difference was $1,100 in favor of K–12 
faculty.

However, in terms of years of experience, higher education faculty tended 
to outstrip K–12 faculty by three years. Other legitimate considerations may 
be infl uencing faculty pay; however, the pertinent fact is that K–12 faculty 

TABLE 6.1

Bases of Power

K–12 faculty Higher education faculty

Reward Held by administration at the 
department and college level

Not held

Coercion Held by administration at the 
department and college level

Not held

Legitimate Held by administration at the 
department and college level

Not held; disempowered 
program chair

Referent Long-standing careers as faculty 
and K–12 administrators, often 
within the region, skilled in the 
politics of education

Tendency to be younger, less 
established in careers, but 
more prolifi c in research

Informational N/A N/A

Expert Limited understanding of high-
er education as a fi eld of study

Broader understanding of 
higher education as a fi eld 
of study
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were paid more. While pay is but one data point, one may be able to infer 
that K–12 faculty were better rewarded than higher education faculty.

Legitimate power is about positional authority. After Bell’s retirement, 
the role of the department chair was held by a K–12 faculty member. Thus, 
higher education faculty could not make use of the legitimate power base.

The balance of referent power tended to rest with K–12 faculty. The K–12 
contingent was composed of fi ve full professors, three of whom served as a 
department chair. Their faculty careers tended to be upward of 15 years and 
tended to be in addition to years of service as administrators in the eastern 
region of North Carolina. Several were skilled politicians in their organizational 
units, and much about their careers and perspectives is worthy of admiration. 
In contrast, there were no full professors among the higher education faculty. 
Moreover, associate professors in the higher education faculty were socialized 
into faculty life under these full professors, some in a hierarchical mentorship 
capacity. Younger and less politically adroit in ECU, the higher education fac-
ulty did not garner the same respect in or outside the department. The higher 
education faculty did tend to be more prolifi c researchwise and have attentive 
audiences outside the institution and outside eastern North Carolina.

Informational power cannot be analyzed directly here, as the comparative 
powers of persuasion of higher education and K–12 faculty were not formally 
tested. Research on the centrality of history and fi nance to higher education 
(Bray, 2007; Card & Chambers, 2009; Dressel & Mayhew, 1974; Fife, 1991; 
Freeman, 2012) was not enough to convince K–12 education leadership fac-
ulty that history and fi nance were valuable in higher education. We were 
given citations of research on educational leadership programs that were con-
trary to the inclusion of foundations course work. Rather than perceived as a 
differentiation between higher education and K–12 tracks, research citation 
was treated as a battle of the experts, with the decision being made in favor of 
the perspectives of faculty with the greater overall power base. 

This leaves the power of expertise, the one area regarding curriculum in 
which higher education faculty held power. According to Lattuca and Stark 
(2009), faculty closest to a disciplinary area tend to have a greater knowledge 
base and a greater expertise in curricular content matters. However, within 
the context of this study, that expert power was overridden by the dispropor-
tionate power vested in the K–12 faculty. 

One thing K–12 faculty in particular are increasingly familiar with is 
accountability and the use of professional standards and guidelines. The CAHEP 
master’s guidelines were not formally adopted until after the higher education 
faculty left the educational leadership department (CAHEP 2010). But in the 
context of the new department, the higher education faculty were empowered 
to include history and fi nance course work, as that was the needed but missing 
content they could not adopt even informally in the Educational Leadership 
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Department. They were allowed to proceed with the new courses, in part, 
because the higher education faculty could point to the CAHEP guidelines, 
glossing over the fact that the guidelines were tailored for master’s programs. 
Given the university’s emphasis on quality, CAHEP’s guidelines provided an 
attainable bar, bringing legitimacy to the higher education faculty’s claim that 
the new course work was needed to provide a quality program.

Academic Freedom and Empowerment Under CAHEP Guidelines

The title of this chapter is oxymoronic in that guidelines tend to be seen as a 
means for constraint. However, academic freedom and empowerment is real-
ized in this context, not through the constraint of defi ning out, but the freedom 
to include and defi ne in. In this particular case, faculty were given the power 
to defi ne in core content from the higher education fi eld of study, in part, 
because of the degree guidelines. The CAHEP master’s core content guidelines 
helped faculty make the argument to a new department chair and other college 
administrators that the research on educational leadership programs with a 
K–12 focus was not applicable to the higher education concentration. Guide-
lines demonstrated there was not a battle of experts, with one researcher saying 
one thing and another researcher arriving at a different conclusion. This form 
of empowerment fi ts within the Cattaneo and Chapman (2010) model as the 
higher education faculty members were a group of people lacking comparative 
power who were able to tap into an external source of knowledge, a reference 
point, and use it, taking action to get courses in history and fi nance approved. 
Guidelines helped us create distinctions between higher education and K–12 
content, empowering faculty to deliver course work common to most pro-
grams in the higher education fi eld of study. The result was academically free-
ing. Faculty members were able to pursue Lehrfreiheit, the freedom to teach 
and inquire as scholars. Moreover, higher education faculty were legitimized in 
their expert power base, which Cope (1970) found preferable among faculty 
especially when referent and legitimate power bases are elusive.

Guidelines also bolster academic freedom at the institutional level. Insti-
tutions are legitimately concerned with curricular quality control. Histori-
cally, well-seasoned scholars preserve quality through their understandings 
of the fi eld of knowledge and resistance to change. Having degree guide-
lines provides safety for institutions, as an aging faculty is supplemented with 
younger, less established scholars. With guidelines, institutions can move 
programming in conformity with disciplinary trends, pointing to external 
legitimacy in making such moves.

If it were the case that the balance of power and the quest to center higher 
education content in higher education doctoral programs are unique to East 
Carolina, this analysis would not be of much more value than an anecdote. 
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However, rarely are higher education programs housed in departments of 
their own. Often, higher education programs are organized in departments 
with competing interests, and given the centrality of K–12 education to col-
leges of education particularly, the balance of power is often not in favor of 
higher education faculty. 

In this particular case, the content guidelines as articulated for master’s 
programs worked as higher education faculty glossed over the fact that those 
guidelines were aimed toward master’s programs. However, our program is 
a doctoral program without an accompanying master’s program. Content 
standards solely aimed at the master’s level thus have limited legitimacy in 
the long term. For the long-term stability of my program and those similarly 
situated, the promulgation of doctoral guidelines would be useful.
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