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Chapter 7
Promoting Change in “Two-Tiered” Departments: 
An Exploratory Evaluation of Conflict and 
Empowerment Levels Among Language and 
Literature Faculty*

Alessandro Zannirato, Johns Hopkins University

Rationale and Impetus
The relationship between literary studies and second language studies1 (SLS) in 
many departments of foreign languages and literatures (FLL) in the United States 
is an uneasy one. While the two disciplines enjoy an equivalent status in a minority 
of universities, in many others, literary studies play a hegemonic role, especially at 
the graduate level. In the latter, language faculty, including program directors and 
coordinators, are underrepresented in terms of tenure-track positions or are on non-
tenure-track positions regardless of their qualifications and research output. In many 
cases, language faculty qualify only for positions such as lecturer or preceptor with-
out the possibility of substantial promotions. In others, parallel tracks are available 
to them (e.g., teaching professor, professor of the practice), which in any case reflect 
a practical, foundational, nonresearch conceptualization of language teaching.

This configuration has been the object of much debate, especially since 
the publication of the 2007 MLA report Foreign Languages and Higher Educa-
tion: New Structures for a Changed World (MLA Ad Hoc Committee on Foreign 
Languages, 2007). The report describes the “two-tiered” structure as creating 
curricular and governance divisions between two faculty groups who, as a result, 
do not cooperate with each other. It then describes the disempowerment lan-
guage faculty experience, given that they “often work entirely outside departmen-
tal power structures and have little or no say in the educational mission of their 
department, even in areas where they have particular expertise” (para 6). While 
the need to initiate change in both the curricular and the governance structure of 
FLL departments has been acknowledged, discussions have concentrated more on 
the former than the latter (e.g., Allen & Maxim, 2013; Barrette, Paesani, & Vinall, 

*The thought-provoking comments and constructive criticism of the two anonymous reviewers and 
the editors are hereby gratefully acknowledged. Any remaining shortcomings are, of course, my own.
1For ease of reading, the fields of applied linguistics, second language acquisition, and foreign 
language education will be referred to as second language studies.
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Promoting Change in “Two-Tiered” Departments� 155

2010; Bernhardt & Berman, 1999; Byrnes, 2002; James, 1996; Kern, 2002; Maxim, 
Höyng, Lancaster, Schaumann, & Aue, 2013; Weber-Feve, 2009).

Despite the recognition that the two-tiered system is unfair, ineffective, and 
inadequate to face the challenges of a globalized world, few departments have ex-
perienced a major structural reorganization. At the national level, defining what 
changing the “governance structure” of FLL departments practically means is still an 
unmet objective. As a matter of fact, some of the criticism of which the MLA report 
was the object had to do with the fact that it failed to provide such guidance, besides 
implicitly reiterating—both substantially and terminologically—the very system it 
was trying to challenge (Bernhardt, 2010; Pfeiffer, 2008). As Byrnes (2008) puts it, “It 
is difficult to discern a dynamic, much less articulated plan for action, in word and in 
deed, at the level of the profession as a whole and at the level of foreign language de-
partments” (p. 286). The main hypothesis on which the current evaluation is based is 
that the very nature of the two-tiered system may be intrinsically resistant to change, 
that the underlying social dynamics such a system generates may be part of the prob-
lem, and that a better understanding and explication of such dynamics is a necessary 
first step toward changing the status quo (Rowlands, 1995; Shore & Cross, 2005).

Two-tiered departments are systemically differentiated into the language–
literature dichotomy and hierarchically divided by virtue of specialization into 
core literature faculty and language specialists. Despite the power differential 
this hierarchy creates, the faculty are interdependent, especially when language 
instruction is conceptualized as happening foundationally, before more ad-
vanced study (usually in literature) can take place. Moreover, while language and 
literature faculty’s identities may be quite different because of the different epis-
temological, analytical, and methodological requirements and traditions of their 
respective disciplines, they work with the same student populations and are often 
asked to meet undifferentiated missions, goals, and outcomes (e.g., the develop-
ment of “transcultural competence,” to quote from the 2007 MLA report). Finally, 
given ever-dwindling departmental resources, faculty from both disciplines have 
to face some common threats and work with limited means, which are often not 
enough to satisfy the needs and aspirations of both groups. As will be described in 
the next section, an organizational structure like the one just described has been 
the object of empirical research in the social sciences. A brief description of the 
structural and dynamic characteristics such systems possess will be provided in 
the next section.

The exploratory evaluation2 described in this chapter involves a study 
that should serve as the conceptual foundation for further evaluation work. 

2 Exploratory evaluation is an expression used to define different evaluative practices. Wholey (2010) 
defines it as a preliminary inquiry that will help assess the feasibility of an evaluation effort before 
engaging in a more time-consuming and/or expensive project. The four practices he describes under 
this category are: (1) evaluability assessment, which assesses if a program is ready to be evaluated;  
(2) rapid feedback evaluation, which estimates a program’s effectiveness and produces tested designs 
for more definitive evaluation; (3) evaluation synthesis, which summarizes known challenges to 
program effectiveness on the basis of relevant research and/or past evaluation studies; and (4) small-
sample studies, which concentrate on specific performance measures. This study mainly falls within 
the third category, in that it has a research component, the aim of which is not to simply produce new 
knowledge, but to do so in order to foster an action plan to address programmatic issues.
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156� Alessandro Zannirato

Its empirical framework was inspired by the principles of empowerment 
evaluation,3 which shares similar practices with participatory, utilization-
focused frameworks, but also differs from those in its particular focus on 
social justice and on the explicit inclusion of marginalized stakeholders. Its 
main goal is therefore emancipatory, not only participatory and utilization 
focused (Alkin & Christie, 2004). Given the limited voice language faculty in 
two-tiered departments have been given in the national discussion (Pfeiffer, 
2008), empowerment evaluation appears to be an appropriate framework. This 
project was an attempt to give marginalized faculty an opportunity to actively 
participate in an evaluation of the two-tiered model. Secondly, it was based on 
the assumption that “a fair, equitable allocation of resources, opportunities, 
obligations, and bargaining power” is a necessary prerequisite for organiza-
tional improvement to take place (Fetterman, 2004, p. 33) and that identi-
fying inequitable conditions is of paramount importance for organizational 
progress to take place. Thirdly, empowerment evaluation encourages the use 
of existing scientific knowledge to confirm or challenge the current knowl-
edge base and to suggest different perspectives on issues that may have fossil-
ized; this project explores findings from occupational and social psychology 
to that effect. A follow-up project, described in the last section of this chapter, 
will aim to integrate empowerment evaluation principles and practices more  
broadly.

The author, who works in a two-tiered department, served as the sole evalu-
ator and carried out the project. The impetus for this evaluation was based on 
three main needs: (1) gaining a better understanding of the organizational and 
relational dynamics that may arise in two-tiered departments, (2) exploring strat-
egies to overcome the identified challenges, and (3) identifying a community of 
language and literature professionals in both first-tier and second-tier positions 
interested in addressing the issues raised by the MLA report in a more inclusive 
fashion.4

The four main uses of the information that has been gathered in this 
project are: (1) to provide a conceptual blueprint on which to base fur-
ther evaluation at the local level; (2) to increase FLL professionals’ aware-
ness of possible conflictual and disempowering dynamics within their 
departments; (3) to further reflect on ways to challenge the two-tiered sys-
tem nationally, at the department level, and individually; and (4) to create 
an evaluation community to address the challenges raised by the two-tiered  
model.

3 Empowerment evaluation is the “use of evaluation concepts, techniques, and findings to foster 
improvement and self-determination” (Fetterman, 2004, p. 10). It is based on 10 main principles: 
(1) improvement, (2) community ownership, (3) inclusion, (4) democratic participation,  
(5) social justice, (6) community knowledge, (7) evidence-based strategies, (8) capacity building, 
(9) organizational learning, and (10) accountability.
4 Several of the participants of this study have already expressed a desire to be updated on the status of 
the project and to engage in further, more localized evaluation of their departments.

75096_ch07_ptg01_hires_154-182.indd   156 9/18/14   10:27 PM



Promoting Change in “Two-Tiered” Departments� 157

Literature Review
This literature review will concentrate on three main areas: (1) structural char-
acteristics of organizations similar to two-tiered departments, (2) conditions that 
can lead to conflicts/distinctions between ingroups and outgroups, and (3) conse-
quences of conflict on organizations and their members.

A first area that can inform our discussion is occupational psychology. Rahim 
(2011, pp. 147–151), for example, describes an organizational structure character-
ized by the following:

1. � System differentiation: a division into subunits that simplifies pro-
cesses in order to attain overall organizational objectives more 
efficiently;

2.  �Task interdependence: occurs when subunits have to work together in 
order to achieve a common goal; while there are different kinds of task 
interdependence, the one that is relevant for our discussion is sequen-
tial interdependence, or the relationship between two subunits where 
the output of one unit becomes the input of the other unit;

3.  �Dependence on scarce resources: subunits have to compete with each 
other, and usually some become dominant;

4.  �Line and staff organizational arrangements: employees are explicitly 
divided into core and secondary groups. The relationship between the 
subunits is characterized by asymmetrical interdependence: staff are 
required to understand line’s needs and justify their own existence, but 
the reverse is not a given. Staff positions are conceptualized as being in 
support of line, and they contribute only indirectly to the main mission 
of the organization.

These four characteristics are commonly found in conflictual organizations,5 
and in particular in systems in which there is a high level of intergroup conflict. 
Conflict is a natural occurrence in any human activity, and it may represent a 
positive indicator6 of effective organizational management, as it may foster cre-
ativity, challenge the status quo, or contribute to personal development and learn-
ing (Baron, 1997; Cosier & Dalton, 1990; Jehn & Bendersky, 2003). However, too 
much conflict, or conflict arising from discrimination, or an unfair distribution 
of resources, power, and decision-making authority, may lead in the long term to 
organizational disintegration (Rahim, 2011). Sequential interdependence and line 
and staff arrangements are predictors of conflict, the intensity of which is partly a 
function of the subunits’ dependence on scarce resources for which there is com-
petition (Ianevich, Konopaske, & Matteson, 2007; Jones, 2012; Rahim, 2011).

In a different but related vein, social identity theories have provided much 
insight into group dynamics (e.g., Sherif, 1958; Tajfel, 1981). A contemporary 

5 Theories of organizational conflict have been applied to contexts as diverse as hospitals (e.g., Scott & 
Gerardi, 2011), schools (e.g., Ghaffar, 2009), and academia (e.g., Hearn & Anderson, 2002). 
6 Defining positive conflict is a complex task. For an overview of different kinds of conflict, see, for 
example, De Dreu & Weingart (2003) and Jehn and Mannix (2001).
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theory that can inform this discussion is Brewer’s Optimal Distinctiveness Theory 
(ODT). ODT defines five conditions that are indicative of conflictual ingroup and 
outgroup dynamics7 (Brewer, 1999, pp. 434–438):

1.  �Dychotomization: a social entity divided into two main subdivisions;
2.  �Feelings of superiority: ingroup rules, values, knowledge, and tradi-

tions are considered superior to those of the outgroup, especially when 
groups are large and depersonalized (e.g., professional groups);

3.  �Scarcity: there is a common perceived threat, and resources are in-
sufficient. In such cases, identification and interdependence with 
the ingroup are directly associated with fear and hostility toward the 
outgroup;

4. � Shared goals and measures of relative worth: when two differentiated 
groups are pursuing the same goals or outcomes (including positive 
ones), and operate within a system that measure results according to 
the same criteria, the potential for competition is enhanced;

5.  �Lack of common identity and interdependence: when the ingroup and 
the outgroup do not share a common identity, but at the same time an-
ticipate interdependence, brought on by perceptions of common goals 
and threats, intergroup hostility is enhanced. Ingroups strive for differ-
entiation from outgroups, and for positive distinctness (i.e., the belief 
that the ingroup is better than the outgroup in activities that are foun-
dational to its identity). The threat of loss of distinctiveness may, in 
fact, override the pursuit of superordinate goals and lead to resistance 
to cooperation even at the cost of ingroup self-interest. When nega-
tive ingroup/outgroup dynamics are in place, groups that are relatively 
advantaged may seek to maintain or exaggerate the positive compari-
sons that favor their own group. Groups that are disadvantaged may try 
to minimize the relative difference or suffer relative deprivation.

In a review of the literature, Wall and Callister (1995, pp. 523–528) summarize 
the most common consequences of negative conflict in organizations. Individuals 
may experience anger, hostility, social–emotional separation, tension, anxiety, per-
sonal frustration, low job satisfaction, and reduced motivation and performance. At 
the interpersonal level, conflict may result in a distrust of the outgroup and an in-
ability to see the outgroup’s perspective or motives. The quality of communication 
between the parties becomes more hostile, and the quantity of the communica-
tion can increase or decrease, resulting in a continuum of possible reactions going 
from open confrontation to complete avoidance. Conflict may also increase the 
quantity of communication with people not directly involved in the conflict (e.g., 
a highly gossipy environment). Over the long term, conflict can lead to reduced 
productivity and, in the worst cases, to organizational paralysis. Coordination 

7 An ingroup is defined as “[a] bounded community of mutual trust and obligation that delimits 
mutual interdependence and cooperation” (Allport, 1954, p. 433). An outgroup, on the other hand, 
is “[a] group with which one has something to divide, perhaps unequally …, groups that disagree on 
valued attributes, or groups with which one has a conflict” (Triandis, 1988, p. 90).
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and cooperation between the subdivisions becomes more and more challeng-
ing, and simplified, stereotyped, black/white, or zero-sum thinking becomes 
prevalent. When conflict occurs between subdivisions of the same organization,  
a shift to a more autocratic or authoritarian leadership style is likely to occur. This 
results in a culture of disempowerment.

Spreitzer (1995, pp. 1443–1444) identifies four main components of disem-
powerment: (1) meaning: not being able to see the value of a work goal or purpose, 
judged in relation to the individual’s own standards and values; (2) competence: 
not feeling competent enough to perform one’s professional duties well; (3) self-
determination: feeling unable to initiate and sustain behavior and processes to 
make one’s own decisions and defining one’s work methods, pace, and effort; and 
(4) impact: feeling unable to influence strategic, administrative, or operating out-
comes at work, which results in learned helplessness (i.e., accepting situations 
perceived as injustices because of a feeling there is no viable alternative).

The effects of a disempowering organizational culture are equally damaging. 
Carroll (1994, p. 17) summarizes them as follows. In disempowering organiza-
tions, personal agendas become more important than organizational plans, and 
problem solving acquires a political instead of an evidence-based focus. Decisions 
are made largely based on the opinions of high-status stakeholders, or on tradi-
tion, and minority stakeholders’ input is discounted. The quality of interunit com-
munication deteriorates, which feeds further destructive conflict. As a result, the 
organization has a difficult time engaging in the evaluation and assessment of its 
goals and outcomes.

This succinct review of the literature suggests that the very structure of many 
FLL departments may be intrinsically conflict generating and disempowering. If 
departmental dynamics are characterized by conflict and disempowerment, it is 
unlikely that governance structures will change unless conflict is reduced, dis-
advantaged faculty members are empowered, and advantaged members are con-
vinced to share some of their privileges.

Evaluation Questions and Design
In order to formulate the evaluation questions that motivated the current project, 
an exploratory focus group was formed with a small group of language program 
directors working in two-tiered departments and teaching different languages. The 
main question guiding the discussion was, What are the most critical issues lan-
guage program directors working in two-tiered departments face? The five main 
ideas that emerged, rated by the participants in order of importance, were: (1) lack 
of access to decision-making processes, (2) lack of recognition, (3) unequal alloca-
tion of resources, (4) minimal or no access to more stable contractual conditions, 
and (5) lack of curricular articulation. Such ideas shadowed many of the conditions 
described in the review of the literature. Three evaluation questions, divided into 
subquestions based on variables making up the constructs of conflict and empow-
erment (described later in this section), were therefore formulated, which are sum-
marized along with the corresponding indicators and instruments in Table 7-1. A 
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questionnaire integrating the different indicators was developed, and distributed to 
a national FLL faculty sample, as described in the next section.

The questionnaire was composed of four main sections. In the first part, two 
preliminary questions asked whether the respondent was a faculty member and 
whether his/her department employed faculty specializing both in literature and 
in SLS. The second question weeded out respondents working in departments 
where both specializations were not represented. The other main parts consisted 
of a section asking for biographic information, employment status, and ingroup/
outgroup dynamics; a modified version of the Rahim Organizational Conflict In-
ventory-I (ROCI-I) instrument; a modified version of Menon’s Scale of Psychologi-
cal Empowerment (SPE); and an exploratory section to collect information about 
the conditions postulated by ODT, as described in Table 7-1.

The ROCI-I (Rahim, 1983) has been used extensively to test for organizational 
conflict in a variety of settings (e.g., Inoue & Kawakami, 2010; Johnson & Short, 
1998; Weider-Hatfield & Hatfiled, 1995). The main factors on which it is based are 
as follows: (1) intrapersonal conflict: “A situation in which a person has difficulty 
making a decision because of uncertainty he or she is pushed or pulled in op-
posite directions, that is, the alternatives are both attractive and/or unattractive” 
(Rahim, 2011, p. 67); (2) intragroup conflict: “The incompatibility, incongruence, 
or disagreement among the members of a group or its subgroups regarding goals, 
functions, or activities of the group” (Rahim, 2001, p. 143); (3) intergroup conflict: 
“The collective incompatibility or disagreement between two or more divisions, 
departments, or subsystems in connection with tasks, resources, information, and 
so on” (Rahim, 2004, p. 139). As suggested by Rahim (2011, p. 199), the wording 
of the items was slightly modified to reflect the specific organizational structure 
of FLL programs. Items such as “If I accept a job at another company, I would like 
to do the tasks that I am doing now” became “If I accept a job at another univer-
sity, I would like to do the tasks that I am doing now.” The modified instrument 
measured intragroup conflict as conflict arising among faculty having the same 
specialization as the respondent (e.g., literature faculty if the respondent has a 
specialization in literature), and intergroup conflict as conflict arising between the 
respondent’s ingroup and faculty specializing in the other discipline (e.g., faculty 
specializing in SLS if the respondent specializes in literary studies and vice versa).

Menon’s SPE (Menon, 2001) is used to measure employee empowerment. It 
conceptualizes empowerment according to three main factors: (1) perceived con-
trol: an internal urge or drive to influence and control the productive processes 
of which one is a part; (2) perceived competence: self-efficacy and confidence with 
regard to role demands; (3) goal internalization: a feeling of making a difference 
both for the organization and in the greater context of the world. This instrument 
too was slightly modified, as described earlier in text.

Aside from items aimed at collecting biographic information, all other items 
were based on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “strongly agree” to “strongly 
disagree.” In the third and fourth parts, the Likert scale coincided with a scale 
measuring conflict and disempowerment. For analytical purposes, both scales 
were considered continuous (Johnson & Creech, 1983; Zumbo & Zimmerman, 
1993). Negative statement items were inversely coded as appropriate.
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The sample for this study was drawn from the list of “Carnegie public and 
private research universities” published by the National Center for Education Sta-
tistics of the U.S. Department of Education. The list was randomized, and the first 
100 universities were selected from the list, 50 public and 50 private. The web-
sites of those universities’ FLL departments were consulted, and a list of faculty 
member was drawn: A maximum of 15 faculty per department were selected. For 
smaller departments, all faculty were sampled. In cases where the specialization 
of each faculty was described on the website, an effort was made to select an equal 
number of potential respondents specializing in literature and SLS. If the faculty’s 
specializations were not mentioned, candidates were chosen randomly. The final 
list of potential candidates was further randomized, and the first 600 names were 
chosen and contacted. A total of 172 completed questionnaires were received and 
analyzed. Only one respondent’s academic background was reported as being in a 
discipline other than SLS or literature. For this reason, he/she was excluded from 
the study.

The characteristics of the sample are described in Table 7-2.
The respondents’ mean age was 46.21 (SD = 10.57, min.: 26, max.: 69). Table 

7-3 summarizes the respondents’ contractual positions: faculty who are (a) ten-
ured, (b) on a tenure track, (c) on a multiyear non-tenure-track contract, and (d) 
on a one-year non-tenure-track contract.

In order to determine the percentage of respondents working in two-tiered 
departments, the questionnaire asked respondents to identify whether literature 
and SLS faculty in the respondents’ departments (1) are divided between those 

Table 7-2 Respondents’ Characteristics

Sex Highest degree Type of University

Male 38.95%  
(n = 67)

Literary studies 52.91%  
(n = 91)

Private 61.05%  
(n = 105)

Female 61.05%  
(n = 105)

SLS 47.09%  
(n = 81)

Public 38.95%  
(n = 67)

Table 7-3 Breakdown of Two Disciplinary Groups by Contractual Position

Contractual position Degree in SLS Degree in literature

Tenured 15.12%
(n = 26)

30.23%
(n = 52)

Tenure track 10.47%
(n = 18)

9.30%
(n = 16)

Multiyear 13.37%
(n = 23)

5.81%
(n = 10)

One-year 8.14%
(n = 14)

7.56%
(n = 13)

Note: 57.56% of the respondents claimed to be teaching mostly or exclusively language courses, 28.49% 

mostly or exclusively literature courses, and 13.95% about half of each.

75096_ch07_ptg01_hires_154-182.indd   162 9/18/14   10:27 PM



Promoting Change in “Two-Tiered” Departments� 163

teaching (mostly) language and those teaching (mostly) literature, (2) have a 
comparable level of access to the tenure track, (3) have comparable voting rights, 
and (4) have a comparable chance of assuming departmental leadership positions. 
Table 7-4 summarizes the findings.

The result of the analysis showed that only a small minority (6.4%) of the 
respondents claimed to work in completely non-two-tiered departments (4 out of 4 
conditions met). Additionally, about a fourth of the respondents (23.26%) claimed 
to work in slightly two-tiered departments (3 out of 4 conditions met), and almost 
three-fourths of the respondents (70.34%) claimed to be working in moderately to 
heavily two-tiered departments (0, 1, or 2 out of the 4 conditions met).

Exploratory Analysis
An internal reliability test of the two instruments was run. The reliability coef-
ficients were satisfactory, as shown in Table 7-5.

Rahim (2004) provides data on the average level of organizational conflict 
experienced by the National Managerial Reference sample of 1,188 professionals 
working in the United States. Rahim suggests that as a diagnostic heuristic tool, 
indices that are higher than the national norm may be indicative of negative con-
flictual dynamics (Rahim, 2011, p. 199). A comparison of such data with data from 

Table 7-4 Identification of Two-Tiered Departments

Variable No Yes

Faculty divided between those teaching (mostly) language 
and those teaching (mostly) literature

27.33%
(n = 47 )

72.67%
(n = 125)

Comparable level of access to TT 79.07%
(n = 136)

20.93
(n = 36)

Comparable voting rights 33.72%
(n = 58)

66.28%
(n = 114)

Comparable chance of assuming leadership positions 47.67
(n = 82)

52.33%
(n = 90)

Table 7-5 Descriptive Statistics and Reliability Coefficients for Two 
Questionnaire Sections

Variable M SD Cronbach’s a

Intrapersonal conflict 2.39 .70 .82

Intragroup conflict 2.58 .84 .89

Intergroup conflict 2.57 .92 .92

Perceived control 2.11 .81 .88

Perceived competence 2.22 .84 .86

Goal internalization 1.57 .48 .75
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this study’s sample—divided between respondents specializing in literary studies 
and respondents specializing in SLS—is provided in Table 7-6.

As the data suggest, both groups displayed higher levels of conflict than the 
national average except for one combination (literature/intrapersonal conflict). 
Moreover, SLS faculty seem to experience much higher levels of intergroup con-
flict compared to their literature colleagues. In order to explore specific variables 
that may prove particularly revealing in FLL departments, an exploratory analysis 
of conflict and empowerment levels between faculty specializing in literature and 
faculty specializing in SLS will be presented later in text. However, it is impor-
tant to note that FLL departments are characterized by a greater complexity than 
this dichotomy. For example, faculty specializing in literature may teach language 
courses, sometimes exclusively, and perhaps a minority of faculty specializing in 
SLS may also teach literature or related topics. In order to address this complex-
ity, and mitigate somewhat the risk that the specialization factor was superim-
posed by the survey, the following individual and environmental variables were 
therefore considered: (1) type of courses taught (exclusively or mostly language, 
exclusively or mostly literature, a combination of the two); (2) type of employ-
ment status; and (3) subjective perception of having job security. Table 7-7 sum-
marizes the descriptive statistics.

On average, SLS faculty’s scores were higher than those of their literature col-
leagues in terms of intrapersonal conflict (+0.21) and intergroup conflict (+0.46). 
SLS faculty’s scores also revealed a lower level of perceived control (the ability to 
influence one’s professional environment to reach one’s objectives) (+0.32) than 
faculty specializing in literature. In terms of the type of courses taught, respon-
dents teaching mostly or exclusively language reported higher levels of intraper-
sonal conflict (+0.21) and intergroup conflict (+0.46) and a lower level of perceived 
control (+0.26), regardless of their specialization. Moreover, perhaps not surpris-
ingly, respondents who were not on a tenure track seemed to have a lower level of 
perceived control (+0.47) and scored higher on intergroup conflict (+0.31) than 
those who were on a tenure track or tenured. When dividing respondents by type 
of contract, the tenured faculty’s score of intergroup conflict was the lowest, com-
pared to those on a multiyear contract (+0.45), on a one-year contract (+0.28), 
or on a tenure track (+0.23). Tenured faculty’s level of perceived control was the 
highest, as opposed to that of tenure-track faculty (+0.31), faculty on a multiyear 
contract (+0.43), or faculty on a one-year contract (+0.70). Finally, faculty who 

Table 7-6 A Comparison of a National Average of Perceived Organizational 
Conflict (Rahim, 2004) for Professionals Working in the United States, and 
Respondents with Graduate Degrees in SLS and Literature

Intrapersonal conflict Intragroup conflict Intergroup conflict

National  
(n = 1,188)

M = 2.35, SD = .75 M = 2.31, SD = .61 M = 2.21, SD = .68

This study  
(n = 172)

SLS: M = 2.51, SD = .80
Lit.: M = 2.29, SD = .58

SLS: M = 2.54, SD = .80
Lit.: M = 2.62, SD = .88

SLS: M = 2.81, SD = .89
Lit.: M = 2.35, SD = .90

75096_ch07_ptg01_hires_154-182.indd   164 9/18/14   10:27 PM



Ta
b
le

 7
-7

 D
es

cr
ip

ti
ve

 S
ta

ti
st

ic
s 

(S
ta

n
d
ar

d
 D

ev
ia

ti
o
n
 i
n
 P

ar
en

th
es

es
)

H
ig

h
es

t 
d
eg

re
e

T
yp

e 
o
f 

co
u
rs

es
 t

au
g
h
t

T
yp

e 
o
f 

co
n
tr

ac
t

T
en

u
re

-t
ra

ck
 

st
at

u
s

P
er

ce
iv

ed
 j
o
b
 

se
cu

ri
ty

L
it

.
N

 =
 9

1
S
L
S

N
 =

 8
1

L
an

g
.

N
 =

 9
9

L
it

.
N

 =
 4

9
B

o
th

N
 =

 2
4

O
n
e-

ye
ar

N
 =

 2
7

+
Y
ea

r
N

 =
 3

3
T
en

u
re

 
tr

ac
k

N
 =

 3
4

T
en

u
re

d
N

 =
 7

8
N

o
N

 =
 6

0
Y
es

N
 =

 1
1
2

N
o

N
 =

 4
1

Y
es

N
 =

 1
3
1

In
tr

ap
er

so
n
al

 
co

n
fl
ic

t
2.

29
(0

.5
8)

2.
50

(0
.8

0)
2.

46
(0

.7
8)

2.
25

(0
.5

8)
2.

39
(0

.5
2)

2.
42

(0
.6

2)
2.

41
(0

.8
2)

2.
54

(0
.7

8)
2.

31
(0

.6
2)

2.
42

(0
.7

3)
2.

38
(0

.6
8)

2.
60

(0
.7

1)
2.

32
(0

.6
8)

In
tr

ag
ro

u
p
 

co
n
fl
ic

t
2.

62
(0

.8
8)

2.
54

(0
.8

0)
2.

45
(0

.8
2)

2.
74

(0
.8

4)
2.

76
(0

.9
0)

2.
61

(0
.7

5)
2.

43
(0

.9
9)

2.
54

(0
.8

3)
2.

65
(0

.8
1)

2.
51

(0
.8

9)
2.

61
(0

.8
2)

2.
59

(0
.7

2)
2.

57
(0

.8
8)

In
te

rg
ro

u
p
 

co
n
fl
ic

t
2.

35
(0

.9
0)

2.
81

(0
.8

9)
2.

74
(0

.9
1)

2.
28

(0
.8

3)
2.

42
(0

.9
8)

2.
67

(0
.7

3)
2.

84
(1

.0
6)

2.
62

(0
.9

9)
2.

39
(0

.8
5)

2.
77

(0
.9

3)
2.

46
(0

.9
0)

2.
85

(0
.9

3)
2.

47
(0

.9
0)

G
o
al

 
in

te
rn

al
iz

at
io

n
2.

03
(0

.7
6)

2.
19

(0
.8

5)
2.

15
(0

.8
8)

2.
07

(0
.7

8)
2.

01
(0

.5
5)

2.
17

(0
.9

1)
2.

22
(0

.8
5)

2.
12

(0
.7

7)
2.

02
(0

.7
7)

2.
20

(0
.8

7)
2.

06
(0

.7
7)

2.
30

(0
.9

0)
2.

06
(0

.7
7)

P
er

ce
iv

ed
 

co
n
tr

o
l

2.
07

(0
.6

8)
2.

39
(0

.9
6)

2.
33

(0
.9

2)
2.

07
(0

.7
2)

2.
08

(0
.6

4)
2.

67
(1

.0
2)

2.
40

(0
.7

3)
2.

28
(0

.8
1)

1.
97

(0
.7

3)
2.

53
(0

.8
8)

2.
06

(0
.7

7)
2.

60
(0

.8
4)

2.
10

(0
.8

0)

P
er

so
n
al

 
co

m
p
et

en
ce

1.
60

(0
.4

6)
1.

54
(0

.5
0)

1.
50

(0
.4

8)
1.

66
(0

.4
2)

1.
71

(0
.5

4)
1.

45
(0

.3
9)

1.
43

(0
.4

5)
1.

52
(0

.4
5)

1.
69

(0
.5

1)
1.

44
(0

.4
2)

1.
64

(0
.5

0)
1.

51
(0

.4
5)

1.
59

(0
.4

9)

N
ot

e:
 D

at
a 

h
av

e 
b
ee

n
 c

o
d
ed

 s
o
 t
h
at

 h
ig

h
er

 s
co

re
s 

in
d
ic

at
e 

a 
h
ig

h
er

 l
ev

el
 o

f 
co

n
fl
ic

t 
an

d
 d

is
em

p
o
w

er
m

en
t 
o
n
 a

 s
ca

le
 f
ro

m
 1

 t
o
 5

. F
o
r 

ex
am

p
le

, 
if
 s

u
b
je

ct
 A

’s
 s

co
re

 i
s 

1 
an

d
 

su
b
je

ct
 B

’s
 s

co
re

 i
s 

3,
 b

o
th

 o
n
, 
fo

r 
ex

am
p
le

, 
in

te
rg

ro
u
p
 c

o
n
fl
ic

t 
an

d
 p

er
so

n
al

 c
o
m

p
et

en
ce

, 
su

b
je

ct
 B

 w
il
l 
d
is

p
la

y 
a 

h
ig

h
er

 l
ev

el
 o

f 
co

n
fl
ic

t 
an

d
 a

 l
o
w

er
 l
ev

el
 o

f 
em

p
o
w

er
m

en
t.

165

75096_ch07_ptg01_hires_154-182.indd   165 9/18/14   10:27 PM



166� Alessandro Zannirato

felt they did not have job security reported higher levels of intrapersonal conflict 
(+0.28) and intergroup conflict (+0.38) than faculty who felt they had job security, 
and a weaker sense of perceived control (+0.50) and goal internalization (+0.24). 
Globally, it seems clear that faculty specializing in SLS, teaching language courses 
only, not on a tenure track, and feeling they have little job security appear to 
experience more intergroup conflict and to be less empowered in terms of exercis-
ing control over their professional environment. The only variable that does not 
fit this scenario is personal competence: Faculty teaching exclusively or mostly 
language courses obtained slightly higher scores than faculty teaching exclusively 
or mostly literature courses (+0.16) or a combination of the two (+0.21). By the 
same token, the perception of personal competence was higher in nontenured 
faculty than in tenured faculty (+0.20). More research is needed to understand 
why this is so. In order to gain more insights into intergroup dynamics, an ex-
ploratory section was added to test the conflict-generating factors postulated by 
ODT. Although this section did not utilize an instrument that has undergone psy-
chometric validation like the other two, it allowed the gathering of preliminary 
information on these factors. Respondents were asked to express their opinions on 
the following statements based on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly agree, 5 = 
strongly disagree). The results are summarized in Table 7-8.

Positive distinctiveness seems to be a prominent need in most groups, 
but more so among SLS faculty. A great majority of faculty specializing in SLS 
strongly believe that they are more qualified to direct a language program, and 
a majority of their literature colleagues, to a lesser extent, tend to agree. At the 
same time, almost half of the faculty specializing in literature believe they are 
more qualified to teach culture courses than their SLS colleagues, as opposed to 
less than a fourth among the SLS faculty. Ingroup superiority does not seem to be 
a substantially differentiating factor, but it is worth noting that almost a third of 
literature faculty believes that literary studies are the natural culmination for an 
undergraduate student majoring in foreign languages. Globally, the majority of 
respondents from both groups agree that they have different professional identi-
ties (only 37% of respondents held a different perception), although literature fac-
ulty seem to feel less strongly about this. A narrow majority of respondents (54%) 
believe that both groups are working toward a common pedagogical goal.

Finally, competition for resources seems to be an important variable. While the 
great majority of the SLS faculty believe departments should offer an equal num-
ber of tenure-track positions to them, only a fourth of the literature faculty agreed. 
Findings from this section suggest that most of the predictive conditions described 
by ODT as triggers of intergroup conflict may be common in FLL departments and 
are in line with the findings from the previous sections of the questionnaire.

Limitations and Discussion
Some limitations to this study have to be acknowledged prior to discussing emer-
gent patterns in the findings. First, the sample size was relatively small for an 
enquiry at the national level. Secondly, faculty on a tenure track (65.12%) were 
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Table 7-8 Conflict Predictors According to ODT (Standard Deviation  
in Parentheses)

Degree in SLS Degree in literature

(N = 81) (N = 91)

Generally speaking, someone specialized 
in SLS is more qualified to direct a lan-
guage program than someone specialized 
in literary studies.

Agree or strongly.  
agree = 80.24%
M = 1.69
(0.97)

Agree or strongly  
agree = 59.34%
M = 2.49
(1.22)

Generally speaking, someone specialized 
in literary studies is more qualified to 
teach culture courses  
than someone specialized in SLS.

Agree or strongly  
agree = 23.45%
M = 3.35
(1.07)

Agree or strongly  
agree = 45.05%
M = 2.65
(1.13)

Literary studies/SLS* is the natural 
culmination for an undergraduate  
student majoring in foreign languages.

Agree or strongly  
agree = 6.17%
M = 3.91
(0.98)

Agree or strongly  
agree = 29.67%
M = 3.03
(1.09)

Faculty specialized in SLS and faculty spe-
cialized in literary studies share a common 
professional identity.

Agree or strongly  
agree = 30.87%
M = 3.22
(1.28)

Agree or strongly  
agree = 49.45%
M = 2.89
(1.16)

When it comes to the students they teach, 
faculty specialized in literary studies and 
faculty specialized in SLS work toward a 
common pedagogical goal.

Agree or strongly  
agree = 40.75%
M = 2.95
(1.21)

Agree or strongly  
agree = 64.84%
M = 2.43
(1.19)

FLL departments should offer about half  
of available tenure-track positions to 
faculty specialized in literary studies and 
about half to faculty specialized in SLS.

Agree or strongly 
agree = 74.07%
M = 2.02
(0.96)

Agree or strongly 
agree = 25.27%
M = 3.15
(1.03)

*This question was modified according to the respondent’s specialization.

more heavily represented than those not on a tenure track (34.88%). Moreover, 
it seems plausible to conjecture that interdepartmental variability may be a sig-
nificant factor: Some departments may function quite harmoniously, while oth-
ers may be characterized by high levels of conflict and disempowerment. Readers 
are encouraged to carry out further evaluation and reflection at the local level 
to assess whether (1) the structural conditions predictive of conflict and disem-
powerment described in the literature are present in their departments and/or 
(2) conflict and faculty disempowerment are important factors in the local real-
ity. These issues notwithstanding, this evaluation has provided some preliminary 
evidence that conflict and disempowerment may be products of the organizational 
structure on which many FLL departments are based. If this is the case, conflict 
reduction and faculty empowerment will be possible only if a structural interven-
tion to rectify triggering factors is implemented. At the same time, it is equally 
unlikely that a decision to alter the structure of an organization will be made un-
less a cultural change is brought about. While changes to the governance struc-
ture are a pre-condition for conflict to be resolved in a two-tiered department, 
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process-oriented interventions aiming to improve stakeholders’ beliefs, roles, and 
interpersonal dynamics are just as important. These two types of interventions 
will serve as the conceptual base to describe the uses of this exploratory evalua-
tion. While a detailed analysis of conflict resolution and empowerment theories 
and methods goes beyond the scope of this chapter, a select few strategies will be 
described, in hopes that they will serve as the foundation for further discussion.

At the National Level
As discussed earlier in text, one of the major obstacles to a meaningful change 
in the governance structure of FLL departments is the lack of a clear agenda. It 
would be beneficial if national organizations representing language and literature 
faculty could provide such leadership and formulate specific recommendations 
for action. A useful starting point could perhaps be identifying a limited num-
ber of departments willing to take the challenge and documenting the process 
by way of rigorous evaluation. There are excellent examples of departments that 
have engaged in extensive curricular evaluative processes (e.g., the Department of 
German at Georgetown University or the Department of German Studies at Emory 
University). Similar studies concentrating on a redefinition of a department’s gov-
ernance structure would be of invaluable help. Without a clearly defined national 
agenda, further calls for change will remain vague declarations of principle.

Reaching a consensus on such recommendations would, of course, be quite 
challenging. This challenge, however arduous, is nonetheless at the very heart of 
the problem, as it would necessarily involve a discussion on the possible redistri-
bution of power and resources. One of the stated goals of the Ad Hoc Committee 
responsible for the 2007 MLA report was to explore such change “so that empow-
ering one group is not necessarily construed as the loss of autonomy on the other 
group” (Pratt et al., 2008, p. 289. Defining what is meant by “loss of autonomy” 
would be important. If the idea is that organizational change can happen without 
any willingness on the part of the privileged group to share power and resources, 
progress will be a mere illusion.

In the same line of thought, the Ad Hoc Committee describes a closer cur-
ricular collaboration between language and literature faculty as “a key step in cre-
ating an integrated department power structure in which all members contribute 
to defining and carrying out a shared educational mission” (Pratt et al., 2008, p. 
291). As the review of the literature suggested, the usefulness of calls for more 
interaction between language and literature faculty without addressing the struc-
tural causes of the disparities between the two groups is in question. The commit-
tee identifies “the lack of sustained institutional engagement on the part of many 
language teachers [as a] chief cause of the institutional weakness of language de-
partments. …. The situation calls for institutional remedies through the creation 
of opportunities for collaboration” (Pratt et al., 2008, p. 291). The problem, how-
ever, might not be the lack of opportunities for collaboration: If collaboration hap-
pens under a two-tiered scenario, then one group will still have the authority to 
listen to the other group’s recommendations, or to completely ignore them, and 
to make decisions that can preserve the power differential. When this is the case, 
the less-empowered group will most likely not feel motivated to engage in the 
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discussion. Such measures may amount to what McWhirter (1994, p. 224) calls 
“Band-Aid solutions, pacification, and redirection of [the marginalized group’s] 
energy”: strategies that, however well meant, reflect the very dynamics of disem-
powerment. As Pfeiffer (2008) puts it, “[A]s long as the professional values pro-
jected by senior faculty members in graduate departments remain the same and 
guided by maintaining certain privileges over other members of the same depart-
ment, it will be difficult to move forward, much less to achieve lasting transforma-
tion” (p. 298).

At the Department Level
The recommended uses of this evaluation at the departmental level draw from the 
reflections formulated earlier in text. In particular, supportive decision-makers 
should feel responsible for putting specific structural changes on the departmen-
tal agenda and for equipping themselves to face the resistance this will create. One 
of the findings of this study is that access to the tenure track and a perception of 
having job security may be factors having an impact on intergroup conflict and 
faculty’s perceived control. Working toward creating at least a minority of ten-
ure-track positions in SLS would address a significant source of disempowerment 
among language faculty in many two-tiered departments: that they are considered 
unsuitable for a research-based academic career because of their specialization.

In a different but related vein, it is interesting that, when divided by types of 
contract, respondents on multiyear contracts displayed the highest level of inter-
group conflict and the second lowest level of perceived control (+0.45 and +0.43, 
respectively, when compared to tenured faculty’s scores). While more empirical 
research is needed to understand the specific reasons, a hypothesis can be for-
mulated. Many faculty on multiyear contracts serve as language program direc-
tors and coordinators, and have been full-time members of their departments for 
years, or even decades. Besides the formal training in areas such as foreign lan-
guage teaching and curriculum development many may have, they also have an 
extensive knowledge of the department’s culture, history, and modus operandi. 
Yet this great professional potential goes untapped. Year after year, these faculty 
reexperience the same patterns of exclusion from the decision-making processes 
of the department. Sometimes they even see new, less experienced tenure-track 
hires assume leadership positions that have a direct impact on their lives and for 
which they would likely be more qualified by virtue of their training and experi-
ence. This situation is highly disempowering.

While converting all positions held by long-term language faculty into tenure-
stream positions is neither realistic nor necessarily desirable, much can be done 
to empower this group. Examples of specific empowering measures may include

•	 Challenging departments’ bylaws that create arbitrary faculty divi-
sions, and working toward creating a sufficient level of de facto equality. 
An example would be granting voting rights to all long-term faculty, 
regardless of their tenure-track status, on matters of common concern.

•	 Encouraging, supporting, and rewarding voluntary research done by 
language faculty, even if they are on a teaching track.
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•	 Allowing qualified language faculty to teach graduate courses in their 
specialty.

•	 Challenging terminological divisions between faculty (literature), and 
language teaching staff, specialists, or lecturers at all discourse levels 
(e.g., during departmental meetings, on the department’s website).

•	 Reducing salary gaps.

If at least some structural changes to the governance structure are imple-
mented, and blatant inequities between the two groups start to get addressed, 
the conditions may become favorable for more constructive intergroup interac-
tions to take place. In order to make the most of this possibility, key departmen-
tal decision-makers, such as department heads, would benefit from familiarizing 
themselves with conflict resolution and empowerment theories and practices in 
order to carry out process-oriented interventions among the faculty. Bringing in 
external evaluators specifically trained in empowerment evaluation and/or con-
flict resolution to serve as “critical friends” would potentially facilitate the process 
(Fetterman, 2004).

At the Individual Level
This evaluation has revealed that the main area of empowerment with which sec-
ond-tier faculty struggle the most is their level of perceived control. Faculty who 
belong to a disempowered group may use the finding of this evaluation as a start-
ing point to empower themselves in this very area. McWhirter (1994) describes 
the process of empowerment as follows:

Empowerment is the process by which people, organizations, or 
groups who are powerless or marginalized (1) become aware of 
power dynamics at work in their life context; (2) develop the skills 
and capacity for gaining some reasonable control over their lives; 
(3) which they exercise, (4) without infringing on the rights of oth-
ers, (5) which coincides with actively supporting the empowerment 
of others in the community. (p. 12, author’s emphasis)

It is therefore important for disempowered faculty to identify the systemic 
and dynamic conditions that make them less in control of their professional expe-
rience. The objective is to go from “power over others” (someone makes decisions 
for me over my professional life) to “power with others” (I am an active negotiator 
with others in making decisions about my professional life) (Follett, 1945). The 
different facets of the empowerment process described in McWhirter’s quote will 
be briefly explored.

Becoming aware of power dynamics
Along with the structural causes of disempowerment, three important dimen-
sions need to be reflected upon in the self-empowerment process: beliefs, roles, 
and expectations related to a particular organizational role (Gudykunst, 1994; 
McWhirter, 1994; Staples, 1990). For example, a key belief in many two-tiered 
FLL departments is that language teaching is less academic than the study of lit-
erature. The role that derives from this belief is a technical one: LPDs are more 
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specialists than faculty. One of the expectations associated with this role is that, 
because of her technical expertise, an LPD will make a language program work. 
These beliefs may or may not have been internalized by the disempowered in-
dividual. An empowering exercise is to become aware of the discrepancies and 
similarities in the conceptualizations of these dimensions by key decision-makers 
and the disempowered individual. The objective is to challenge beliefs, roles, and 
expectations that are irrational or unreasonable. In order to do so, the exercise in 
Table 7-9 may be useful.

The table provides an example of an LPD’s partial response to this exercise.8 
This exercise compares dominant and individual conceptualizations against em-
pirical evidence. It also allows disempowered faculty to experience any divergence 
between the two conceptualizations and to respond to it affectively.

8 While hypothetical, this example is based on real-life situations reported to the author by fellow 
LPDs. 

Table 7-9 Expectation 1: Example of LPD’s response

Explicit or implicit 
beliefs, roles, 
and expectations 
associated with the 
position of LPD in 
my department

LPDs are expected to make sure the quality of language 
courses is satisfactory, as evidenced by end-of-semester course 
evaluations.

Evidence this is so The tenured faculty meet periodically to review language course 
evaluations. LPDs are not invited to these meetings. Language 
course evaluations are among the criteria that are considered 
during the LPD’s contract renewal process.

My own perception I am the director of the program, and my job is to be 
responsible for the quality of the courses I coordinate.

Evidence this is 
(not) so

I am responsible for writing the curriculum, and for coordinat-
ing, assessing, and evaluating all language courses. At the same 
time, most of our language courses are taught by GSIs who 
receive no formal training in foreign language teaching. I am 
not even consulted when new graduate students are selected. 
Sometimes I have to work with GSIs who don’t have a good 
command of the language, have no previous training in teach-
ing, no experience in the classroom, and at times no interest in 
the theoretical side of teaching.

My emotional 
response

I sometimes feel ashamed about the quality of the courses we 
offer. When problems about the quality of a course arise, and 
undergraduate students come to see me, I can’t tell them that  
I believe their instructor is incompetent. I also worry about  
end-of-semester evaluations, on which my job security depends. 
I am torn between keeping high expectations, and lowering 
course standards so that undergraduate students won’t complain. 
Also, I feel resentful toward the tenured faculty, who think they 
can assess the quality of what I do based on evaluations of 
courses I don’t teach, and without even asking for my opinion.
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Developing and exercising the skills to gain control, without  
infringing on the rights of others.
In order to gain control over the sources of disempowerment identified in the pre-
vious step, it is necessary to (1) identify the deficiencies of the system that can be 
realistically changed, (2) change one’s unrealistic or maladaptive self-perceptions, 
and (3) develop skills to exercise interpersonal influence in order to change what 
can be realistically changed.

The first necessary intrapersonal skill is to challenge irrational or unrealistic 
beliefs. In the example in Table 7.9, for instance, the LPD formulated the belief 
that she is responsible for the quality of the courses she coordinates. Given the 
conditions under which she works, this is a partially unrealistic belief. The fact 
that she has no control over who her Graduate Student Instructors (GSI) are is 
a significant factor in determining the quality of the language courses, especially 
given that GSIs are not necessarily chosen based on their potential as language 
teachers. Therefore, a more adaptive belief would be as follows:

I am responsible for the quality of my curriculum, and for the 
courses I teach. I am also responsible for providing all the as-
sistance I possibly can to my GSIs. At the same time, the quality 
of the language courses we offer depends on many factors over 
which I have no control. Therefore, I am partially responsible for 
the quality of our language courses, and I will hold the people who 
make decisions for me accountable for the influence they exercise 
on my program.

This new conceptualization of the belief is more in line with the local real-
ity. The problem remains that decisions on the LPD’s contract renewal are made 
in part based on GSIs’ course evaluations and that students identify the LPD 
as the main decision-maker of the program. A second step is to evaluate past 
decision-making strategies. While changing the system as a whole may indeed be 
unrealistic at the individual level, much can be done both to push for some lim-
ited change and to protect oneself from the damage the unfair system can cause. 
An important factor in this respect is to offer and demand accountability. In its 
most basic formulation, accountability means that those who have the authority 
to make decisions should also be responsible for their consequences. Accountabil-
ity goes hand-in-hand with evidence-based strategies. Disempowered individuals 

If a job description for your position is available, start from there. Think 
about the role associated with your position as defined by the culture, his-
tory, and tradition of your department. Based on these factors, how would you 
describe the dominant perception of your role? On what expressed or implied 
beliefs is it based? What are the expectations associated with it? What evidence 
confirms that this depiction is accurate? Then compare this description with 
your own beliefs, expectations, and conceptualized roles about your position, 
and note similarities and differences. Finally, become aware of your emotional 
response to the comparison.
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should therefore (1) take the responsibility for evidence-based decisions that have 
unquestionably to do with their job description, (2) make an effort to gather evi-
dence documenting their decision-making processes, and (3) effectively commu-
nicate to more powerful decision-makers the rationale behind their decisions and 
that they are willing to support and respect their overriding decisions as long as 
the decision-makers are willing to be held accountable for them.

In order to make this description less theoretical, the example provided in the 
previous section will be further expanded in order to show how these principles 
can be turned into specific action. The LPD described before was uncomfortable 
with the fact she had no say in the selection of the GSIs. While she had accepted 
the system for many years without questioning it, she started to think that, if 
her name was on a course syllabus, she should have at the very least the author-
ity to decide who has the bare minimum qualifications to teach and who does 
not (belief change, role redefinition). She also realized that, while she had often 
complained about the situation, she never took concrete steps to try to change it 
(evaluation of past decision-making strategies). She then approached the chair, 
explained the challenges she was facing, and asked that LPDs be included in the 
selection process. While sympathetic with her reasons, the chair’s position was 
that graduate students are selected based only on their potential as literary critics 
and therefore the inclusion of LPDs in the selection process was not appropriate. 
The LPD thanked the chair, and followed the meeting with an email summarizing 
both the chair’s point and her unmet concerns. She let the chair know she would 
appreciate further discussion and she would be in touch with further information. 
She then started to collect evidence about her GSIs’ performance: She pulled class 
recordings and observation reports, and reviewed undergraduate student assign-
ments graded by her GSIs to check for the accuracy of their corrections. The evi-
dence confirmed that some of her GSIs’ performance was substandard. The LPD 
decided to concentrate on the least controversial aspect of the assessment: some 
of her GSIs’ insufficient linguistic competence (push for limited change). In some 
cases, the GSIs’ language level was not much higher than that of the students 
they were teaching. She decided this was unacceptable and she would not agree 
to be held accountable for courses taught by such GSIs (setting new boundaries). 
The LPD decided to create a language diagnostic exam, to be administered to all 
new incoming GSIs at the beginning of the year, so that unsuitable GSIs could be 
identified before the beginning of classes (proactivity). The LPD decided to pres-
ent the evidence she had gathered to the chair. She would inform the chair that 
she intended to start administering a graduate language diagnostic exam starting 
the following year and that she would strongly recommend that GSIs not meeting 
minimum linguistic standards not teach and be offered remedial help. She would 
tell him that, while she respected the literature faculty’s right to choose the most 
qualified candidates for the graduate program (acknowledging the other party’s 
rights), it was her right and responsibility to ensure minimum standards in her 
program. She would tell the chair that she was ready to accept a decision overrid-
ing her recommendation, but that she would hold the decision-makers account-
able for any student or parent complaints about the linguistic competence of the 
GSIs (demanding accountability).
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The chair’s support is, of course, not guaranteed. However, the LPD is now in 
a more empowered position. If the chair agrees with her proposal, she will have 
developed a way to increase the quality of her program. If not, the chair will have 
to either suggest an acceptable alternative solution to the documented linguistic 
weakness of some of the GSIs or accept full responsibility for any future com-
plaints from students and parents.

Actively supporting the empowerment of others in the community. 
Self-empowerment can happen at the individual level. At the same time, it is also 
a socially mediated process. The wealth of research on support groups suggests 
that supporting the empowerment of others who are facing similar challenges is 
intrinsically self-empowering (Levy, 2000; Rappaport, 1987). Again, national orga-
nizations could be instrumental in providing opportunities for such interaction. It 
would be particularly interesting, for instance, if a committee of LPDs working in 
two-tiered departments could receive the support of a major national organization 
to produce a report addressing issues of governance as a further step toward the 
goals highlighted in the 2007 MLA report.

Action Plan and Conclusions

The first step of the action plan derived from this evaluation will involve 
approaching the participants of this project by email, sharing the results of 
this preliminary evaluation, and soliciting comments and criticism on the 
findings. The evaluator will propose the creation of a working group interested 
in pursuing further evaluation of two-tiered departments, and will encourage 
interested participants to involve other colleagues. The ideal group should be 
composed of an equal representation of first-tier and second-tier faculty from 
both specializations (and other backgrounds if necessary), in order to give all 
stakeholders an equal voice and to ensure marginalized stakeholders are prop-
erly represented. If the attempt to create a working group is successful, the 
evaluator will then propose implementing the Getting to Outcomes method of 
empowerment evaluation (Wandersman, Imm, Chinman, & Kaftarian, 2000), 
which involves stakeholders’ negotiation of the following steps:

1. � What are the needs and resources of the working group? (needs and 
resource assessment); 2. What are the goals, target population, and 
desired outcomes of the working group? (goal setting);

3. � How can the findings from the exploratory evaluation and the other 
available knowledge and best practices inform an intervention on two-
tiered departments? (science and best practices);

4. � How does an intervention fit with the reality of the different depart-
ments? How can the working group meaningfully interact with other 
groups or organizations that are working on the same issues? (collabo-
ration; cultural competence);

5. � What capacities will be needed to implement this intervention into 
place with quality? (capacity building);
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6. � How will this intervention be carried out? (planning);
7. � How will the quality of implementation be assessed? (process evaluation);
8. � How well did the intervention work? (outcome and impact evaluation);
9. � How will continuous quality improvement strategies be incorporated? 

(continuous quality improvement);
10. � If the intervention is (or components are) successful, how will the in-

tervention be sustained? (sustainability). Timelines and interaction 
modalities will be discussed and defined by the working group.

In the end, it is hoped that this evaluation has shed some new light on the 
problematic nature of two-tiered departments and that it will encourage specific 
structural changes to our departments’ governance structure.

Survey

Thank you for agreeing to fill out this questionnaire.

This questionnaire is composed of five pages, including this one, and will take 
approximately 5-8 minutes to complete. All information you submit will be col-
lected in a strictly anonymous fashion, and will be used for statistical purposes 
only. There are no right or wrong answers, and your first response is likely to be 
the best for you, so don’t dwell on each question for too long. If you answer ‘no’ to 
the first or the second question (below), you do not qualify to participate in this 
study, and you will be directed to the end of the questionnaire.

By completing this questionnaire, you are consenting to be in this research study. 
Your participation is voluntary and you can stop at any time. If you have any ques-
tions about this study, please contact Dr. A. Zannirato at (410) 5167230 or by 
email: zannirato@jhu.edu.
eIRB protocol HIRB00000854

1.	 Are you a faculty member teaching a foreign language and/or literature 
at the college/university level in the US?

uu Yes  h  No

2.	 Does your department employ both faculty specialized in literary stud-
ies and faculty specialized in language studies?

	 �  *Foreign language education/pedagogy, linguistics/Second Language Acquisition

uu Yes  h  No

3.	 Your university is a
uu Public university
uu Private university

	   Other: ____________________

4.	 Which of the following best describes your position?
uu I’m tenured
uu I’m on a tenure track
uu I’m on a multi-year contract
uu I’m on a 1-year contract

	   Other: _________________
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5.	 Do you feel you have job security?
uu Yes  h  No

	   Other: __________________

6.	 Are you a language program director/coordinator?
uu Yes  h  No

7.	 Your age: ___________

8.	 Your sex
uu Male
uu Female

9.	 Your highest graduate degree is in
uu Language studies (Foreign Language Education/pedagogy, 
Linguistics, and/or Second
uu Language acquisition)
uu Literary studies

	   Other:__________________

10.	 Did your graduate degree have a minor concentration in the other 
discipline?*

	   (*in language studies if you specialize in literary studies, and vice versa)

uu Yes  h  No

11.	 Feel free to provide more information about your previous answer 
_____________________

12.	 On average, what kind of courses do you teach?
uu Mostly literature courses
uu Mostly language courses
uu An equal number of language and literature courses

13.	 Does your department offer a comparable number of tenure-track posi-
tions in literary studies and language studies*?

	   *Foreign language education/pedagogy, linguistics/Second Language Acquisition

uu Yes  h  No
	   Other:__________

14.	 Is the faculty in your department divided between those teaching 
(mostly) language and those teaching (mostly) literature?

uu Yes  h  No
	   Other:__________

15.	 Do the faculty specialized in language studies* and the faculty special-
ized in literary studies in your department have an equal chance to as-
sume leadership roles (e.g. Director of undergraduate/graduate studies, 
Section or Department head)?

	   *Foreign language education/pedagogy, linguistics, second language acquisition

uu Yes  h  No
	   Other:__________
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16.	 Do the faculty specialized in language studies* and the faculty special-
ized in literary studies in you department have comparable voting rights?

	   *Foreign language education/pedagogy, linguistics, second language acquisition

uu Yes  h  No
	   Other:__________

Please express your level of agreement with the following statements

uu Strongly agree
uu Agree
uu Neither agree nor disagree
uu Disagree
uu Strongly disagree

17.	 Generally speaking, someone specialized in language studies* is more 
qualified to direct a language program than someone specialized in lit-
erary studies

	   *Foreign language education/pedagogy, linguistics, second language acquisition

18.	 Generally speaking, someone specialized in literary studies is more 
qualified to teach culture courses than someone specialized in language 
studies*

	   *Foreign language education/pedagogy, linguistics, second language acquisition

19.	 Literary studies are the natural culmination for an undergraduate stu-
dent majoring in foreign languages

20.	 Faculty specialized in language studies* and faculty specialized in liter-
ary studies share a common professional identity

	   *Foreign language education/pedagogy, linguistics/Second Language Acquisition

21.	 When it comes to the students they teach, faculty specialized in literary 
studies and faculty specialized in language studies* work toward a com-
mon pedagogical goal

	   *Foreign language education/pedagogy, linguistics, second language acquisition

22.	 Departments of foreign languages and literatures should offer about 
half of available tenure-track positions to faculty specialized in literary 
studies, and about half to faculty specialized in language studies*

	   *Foreign language education/pedagogy, linguistics, second language acquisition

23.	 Resources in my department are allocated fairly among faculty special-
ized in language studies* and faculty specialized in literary studies

	   *Foreign language education/pedagogy, linguistics, second language acquisition

24.	 Feel free to provide more information about your previous answers: 
__________________
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Please express your level of agreement with the following statements

In the following items, MY FACULTY GROUP refers to the faculty who specialize 
in literary studies if you specialize in literary studies, or the faculty who specialize 
in language studies if you specialize in language studies. THE OTHER FACULTY 
GROUP refers to the faculty who specialize in language studies if you specialize in 
literary studies, and vice versa.

uu Strongly agree
uu Agree
uu Neither agree nor disagree
uu Disagree
uu Strongly disagree

25.	 I like the tasks that I perform relative to the other tasks that are per-
formed in my department

26.	 There is disagreement in my faculty group

27.	 There is lack of mutual assistance between my faculty group and the 
other faculty group

28.	 There is friendliness among the members of my faculty group

29.	 My skills are fully utilized on the job

30.	 There is cooperation between my faculty group and the other faculty 
group

31.	 The other faculty group creates problems for my faculty group.

32.	 There is harmony within my faculty group

33.	 If I accept a job at another university, I would like to do the tasks that  
I am doing now

34.	 There is ‘we’ feeling among the members of my faculty group

35.	 There are personality clashes between my faculty group and the other 
faculty group

36.	 The relationship between my faculty group and the other faculty group 
is harmonious in attaining the overall departmental goals

37.	 There is difference of opinion among the members of my faculty group

38.	 I engage in work that is of little interest to me

39.	 The other faculty group withholds information necessary for the attain-
ment of my faculty group’s tasks

40.	 There is a good match between the tasks that I perform and my initial 
task preferences when I took my current job

41.	 The members of my faculty group are supportive of each other

42.	 There are clashes between subgroups within my faculty group

43.	 My job can be made more satisfying
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44.	 There are disputes between my faculty group and the other faculty 
group

45.	 There is a good match between my needs and the needs of my 
department

46.	 There is agreement between my faculty group and the other faculty 
group

Please express your level of agreement with the following statements

uu Strongly agree
uu Agree
uu Neither agree nor disagree
uu Disagree
uu Strongly disagree

47.	 I am inspired by what we are trying to achieve as a department

48.	 I have the authority to work effectively

49.	 I have the competence to work effectively

50.	 I have the authority to make decisions at work

51.	 I can do my work efficiently

52.	 I am enthusiastic about working toward my department’s objectives

53.	 I have the capabilities required to do my job well

54.	 I can influence decisions taken in my department

55.	 I am keen on our doing well as a department

56.	 I have the skills and abilities to do my job well

57.	 I can influence the way work is done in my department

58.	 I am inspired by the goals of my department

59.	 Important responsibilities are part of my job

60.	 I can handle the challenges I face at work

61.	 I am enthusiastic about the contribution my work makes to my 
department

62.	 Any additional comments: _____________________________
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