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INTRODUCTION

Lillian Beard 1s a treasure, plain and simple. I can’t thank Bill Moody enough for
capturing her stories so we can share in her wisdom. As a fellow interpreter, who
also has Deaf parents, Lilhan’s stories resonate deeply, not only on a personal and
experiential level, but also on a professional one. Her personal narrative 1s in many
ways the narrative of our profession. Through her anecdotes we can uncover the
underlying values that were the cornerstone of the interpreting profession. In a field
that 1s rapidly changing and moving away from Deaf community ties, collective
culture values, and becoming solely an economic relationship, her journey and its
lessons are of even more importance now.

Lillian’s reminiscences are a call to remind us of the values that RID were founded
on, to remind us of the importance of community, (in its broadest sense as well as its
specific connection to the Deal community), to remind us to honor those who gave
us the language, to honor the value of mterpreting as a service to fellow human
beings, to remind us that there 1s nothing nobler than to Ae/p another human being.
These values were the foundation of our field. As we have become more
‘professionally’ oriented, we have lost some of the sentiments and values that shaped
our community ethic, motivations that shaped our field. Lillian’s stories are a way to
return to our origins and reflect on what we need to re-examine and reclaim as we
move forward.

To me, as a fellow coda interpreter, Lillian’s message evokes the same feelings as
George W. Veditz, and that 1s quite simply, hope. I can almost hear her say and
sign, “As long as we have people who are friends of the Deaf community, we will
have mterpreters.” Not just people who learned sign language to earn a living, but
those who bring their heart and spirit to a community to help the world be a better
place.
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How to incorporate this DVD into your teaching curriculum:

There are several ways to use this DVD as a teaching tool. I have found it to be a
very powerful resource to use when teaching Ethics. This DVD along with Dennis
Cokely’s Exploring Ethics: A Case for Revising the Code of Ethics, and Shifting
Positionality: A Critical Examination of the Turning Pomt i the Relationship of
Interpreters and the Deal” Community ', and Lou Fant’s Silver Threads are

resources that help us frame Lillian mn a larger political context. These readings along
with Lillian’s stories lead us to re-examine the origins of our field and help us
critically examine our current position.

Lillian’s stories help us uncover some of the values that were the foundation of our
profession. Her anecdotes are also a window onto the past, and help us see what
Deaf life was like 1n the early 1900’s. Her recollections of how she began interpreting
are a great roadmap of nascent interpreter strategies and tools, a look at the
beginnings of sign language interpreting as a field. What are the strategies she used?
How did she mentor? How did she choose future interpreters? She clearly had a
triadic approach and included the hearing person in building the iterpretation as
much as the Deaf person. What values guided her decision making?

Like Danica Seleskovitch, Lillian, without formal training or access to research in the
field, clearly understood “speech, thought, speech” to be an essential part of
mterpreting.

But there was a ime when she realized she needed “mentoring” from the Hearing
community. This revelation 1s a great prompt we can use to explore our own
personal and social filters and think about what we need to strengthen i our own
work. And it 1s a reminder of the lengths to which the non-codas must go to seek
and obtain mentoring from the Deat community, including even finding a Deaf
family to live with for a certain time to really enter the Deaf World.

Lillian’s Stories can be used as a historical document to look at changes not only in
the profession, but in the society at large, and the shifts in relationships between
mterpreters and the Deal community. They also constitute an ethical treatise. In the
past, how did we evaluate if we were successful as interpreters or not? Who had the
power 1n determining who entered the field and if the interpretation was successful?
Who were our teachers? These are just a few ways this DVD can be used to spark
mquiry along these lines. Below I have listed a few other ways you can use this DVD
as a teaching guide.

1 - Note, these articles are included at the end of this document.
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1. Examining values

Bill Moody said when he was working on this DVD he was struck with the fact that
Lillian was constantly trying to make people happy: making sure the Judge was
satisfied with her work and the 1illiterate Deaf defendant felt that he was ‘heard’,
opening up new vistas for her Deaf friends through mterpreting but only when they
wanted it, etc. Though we smile at the sentiment, and think how quaint, and then
quickly discount ‘happiness’ as non-‘academic’, it was a pillar of Lillian’s practice
and 1s 1n fact central to the idea in HH Dali Lama’s, Ethics of the New Millenium.
“We all desire to be happy and avoid suffering. Our every intended action, 1n a
sense our whole life - how we choose to live 1t within the context of limitations
imposed by our circumstances - can be seen as our answer to the question, ‘How
am I to be happy?””

In a culture that prides itself on being “me” oriented, we often see helping another,
or considering another’s happiness, as a concern for religion, not for our profession.
Many codas have expressed feelings of losing themselves because they grew up
feeling that they always put others first. (Lillian also alludes to this in her stories when
she talks about the need to find a balance of caring for one’s self and for others.)
This call to thinking about other’s happiness, may be very charged indeed. But what
if we were to explore in context, what the expectation of happiness would be 1 an
mterpreted mteraction. It seems to me, at its most basic level, it means an interpreter
who 1s fluent, capable, culturally facile and knowledgeable, respecttul of the
mdividuals and the exchange between the individuals.

This right to happiness then 1s an element that can be explored with more or less
refinement 1 an ethics course.

2. History of our field

Lillian’s recollections, along with Lou Fant’s SI/ver Threads, are invaluable resources
to help us examine our roots. You can delve into issues about how interpreters were
chosen and groomed. Not all codas were or became interpreters, contrary to
popular belief, so what criteria did Lillian use when she recruited interpreters? Who
chose the mterpreters? How were they taught? How were they groomed, and by
whom? Who inevitably decided if an interpreter stayed in the field or not? Compare
this with today. Has the power shifted in the field? How 1s recruitment of
mterpreters done today? What are some of the benefits and drawbacks to these
changes?

JUST A PAIR OF HANDS TEACHING GUIDE Developed by Lynnette Taylor 3



What kind of attributes did Lilhan look for in an interpreter? Do you think these are
valuable attributes to have? Why? Make a list of attributes you think are important
for an interpreter to have. Do you think Deaf people would 1dentify the same traits?
If yes, why are these important attributes? If no, what kind of attributes would the
Deaf person want an interpreter to have? If they are different, what does this say
about our values and vision of the field?

How were the first members of RID recruited? How did RID get its name? What
was the impetus for making a registry? Before we had specialized fields, Lillian
already recognized that interpreters had more expertise or interest in certain areas
than others, and developed her list accordingly. What do you think about that?
‘What does this indicate about our field even at the onset? How many iterpreters
today consider themselves ‘generalists’ as opposed to ‘specialists?’

In the early days of interpreting, codas and community interpreters grew together.
Often codas taught new interpreters and welcomed them 1n the field. Stories of
growing up with deaf parents and the experiences of a coda were commonly shared,
and part of the fabric of our cultural knowledge. Do you think this 1s still true? Are
coda stories shared within interpreting circles like before? When they are, how are
they recerved? If you think there has been a shift, why do you think it has changed?

3. Value of community relationships

In describing our current culture, HH Dali Lama points out, “in place of our
dependence on one another for support, today, whenever possible, we tend to rely
on machines and services... Modern organized living demands the least possible
direct dependence on others... With these developments (reliance on paid help,
technology) there has arisen a sense that my future is not dependent on my
neighbor... This in turn, encourages us to suppose that because others are not
mmportant for my happiness, their happiness 1s not important to me.” Lillian’s
journey as an interpreter illustrates many ways communities worked together, and
how membership was defined. Even her emergence as an mterpreter in church,
devising strategies for imterpretation point to an intuitive understanding of the need
to build communities. She also saw herself as a link to communities, a community
builder, as 1t were. Do we still see ourselves that way? Do you think that this

particular view 1s only relevant in religious mterpreting or does 1t extend beyond
that?
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Denmnis Cokely’s article, Shifting Positionality: A Critical Examination of the Turning
Point in the Relationship of Interpreters and the Deaf Community 1s also a great
resource to use along with this DVD. Cokely’s article 1s particularly valuable in
exploring the shift in our values n the field and how that, in turn, affects the political
relationship between interpreting and the Deaf community. Did the calling of
mterpreter begin more deaf-centric and have we moved to be more hearing-centric
in our approach? If so, what are the consequences of this ideological shift?

Because Lillian 1s so open and vibrant she welcomes introspection. We can use her
stories as a guide to look at our own process of mterpreting. How do I build a team?
What do I do when I don’t understand the content? What values guide my decision-
making process? Why am I an interpreter? There are, I am sure, many more areas

to be mined for discussion from this treasure. Have fun with 1t, the journey to the
past with Lillian as a guide 1s quite tender, msightful and thought provoking.

Articles by Dennis Cokely 1n this document:
Exploring Ethics pp. 6 - 22

Shifiing Positionality pp. 23 - 36
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Shifting Positionality: A Critical
Examination of the Turning Point
in the Relationship of Interpreters
and the Deaf Community

Dennis Cokely

Interpreters have always occupied a unique social and cultural position
relative to the communities within which they work. It is they who are
positioned “between worlds” and who make possible communication
with “outsiders.” While there is emerging literature on the positionality
of those who provide access to another spoken language world (e.g.,
Karttunen, 1994; Valdes, 2003), there is surprisingly little literature in
this regard on sign language interpreters/ transliterators.' Given that
sign language interpreters/transliterators are positioned between sign
language and spoken language worlds, there are critical aspects of their
social and cultural positionality that have no counterpart among in-
terpreters who are positioned between two spoken language worlds.
Although this chapter focuses on the shifting positionality of sign
language interpreters/transliterators in the United States, the obser-
vations developed here will, T believe, hold relevance for Deaf
Communities and sign language interpreters/transliterators in other
countries.”

OUR HISTORIC FOOTING

In order to fully appreciate the dramatic shifts in positionality that have
occurred, it is important to understand that the roots of the practice of
sign language interpreting/ transliterating lie squarely within the aegis
of Deaf Communities. Before the early 1970s, interpretation/transliter-
ation was seen as a voluntary and charitable activity that fell to those
non-deaf persons with some level of competence in sign language. This
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usually meant that the pool of prospective interpreters /transliterators
consisted of the daughters, sons, siblings, or extended relatives of deaf
adults or those who lacked any blood ties to the Deaf Community but
who were engaged in an occupation that placed them in regular inter-
action with members of the Community (e.g., teachers, social workets,
ministers).3 )

Ultimately, however, members of the Community would determine
for themselves whether and when someone possessed sufficient com-
municative competence and had also demonstrated sufficient trust-
worthiness that they would be asked to interpret/transliterate. Absent
any external, objective criteria that might serve to validate someone’s
competence as an interpretet/ transliterator, the Community relied on
the judgment and experience of its members to determine who could
function effectively as an interpreter/transliterator. This judgment, it
would appear, was based more on one’s overall fluency in sign than
one’s technical skill at interpreting/transliterating (Fant, 1990) and,
perhaps more important, a sense that the individual would act in the
best communicative interests of the deaf individual. This resulted in a
rather limited pool of prospective interpreters/ transliterators.

Thus, it is no wonder that as the communicative needs of the
Community increased, the number of those judged capable was in-
sufficient to meet the Community’s needs. The notion of Community
selectivity raises an interesting series of questions about those who
presumably would be judged most trustworthy by the Community:
children of deaf adults (CODAs). One wonders, for example, what
were the factors that led some CODAs to shun the Community and
avoid interpreting altogether, and what were the factors led the Com-
munity to choose some CODAs but not others. For their part, those
individuals, both CODAs and non-CODAs who were asked (or, given
the times, perhaps “chosen’ better captures the reality) to function as
interpreters/ transliterators perceived their work as “just another way
of helping deaf family members, friends, co-workers, or complete
strangers. It was a way of contributing to the general welfare of deaf
people....” (Fant, 1990, p. 10).

This view of “interpretation/transliteration as my contribution”™ is
certainly in keeping with the Community’s expectations of reciprocity
(Smith, 1983) and the characterization of the American Deaf Commu-
nity as a collectivist culture (Mindess, 1999). Interpreters and transli-
terators not only became part of the fabric of the Community, but
advice on who was considered a competent practitioner or a promising
interpreter/ transliterator-in-the-making was part of the received wis-
dom of the Comumunity passed along by older Deaf adults to younger
members in much the same way advice was given about “Deaf
friendly” doctors, dentists, or other needed service providers.
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Fant (1990) also asserts that this view of “interpretation/transliteration
as my contribution” was in keeping with societal norms of the time in
which good deeds were a matter of private, and not corporate, concerns.
It is probable that such a view of “interpretation/transliteration as my
contribution” has existed since there have been Deaf people with non-
deaf relatives and friends. However, in the United States at least, during
the decade of the sixties, this view of interpreter/transliterator volun-
teerism occurred within a wider societal context of Kennedy’s Camelot
and Johnson's Great Society. It is not too farfetched to believe that the
“ask what you can do for your country” infectious spirit of the times
contributed to the founding of the organization that is now known as the
Registry of Interpreters for the Deaf (RID).

In this view of “interpretation/transliteration as my contribution,”
few people actually called themselves interpreters or transliterators.
They were asked to do the work, but the work of interpreting did
not define them or their relation to the Community. Individuals who
worked as interpreters or transliterators were employed as school-
teachers, educational administrators, rehabilitation counselors, or reli-
gious workers; many worked as housewives. The assumption was that
no one earned a living by doing the work of interpreting/transliter-
ating, largely because there was no expectation of compensation. “We
did not expect to be paid, we did not ask to be paid, because we did not
do it for the money. We felt it was our obligation, our duty to do it, and
if we did not do it, the deaf person would suffer and we would feel
responsible” (Fant, 1990, p. 10).

Interpreting/transliterating was not even viewed as an occupa-
tion, much less a profession. This was underscored, even in the mid-
seventies, when individuals were expected to volunteer their services
as interpreters/transliterators at local, regional, national, and interna-
tional conferences and conventions. A case in point that demonstrates
the expectation of “interpretation/transliteration as my contribution”
is the Seventh Congress of the World Federation of the Deaf, held in
1975 in Washington, DC. At that Congress, sign language interpreters/
transliterators were expected not only to volunteer their services but
also to register for the Congress and pay for all of their own expenses.
Spoken language interpreters (Spanish, French, and German}, how-
ever, were well compensated and given working conditions in accord
with prevailing international conference standards.

That interpreting /transliterating was viewed neither as occupation
nor profession was evident at a 1964 meeting that would result in the
founding of the organization that is now known as the Registry of
Interpreters for the Deaf (RID).* Of the 73 participants (15 of whom
were deaf) and 6 observers at that meeting, 90% were actively engaged
in the field of education. Most of the non-deaf educators present could
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and did interpret/transliterate, but “they did not think of themselves
as interpreters” (Fant, 1990, p. 7). It is noteworthy (and serves ?o un-
derscore the discussion thus far) that only two of the participants
even called themselves “interpreters.” Typically, professionals come
together to create an organization that will serve their goals and needs.
In the case of interpreters/transliterators, this sequence was reversed
and the organization appeared before there was a commonly recog-
nized understanding of the work of interpreters/transliterators and
certainly before practitioners thought of themselves as ““professionals.”

~At a workshop on interpreting for the deaf conducted at Ball State
Teachers College, June 14-17, 1964, in Muncie, Indiana, the National
Registry of Professional Inlerpreters and Translators for the Deaf was
organized”” (Quigley & Youngs, 1965). However, within 6 mont}}s of
the organizational meeting, the name had been changed to the Registry
of Interpreters for the Deaf. Fant states that dropping the word “pro-
fessional”” better expressed the organization’s intent to recruit, train, and
maintain a registry. There were eight stated purposes of the organiza-
tion, the third of which was to recruit “qualified interpreters and trans-
lators.” According to Fant, “We were eager to recruit, train, and verify
the competence of interpreters, but I do not believe that we thought
they would become full-time interpreters. It is my opinion that we
perceived the new interpreters functioning in much the same way as
we had, that is, holding full-time jobs and interpreting on the side”
(1990, p. 7).

It is quite likely, however, that another, perhaps more significant,
force contributed to the name change. I believe a compelling case can
be made that at the time the notion of a “professional interpreter” was,
for the Community, the antithesis of “interpretation/transliteration as
my contribution.” If the prevailing view of “interpretation/transliter-
ation as my contribution” rested on an assumption of Communal
proximity, perhaps the notion of ““interpreter /transliterator as profes-
sional” was seen as the embodiment of distance and detachment. Al-
though it seems clear that the original intent of including the word
“professional” was to reflect individuals who were skilled and com-
petent, perhaps it was felt that the popular understanding of a “pro-
fessional” (well compensated and aloof) would be perceived negatively
by the Deaf Community which, after all, had a centuries-old history of
being maltreated by “‘professionals.”

This name change, a generally unheralded event, can be seen as
the organization’s first collective response to a shift in positionality of
interpreters/transliterators vis-a-vis the Community. The name change
was certainly influenced by the fact that the work was seen as only
a part-time endeavor. However, in light of the well-documented
historic oppression experienced by the Community at the hands
of “professionals,” and given the importance of social proximity to the
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Community, the original organizational name may have been per-
ceived as too dramatic and negative a shift away from the Community.
Creating an organization was one thing; creating an organization of
"“professionals” was something quite different.

SHIFTING PLATES OF POSITIONALITY

Just as the earth’s tectonic plates move uncontrollably and alter the
relationship of landmasses to each other, so too events within society at
large, the Deaf Community, and the newly formed organization aitered
the societal and Community positionality of interpreters /translitera-
tors. While the Ball State organizational meeting is often viewed as a
critical turning point in the positionality of interpreters/transliterators
and the Deaf Community (e.g., Stewart, Shine, & Cartwright, 2004),
there is compelling evidence that subsequent events, and not the
founding of the organization, would irrevocably alter the social and
cultural positionality of interpreters/transliterators as a group.

The organizational event that occurred in 1964 marked the begin-
ning of a shift away from the relationship that interpreters and trans-
literators had enjoyed with the Community. However, events that
occurred between 1972 and 1975 marked a pivotal period resulting in
an irreversible widening of the fissure between interpreters/transli-
terators and the Community that had begun to appear in 1964. In 1972,
the grant that had provided organizational support for RID ended.
That grant was prepared by the National Association of the Deaf
(NAD) and submitted to the Vocational Rehabilitation Administration
of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. The grant pro-
vided funding to hire RID's first executive director (a Deaf man, Al
Pimentel) and support staff. The grant also made it possible to house
the organization’s home offices within NAD’s home offices. Thus, on
an organizational level, the grant made possible the symbolic realiza-
tion of the prevailing relationship between interpreters/transliterators
and the Deaf Community.

When the grant expired in 1972, RID had a membership of fewer
than 400 members. Many did not contribute to the Community as
interpreters/transliterators but were supporters of the idea of an orga-
nization of practitioners. Thus, membership dues were insufficient to
sustain salaries and rent. RID was forced to reduce its staff to only part-
time (non-deaf) secretarial support, move out of the NAD home offices,
and relocate to available, rent-free space at Gallaudet College. In hind-
sight, the physical relocation away from NAD, the inability to renew
the Deaf executive director’s contract, and the retention of non-deaf
support staff were signs of growing separation from the Community.
The organizational separation and attendant decisions represented
a type of “separation by proxy’’ of interpreter/transliterators and the
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Community and would be widened and reinforced by other events that
also occurred that same year.

1972 also marked the beginning of RID’s program to test and certify
the qualifications of interpreters/ transliterators. In October, a workshop
was held in Memphis, Tennessee, to launch the certification system. Its
primary motivation was the fact that an alarmingly high number of
members did not possess what was felt to be minimally acceptable
skills, and yet they were card-carrying members of RID. At that time,
membership was gained simply by having two RID members sigh an
application that they would vouch for the applicant’s abilities. In its
early stages, this procedure may have had some validity since, accord-
ing to Fant, “most of the members were skilled interpreters and quite
adept at spotting other skilled interpreters, or they were consumers who
were sophisticated at identification of skilled interpreters” (1990, p. 41).

In one sense, this process might be viewed as an organizational
attempt to mirror the Community’s “'received wisdom" practice that
had served it well for many years. However, as the number of new RID
members grew over a relatively short period of time, it became clear
that more and more of these newer members were unable to sustain a
level of quality that was acceptable to the Community. As a result, the
number of RID members with marginal skills (and no vested support
from the Community) increased, and RID became quite suspect in the
eves of the Community. While the crucible of Community work at-
tested to an individual's competence, in the eyes of society at large,
mere membership in the organization of practitioners became a suffi-
cient testament to one’s competence.

This practice of RID members vetting new members represented
another subtle shift in positionality vis-a-vis the Community. It is un-
derstandable that this vetting model would have elements of the pre-
vailing model used by other certifying bodies (i-e., only members of the
organization are able to vet those who would be certified) and of the
model used by the Community (membership based on judgment of
and acceptance by the members). However, the lack of overt, research-
based criteria meant that intujtive judgments, which formed the orig-
inal basis for membership and certification decisions, could neither be
uniformly applied nor sustained. Consequently, a growing number of
individuals were deemed worthy of RID membership and of holding
its certification but who did not or could not conform to the Com-
munity’s notion of competence. RID certification was, after all, only the
organization’s certification; it was not an independent, research-based,
Community-validated assessment of an individual's competence. By
joining the RID one could, without having the Community’s impri-
matur, have membership within the organization of interpreters and
thus claim the title of “interpreter.”

it i
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For society at large, the issue of qualifications of RID members
was not a matter of question. “State officials, knowing little about deaf-
ness and less about interpreting, were easily convinced that everything
was in order, simply because there was a registry of interpreters”
(Schein, 1984, p. 112). It seems quite clear now that, from the per-
spective of government agencies, the fact that RID conducted testing
and certification was of far greater significance than questions about its
validity and reliability. This is clear from reports of pressure exerted on
RID by the Vocational Rehabilitation Administration to begin a na-
tional certification program immediately after the RID grant ended in
19772. As will be addressed later, the research basis upon which to build
a valid and reliable testing and certification system was simply not
available at the time, and yet this seemed not to be a matter of concern.”

With the 1972 implementation of a national testing program aimed
at certifying interpreters/transliterators, the processes involved in
weaning and vetting practitioners were removed from the Community.
What had essentially been a process of demonstrating competence and
trustworthiness over time (control over which was vested in the Com-
munity), became a process of demonstrating competence at a single
point in time (control over which was vested in examination boards).
Given the absence of an adequate research base in the field, the now-
predictable result was a great variability in the judgments of evaluation
teams. The initial evaluation design called for Deaf people to be re-
presented on evaluation teams. This, no doubt, was an acknowledg-
ment of the importance of the Community’s judgment in qualifying
interpreters/transliterators. However, those Deaf people who agreed to
serve on evaluation teams (and who were also RID members) were
placed in the untenable position of upholding the standards of the
Community in a testing situation that did not well reflect the expec-
tations of the Community.

The position of and pressures on these representatives of the Com-
munity should not be discounted lightly. Lacking an empirically sup-
ported base for their work, they could not be the successful distillate of
the Community’s wisdom on evaluation teams. Some local evaluation
teams gained a reputation for being stricter than others; as a result, it
was not unusual for candidates to take the test in areas where teams
were reputed to be more lenient. The critical issue then became one of
credentialed incompetence. Individuals who otherwise would not be
deemed qualified by the Community could, in effect, be credentialed in
the eyes of society. This perception became more critical given other
events begun in 1972.

The widespread proliferation of Manual Codes for English began in
the United States in 1972. These artificially created systems of signing
(e.g., Anthony, 1971; Gustason & Zawolkow, 1972) not only purported
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to represent English manually, but also claimed to be easier to.leam
than American Sign Language (ASL).” Given the historic oppression of
ASL and the long-standing failure of educational systems to create ap-
propriate environments in which Deaf students could become fluent in
reading and writing English, it is not surprising that these systems
would gain popularity. Unfortunately, such coded systems appealed
to administrators faced with research demonstrating that the use of
manual communication (i.e., signing} in the classroom is not detri-
mental to a Deaf child’s educational experience.® They also appealed to
parents who, in their naiveté, believed the advertising campaigns thgt
using a system that purports to manually mirror spoken English will
result in academic success, and to those individuals who were seeking
an easy way to “learn to sign.””

At the time, RID's testing and certification system was not sufti-
ciently sensitive to the differences between the signing of the Com-
munity and signs that were English-like. It is my belief that the early
failure to capture this difference led to heightened dissatisfaction within
the Community with services rendered by RID members. For example,
an increasing number of RID members were certified who were unable
to sign using the language of the Community, but who could sign
using English-like signs. The early RID testing system tried to capture
this dichotomy by establishing two certificates—one a certificate of
interpretation and one a certificate of translation {(later renamed
transliteration)—but in many overt and subtle ways seemed to place
greater value on the latter. The directions given fo candidates taking
the certification test are revealing. Before being given the testing ma-
terials for the certificate of interpretation, individuals were often in-
structed to “’sign like you would for Deaf children or Deaf people with
limited language skills.”” But before being given the testing materials
for the certificate of translation, individuals were instructed to “sign
like you would for the Deaf people on this panel.” The difference is
non-trivial. ASL, the ““other language” used in interpretation, was thus
characterized by the organization of interpreters as infantile, fit only for
children and those without language; use of more English-like signing
would be the behavior appropriate for those who were adults, those
“without language problems,” and those sitting in judgment of a
candidate’s skills.

However, while individuals could be certified for using English-like
signing only, prevailing hiring and referral practices of the day were
largely insensitive to the differences that mattered to the Community.
Thus, for example, referral agencies often failed to solicit the inter-
preting or transliterating needs and preferences from members of the
Community who were requesting services. This situation was exacer-
bated by the failure of RID and its members to be explicit in their use of
terminology in order to differentiate between the tasks of interpreting

Shifting Positionality n

and transliteration. In addition, the widespread use of the terms “in-
terpreter” and “interpreting” as generic terms to refer to any facilita-
tion of communication involving a Deaf person did not serve the
Community well (Cokely, 1982).

The unwillingness or reluctance to be precise in this area is rather
ironic given that the work of interpreters is fundamentally concerned
with precision of meaning and intent. Partially as a result of this lack of
clarity around the type of services that an “interpreter” could provide,
the number of Community complaints regarding interpreter/transli-
terator incompetence began to increase. It is true that as the sheer
volume of interpreting services being provided increased, one would
expect an increase in the number of complaints. However, one has only
to read the Community publications of the day and the issues raised by
Deaf RID members at its conventions to realize that the type and
volume of complaints cannot be accounted for solely by an increase in
volume. Not only was there a lack of a solid research foundation upon
which to base practice, including such critical questions as Community
need and satisfaction, but the general reluctance to at least communi-
cate with precision about distinctions in the work would prove prob-
lematic. The lack of a solid research foundation on interpretation and
transliteration that would serve to enlighten and frame the issues
loomed large and, in fact, this lack remains largely unaddressed to this
day (see Marschark et al., this volume; Napier, this volume).

Tronically, 1972 also marked the first instructional text designed to
teach ASL—Lou Fant’s Ameslan. This text, which was a significant
departure from previous picture books of signs, represented the first
attempt to popularize learning the syntactic structure of the language
of the Community. Even though Bill Stokoe’s pioneering work in ASL
was published in 1965, Deaf people, particularly at Gallaudet, who
were the classic victims of prevailing hegemonic views on language
and signing, initially resisted his work (see, e.g., Baker & Battison, 1980;
Mabher, 1996). Until the late 1970s and early 1980s, it would be safe to
say that Stokoe’s work was viewed largely as the province of re-
searchers. In another ironic twist, 1972 would also mark the first year of
publication of Sign Language Studies, a publication intended to dis-
seminate research on the Community and its language. It also marked
the first year that colleges and universities accepted ASL in fulfillment
of their language requirements.'

Thus, during this period, there was movement on several fronts to-
ward recognition of the language of the Community and acknowledg-
ment of the status of the Community as a linguistic and cultural
minority." However, the popular appeal of Manual Codes for English
served to reinforce for those unacquainted with the Community the
historic pathological views of the Community and its language as defi-
cient, deviant, and defective. This popular appeal was, in large measure,
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based on the perception that these codes were easier to learn than the
language of the Community. In a very real sense, philosophical camps
were drawn at this time and the general inability or unwillingness to be
clear and definitive in this area would create further divisions between
mterpreters/ transliterators and the Community—divisions that con-
tinue to this day.12 This issue, perhaps more than any other, symbolizes
the divide that had begun and would widen over the next decade or $0.
Would interpreters/ transliterators accept the Community by emnbrac-
ing its language or would they inadvertently further oppress the
Community by rejecting its language?

INTERPRETATION BY LEGISLATIVE FIAT

Legislative institutionalization of interpretation and transliteration be-
gan between 1972 and 1975. Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act
Amendments of 1973 would prove to have far-reaching implications
for the Community and interpreters/ transliterators. Although it was
not immediately implemented,'® this piece of legislation provided
“handicapped individual[s]” with access to any “program or activity
receiving federal financial assistance.” For members of the Community,
this meant increased access to aspects of society in general that had
previously been denied or unavailable to them. For example, attending
public colleges and universities was possible to a far greater extent than
ever before. Importantly, such access could only be made possible if
these colleges and universities employed interpreters/ transliterators.
While the Community generally viewed this piece of access legislation
as a positive step forward, another piece of legislation passed during
this period would not be so positively received.

The Education of All Handicapped Children’s Act (P.L. 94-142)
was passed in 1975 and was seen by many in the Community (and
continues to be, even in its present iteration as the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act) as a piece of oppressive, normalization
legislation. The effects on the Community—oppression by separation,
communicative insensitivity, and the slow decline of residential schools
for deaf students—have been discussed elsewhere (e.g., Lane 1992;
Wrigley, 2002). While promoted by society in general as educational
access legislation, many in the Community have concluded that in
reality only the illusion of access and equalitz?/ has been created. Given
the value of cohesion to the Community,'” this view of illusionary
access should not be surprising. For interpreters/transliterators, this
legislation would further aiter their relationship with the Community.
Interpreters/transliterators had now, albeit unwittingly, become the
very instruments used to oppress the Community by creating and
fostering this illusion of educational access and equality.
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The passage of P.L. 94-142 and, to a lesser extent, Section 504 of the
1973 Rehabilitation Act also meant that for the first time on a wide
scale, national-level control over who would be employed and retained
in the position of interpreter/transliterator no longer rested in the
hands of the Community. Prior to the passage of these pieces of leg-
islation, members of the Community would typically arrange for in-
terpreters/ transliterators for activities or events. During the era of
“interpretation / transliteration as nry contribution,” the Community had
some control over who would be asked to interpret or transliterate,
given the restrictions of individuals” availability. The Community also
had control over whether and when it would accept a would-be in-
terpreter /transliterator. However, that vetting process would change
with the era of “interpretation/ transliteration as legislative fiat.”

In this new era, people who were not Community members (and
who were unaware of reasonable expectations for practitioners’ skill
sets) were responsible for the hiring and supervision of interpreters/
transliterators. One striking consequence of “interpretation/transliter-
ation by legislative fiat” was that the demand for interpreters/transli-
terators quickly outpaced the supply. Nowhere was this more apparent
than in K-12 educational settings where ““interpreters” were, and often
continue to be, hired and “supervised” by individuals who know
nothing about the Community and its language and where deaf chil-
dren are often isolated from the Community.

The explosion in the number of individuals claiming the title of
interpreter or transliterator was nothing short of staggering. In 1974,
RID had approximately 500 members; 6 years later well over four times
that number held one or more forms of certification (Rudner, Getson,
& Dirst, 1981). It must be borne in mind that the RID membership
numbers do not include the many so-called interpreters who were
hired by K12 schools but who had no form of certification. This almost
fivefold increase in the number of interpreters and transliterators could
only come as a result of significant changes in the Community’s rela-
tion to interpreters/transliterators. The era of “interpretation/translit-
eration as legislative fiat” brought with it full-time employment
opportunities that had not previously existed. Slightly more than 10
years after the founding of RID and the prevailing view of “interpre-
tation/transliteration as my contribution’ to the Community for which
no monetary compensation was expected, it was now possible for
individuals to earn a living by interpreting or transliterating. Not
only was monetary compensation possible, but it was becoming the
norm. Ironically, legislation would begin to evoke the very result
that founding RID> members sought to avoid when they changed the
organization’s name: interpreters and transliterators were moving
toward becoming “professional.” While practitioners viewed this shift
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positively, members of the Community were considerably less enthu-
siastic. One has only to read the national and local Community pub-
lications (e.g., The Deaf American) and the RID newsletters of the time
to gain an appreciation of the differences in how various issues were
viewed—for example, rates of payment, ethical conduct, diminished
sense of loyalty to the Community, and deteriorating quality control in
certifying interpreters / transliterators.

ACADEMIC INSTITUTIONALIZATION

Another change that began during this era was a dramatic increase in
the academic institutionalization of the language of the Community.
The instruction of “sign language”'> began to shift from churches and
community centers, where it had been largely situated, to colleges and
universities. This was partially a result of changes in the prevail-
ing educational methodologies of the time. An increasing number of
schools and programs for deaf children began to encourage and expect
that “sign language’ would be used in classrooms. Schools and pro-
grams began to expect that teachers would use “simultaneous com-
munication,” and a number of schools and programs adopted “total
communication” (Holcomb, 1973). As a result, teacher preparation
programs began to revise their curricula to include “sign language”
classes. That led to an increase in the number of colleges and univer-
sities offering “sign language.”

In many colleges and universities, instructors who were not Deaf
were hired to teach because Deaf people often Jacked the necessary
academic credentials. Academic institutionalization was a significant
change in how people who were not members of the community could
gain access to the language of the Community. Up until this era, access
to language of the Community had generally been by legacy or reward
(Cokely, 2000}. Individuals came {o the language through blood ties
(Deaf parents or siblings) or because they had learned the language
directly from members of the Community {in nonacademic settings).
The academic institutionalization of the language of the Community,
while positive in many respects, brought with it another level of loss of
Community control. The Community attempted to exert some measure
of control in this regard through the 1974 founding of the Sign In-
structors Guidance Network (SIGN) organization that is now called the
American Sign Language Teachers Association (ASLTA). In an inter-
esting case of history repeating itself, SIGN/ASLTA (like the RID be-
fore it), was closely linked with the NAD and established itself as the
certifying body for sign language teachers. (SIGN/ASLTA has disaf-
filiated with the NAD and is seeking recognition on its own as an
independent professional organization of sign language teachers.)
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Given the precedent of academic institutionalization of language
access, it is not difficult to understand how academic institutiona-
lization would be seen by society at large as a viable response to the
widespread increase in demand for interpreters/ transliterators. Sensing
the growing demand for interpreters/ transliterators, the Rehabilitation
Services Administration (RSA) created and funded the National Inter-
preter Training Consortium (NITC) in 1974. This consortium, which
consisted of six colleges and universities, ' was created to address the
shortage of interpreters/ transliterators. Among the consortium’s goals
was the development and implementation of 3-month training courses
for individuals without prior interpreting experience. It is again note-
worthy that, as was the case with development of the RID certification
test, there was no meaningful research base upon which to properly
understand the linguistic, cognitive, and sociolinguistic demands of
interpretation and transliteration. Thus, not only the initial instructional
premise, but also the curricula that were developed by the NITC, lacked
the level of rigor that would be needed to replace or even o approxi-
mate the results produced by the experiential education that a pro-
spective practitioner received from within the Community.

By 1980, the number of colleges or universities with interpreter
training programs throughout the country had grown to over fifty, in-
cluding the six original NITC members (Schein, 1984). Most of these
were housed in community colleges and had grown in response to
non-deaf students who wanted more advanced sign language courses.
Since there was a growing demand for interpreters / transliterators, and
since existing extensive language curricula were non-existent, sign
language programs responded by adding “interpreting’’ courses. These
interpreter training programs often were based on the only material
available-—the 1965 report of a Workshop on Interpreting published by
the U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (Fant, 1990).

Partially in response to the need to gain information about pre-
vailing practices, the National Academy of Gallaudet College convened
a 1979 meeting of individuals with “experience and expertise in
interpreter training’” (Yoken, 1979). At the conference, participants
identified topics related to interpreting and transliterating as well as
pertinent publications. Sixty-three publications or initiatives were lis-
ted. An indication of the lack of basic research that existed at the time is
that fewer than six of the listings directly related to the tasks of in-
terpreting or transliterating. Following the 1979 state-of-the-art con-
ference,”” a second conference was held about a year later. At that
conference, participants (again, individuals with “‘experience and ex-
pertise in interpreter training’’} identified over 100 specific topics for
research that they felt were critical in order to inform training and
education programs as well as certification and testing procedures. The
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primary recommendation was that the federal government fund co-
ordinated, focused research in interpreting and transliterating. In 1930,
the federal government announced that it would replace the NITC with
ten federally funded programs and would greatly increase the funding
level.

Conference participants recommended that one of these newly au-
thorized programs be devoted to research. Nothing came of the rec-
ommendation, and to date there continues to be a lack of coordinated,
basic research that can inform the practice of interpreting and trans-
literating and the preparation of interpreters and transliterators. It is
unfortunate that current funding agencies fail to realize the critical
need for basic research in order to effectively execute the very activities
that their funding supports. Indeed, some of the available funding for
interpreting and transliterating (e.g., the current RSA grants) expressly
forbids research in grant activities. The lack of a research base to shape
training and education programs and to inform assessment meant that
the Community was becoming functionally marginalized as a locus of
quality control in terms of the competencies of those who would in-
terpret and transliterate. This marginalization was further increased
by the fact that few Community members held faculty positions within
training and education programs.

With implementation of this era’s legislation, it was now increas-
ingly possible in the eyes of society at large for individuals to earn a
living by interpreting or transliterating without having been involved
with or vetted by the Community. This meant that students with no
prior contact with Deaf people could undertake a course of study to
become an interpreter or transliterator. Prior to this time, as a result
of one’s “interactive” footing in the Community, “interpretation/
transliteration as my contribution” was the orientation to the task.
During this new era, however, the collective relationship continued to
change from one based on communal obligation to one based on eco-
nomic opportunity; from one based on personal relations to one based
on business relations.

A gap had formed between the Community and interpreters/
transliterators that could perhaps best be characterized as an emergent
crisis of identity. As interpreters/transliterators began to forge an iden-
tity that was distinct from the Community, and one viewed by many
as independent of the Community, it became increasingly easy for
society and the Community to view them as service providers for the
Community instead of service agents of the Community. In the now
burgeoning era of academic footing, “‘interpretation /transliteration as
compensated service” was becoming the primary orientation to the
task. Prospective students were recruited into training and education
programs because of growing demands in the “job market.” As a result,
members of the Community were no longer friends for whom one
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interpreted or transliterated; they were now “consumers’” or “clients.”
Certainly this change in orientation contributed to the shift in prevailing
“models” of the task—that is, from helper to machine. Since many in-
terpreters/ transliterators were no longer from the Community, the
Community sought protection in urging ersatz interpreters/ transli-
terators to function in more of a mechanistic manner because they had
not yet proven that they were trustworthy.

As “interpretation/ transliteration as compensated service” became
the norm, issues of compensation became yet another facet of the
“love/hate” relationship between the Community and interpreters
and transliterators. Members of the Community resented the fact that
interpreters and transliterators now routinely expected to be compen-
sated for their services even though members of the Community were
unemployed or underemployed. The Community also feared that ris-
ing houtly fees demanded by interpreters and transliterators would
result in a denial of access and services because agencies and service
providers would resist paying these fees.

The academic institutionalization of the Community’s language as
well as a shift in the process by which interpreters and transliterators
would be trained and employed marked a significant loss of control for
the Community. Certainly there were, and continue to be, significant
advantages to the academic acceptance of the language of the Com-
munity, but those advantages carry with them a significant cost to the
Community. Legislation had appropriately mandated societal access
for Deaf people, but the gate-keeping function that the Community had
long held in shaping the pool of individuals who would interpret or
transliterate no longer resided within the Community. Employment
opportunities for interpreters/ transliterators were increasing dramati-
cally. In yet another significant shift and loss of control, it was no
longer the Community that was requesting interpretation and trans-
literation services. In fact, by 1980, most interpreters/ transliterators
were being requested by and employed by non-deaf people (LaVor,
1985), further underscoring the view of interpreters/ transliterators as
being for the Community. A survey of 160 certified interpreters and
transliterators at the 1980 RID convention (Cokely, 1981) revealed the
extent of this shift. Ninety-eight percent of the respondents reported
that they interpreted regularly on a paid basis, those with Deaf parents
for an average of 9.5 years (ie., since 1970) and those whose parents
were not Deaf for an average of 4.5 years (i.e., since 1975) with edu-
cational/classroom work being the most frequent setting by a margin
of five to one.

Given the increase in academic footing as an entrée to interpreta-
tion and transliteration and the fact that would-be practitioners often
have no requisite connections to the Community, the responsibility for
ensuring that the Community is not merely an object of study and
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theoretical curiosity rests with those responsible for an education or
training program. Programs bear the burden of seeking out a variety of
ways in which their students can become actively involved with the
Community. Activities that provide avenues of Community connect-
edness are quite varied, but as Monikowski and Peterson (this volume)
point out, there is a critical issue that must be considered with any such
activity: The Community must perceive that it is being served by the
activity rather than being taken advantage of by the activity. The ac-
tivity must be such that it directly benefits the Community; benefits
to the students should be viewed as by-products of the activity. This is
particularly crucial given the shift in positionality of interpreters/
transliterators. If these would-be practitioners are no longer perceived
as “of the Community,” then it is essential that programs begin to be
perceived as “of the Community.” If would-be practitioners no longer
view “interpretation/transliteration as my contribution,” then it is es-
sential that programs begin to seek ways that they and their students
can contribute to the Community. Programs unable or unwilling to be
“of the Community” and unable or unwilling to contribute to the
Community should examine their raison d’étre.

ACTIVITY QUA ACCOMPLISHMENT?

As one reviews the events during the pivotal 1972-1975 period, and the
consequences of those events, it seems clear that activity was mistaken
for accomplishment. When one examines the initiatives of the era, one
is struck by the virtual absence of research upon which to base those
initiatives. Clearly there is value in the anecdotal experiences of prac-
titioners of the day and the received wisdom of the Community in
shaping interpreter/transliterator assessment and training programs.
Clearly there is value in federal legislative and programmatic initiatives
that increase societal access for the Community. However, without the
prerequisite research base, necessarily rooted in the Community, it is
unclear whether such initiatives can truly be effective.

Unfortunately, it seems clear that this pattern of mistaking move-
ment as a measure of success continues. It is now 40 years after the
founding of RID and the rejection of calls for conducting research be-
fore implementing a certification process. It is almost 25 years after
leading practitioners of the day were ignored in their request for sig-
nificant federal funding for research into interpreting and transliterat-
ing. Nevertheless, legislative and programmatic initiatives continue
without the necessary research base upon which to develop those ini-
tiatives in order for them to be successful.

One need only consider the early RID evaluations to realize the
shortcomings of well-intentioned activities that were uninformed by
research. Consider, for example, that “Speed/Time lag’” was among the
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rating criteria used in RID evaluation process from 1972 until 1983
(Rudner et al., 1981). This rating category meant that candidates were
penalized if, in rendering their interpretations or transliterations, thev
lagged behind the stimulus test material. This directly influenced in-
terpreter training programs (ITPs) and resulted in notions of accuracy
that were quantitative, not qualitative. In fact, early interpreter training
programs, such as the Gallaudet College ITP, developed and purchased
materials that were “speed graded,” and individuals were judged
competent if they could “interpret” audiotaped material at speeds ap-
proaching 120 words per minute. As one practitioner put it, “1 was
brainwashed to believe that accuracy was in volume of information and
if it took seven hundred and fifty words to say this, then it should take
seven hundred and fifty words to sign it and if it didn’t then somehow
1 was jeopardizing accuracy” (Interpreters on Interpreting, 1989). As a
result, synchrony of interpretation and source message became highly
valued, and candidates were marked down if their performance did not
maintain temporal synchrony with the original message. This meant
that evaluation candidates were penalized if they did the very thing
(i.e., seeking to increase comprehension which often is in an inverse
relationship with temporal synchrony) that subsequent research would
show was necessary for more accurate work (Cokely, 1986).

Another more recent movement that poses interesting questions for
the relationship between interpreters/transliterators and the Commu-
nity is the emergence of certified deaf interpreters (CDIs). As Forestal
notes in this volume, Deaf people were originally certified by RID in
order to function as evaluators in the RID testing system. Within the
past two decades, however, there has been a growing demand for and
presence of Deaf individuals working in a team with non-deaf inter-
preters/ transliterators in a range of dialogic interactions (e.g., mental
health and medical settings) and at a limited number of conferences.
In a clear case of history repeating itself, RID has recently imple-
mented a national certification test for these Deaf individuals and yet
there is virtually no research that investigates what it is Deaf people
actually do when they work with a non-deaf colleague in facilitating
communication.

On the surface, it appears that the cognitive, linguistic, and com-
municative processes that are at work in such interactions are funda-
mentally different for Deaf people and for their non-deaf teammates.
Anecdotal evidence to support this comes from a series of meetings
held during the 2001-2002 academic year. During that year, [ was for-
tunate enough to meet 1 day a month with a dozen Deaf people from
all over New England, all of whom worked as CDIs. During the course
of these meetings, it became clear that excepting those rare platform
opportunities, their regular work as CDIs occurred whenever there was
a perceived “language problem” such as an immigrant Deaf person or
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a Deaf person with minimal communication skills. None of the Deaf
persons ever recalled working in a situation in which there was no
perceived language Of communication “problem.” This reality also
conditions how the Community perceives CDIs. A perfect example is an
incident related by one of the Deaf people in the group who was sent
to work at a Deaf child’s Individualized Educational Program (IEP)
meeting. When the CDI entered the meeting room, the Deaf child’s
mother, who was herself Deaf, turned to the CDI and signed, “We don’t
need you here. My child doesn’t have any communication problems.”

During the yearlong series of meetings with this group of Deaf
people, it also became clear that the linguistic and communicative
strategies that CDIs commonly employ are markedly different from
what has become expected, conventional practice among non-deaf
interpreters/ transliterators. These observations suggest that there is
much about the work of our Deaf colleagues that we do not yet un-
derstand and that they may not be able to fully articulate. One wonders
then how it is possible to assess and certify competence in the absence
of such fundamental research. Our history of presuming we know
what to do despite the lack of research has not been positive.

Another interesting question that emerged from this series of
meetings with CDIs is the wisdom of using the job title “Certified Deaf
Interpreter.” The job title “CIDI"” attempts to frame the communicative
work of Deaf people by linking it to the communicative work of non-
deaf interpreters/transliterators. However, Deaf people reported re-
peatedly that it was often difficult to convince employers or clients of
the need for two “interpreters,” particularly when one of them is Deaf.
This is made doubly difficult since the view of the general non-deaf
public is that interpreters are “for” Deaf people. The group of Deaf
colleagues also reported significant resistance from non-Deaf inter-
preters and transliterators who felt that the presence of a Deaf team-
mate called into question their own skills and ability to do the task at
hand. If, however, as I believe to be the case, the tasks are different,
then framing the task differently can bring a greater level of respect for
the task and an increase in the job market for Deaf colleagues. A dif-
ferently framed and more precise job title, such as “Visual Language
Specialist,” automatically creates new expectations within which dif-
ferentiated tasks can be more readily understood and accepted by soci-
ety in general. This “frame differentiation by title” might also assist
non-Deaf interpreters/transliterators who feel that the presence of or
need for a Deaf colleague is somehow an affront or challenge to their
own competence.

Job market cultivation is essential, but it can only occur with a clear
notion of what it is Deaf team members actually do. Ultimately,
however, the value in more accurately reflecting the communicative
work of our Deaf colleagues can only happer in a meaningful way if it
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is rooted in descriptive and empirical research. In the absence of de-
scriptive and empirical research on the communicative tasks performed
by CDis, we are unable to address successtully the economic objections
of employers who see the presence of a second interpreter as unnec-
essary and the presence of a CDI as impractical or inconceivable. Un-
fortunately, as Forestal notes in this volume, there is presently little
support for developing careers for Deaf people in this area.

Perhaps nowhere have the consequences of mistaking activity for
accomplishment and proceeding without a sufficient research base
been more glaring and more devastating than the decades” old move-
ment to mainstream Deaf students begun with passage of P.L. 94-142.
Not only did this movement alter the relationship between the Com-
munity and interpreters /transliterators, but it also radically altered the
social and cultural nature of the Community. From the Community’s
perspective, P.L. 94-142 (and its later incarnations) is a prime example
of the legislated consequences of hegemony and the implementation of
views proffered almost a century earlier. Mainstreaming legislation,
which passed by appealing to the values of democratic inclusivity and
maximizing one’s potential, failed to consider properly and fully the
linguistic and communicative demands of interpreted/transliterated
education as well as the social and psychological costs of mainstreaming
deaf students. Ironically, while the integrationist rhetoric of the day
obscured the social and psychological costs, the very presence of an
organization of interpreters/transliterators and growing national cer-
tification of its members served to minimize concerns about linguistic
and communicative demands of mainstreaming Deaf students.

In a relatively short period of time, K-12 settings became, and re-
main, the most frequent employment opportunities for interpreters/
transliterators. The fact that interpreters and transliterators, as a group,
did not take a strong stand against this disabling legislation may have
been seen by some in the Community as self-serving, because of the
very increase in employment opportunities. The employment impact
on practitioners can be better understood when one considers the fact
that at the present time, it has been estimated that 60% of interpreters
and transliterators work in K—12 settings (Burch, 2002). Mainstreaming,
legislation that was, and is, viewed as a symbol of destruction for many
in the Community (e.g., Jankowski, 1997) had co-opted interpreters/
transliterators into enabling this destruction and thus further distanc-
ing them as a group from the Community.

Once again, activity, absent fundamental research, was taken as the
measure of success. The illusion of access had been created, and the
symbol of that illusion for many was, and remains, interpreters /
fransliterators. RID, acting on the premise that the organization should
adhere to the same expectations of neutrality and impartiality it ex-
pected of practitioners, took no significant stand. School districts and
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individual schools, compelled by force of law (and with little desire to
or knowledge with which to fight for meaningful changes in the law),
coupled with a rapidly shrinking supply of “qualified” interpreters/
transliterators, had no choice but to hire anyone that they felt could
function as an interpreter/transliterator, including those that the
Community felt were “signers” but clearly not interpreters/ transli-
terators. To the uninformed and uneducated educational establish-
ment, these were “prima facie interpreters,” but they often had no
affiliation with the RID and thus were neither vetted by the organi-
zation nor compelled to abide by its Code of Ethics.

Beginning in the mid-seventies, the number of Deaf students who
were thrust into mainstream educational programs began to increase
exponentially. This “legislatively forced Deaf diaspora” yielded noth-
ing short of catastrophic consequences for residential schools for Deaf
students and, as a result, the Community, its language, and its culture
(see, e.g., Lane, 1992; Lane, Bahan, & Hoffmeister, 1996; Wrigley, 2002).
In a relatively short period of time, a sizeable number of individuals
were employed as interpreters/transliterators in K-12 settings who
were even further removed from being vetted to any degree by the
Community. That the majority of these individuals lacked RID certi-
fication or any other competency credentials led to a perception that
those working, in K-12 settings represented the least competent among
us. This perception is only strengthened by surveys that reveal that
a large number of individuals view working in K-12 settings as a
“stepping stone” until they become state screened or nationally certi-
fied and thus are able to work in other venues.

For example, a 2002 survey of K-12 interpreters/transliterators
working in Massachusetts revealed that fully two-thirds envision
themselves working in the K-12 setting for 5 years or less, with almost
a third envisioning their K-12 careers lasting 3 years or less.*” Another
significant finding is that fully one-third of those surveyed had been
working as interpreters/ transliterators for 2 years or less. If these data
can be generalized nationwide, then not only is a significant portion of
the K-12 interpreter/transliterator population rather inexperienced,
but the K-12 establishment confronts a significant work force turnover
and an extremely high level of instability on an annual basis. So too,
then, they reveal that the least experienced among us and, to the extent
that there is a correlation, the least competent among us are working in
settings that have significant consequences for the future of deaf stu-
dents and the Community.

Given that the educational lives of so many Deaf students were, and
are, determined by what in some cases can best be described as ersatz
practitioners,” it is astounding that we continue to have such little
research on the work of those who function as K-12 interpreters/
transliterators. Consider, for example, that in a review of almost sixty
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refereed research articles dealing with interpretation and transliteration
from 1986 to 1996, only five studies are focused on the actual working
of interpreters/transliterators in K-12 settings.'® Beginning with the
passage of P.I.. 94-142, we have been witness to a legislative initiative
based on a series of presumptions, none of which has been empirically
supported. Three decades later not only do we still lack empirical re-
search that can address essential questions regarding mainstreaming
of Deaf students and the work of interpreters/ transliterators in K-12
settings, but we lack any concerted and coordinated effort that can
address these questions (Marschark et al., this volume).

The explicit and implicit research questions in this volume stand not
only as a chronicle of what we do not know about interpreting and
transliterating in general, and about interpreting and transliterating
in K-12 settings in particular, but they also serve as suggestions that
might guide a research agenda. Clearly a systematic, coordinated
program of research, properly involving members of the Community
and other stakeholders, would reveal additional areas of critical in-
quiry. Unfortunately, the reality is that we have not had a nationally
coordinated, properly supported and sustained research initiative that
can inform practice in these critical areas. Undeterred by our lack of
knowledge, society continues to place Deaf students in mainstream
settings, often in isolation from other Deaf peers. A cynic would hold
that this educational “integration by separation” of Deaf people has
been a deliberate maneuver to further marginalize Deaf people and
foster the dissipation of the Community. The same cynic would also
hold that the hegemonic “powers that be” see little value in seeking
answers to necessary and fundamental research questions because the
answers would only challenge the status quo and upset the illusion
that access has been created. Finally, the same cynic would hold that
schools and school districts faced with legal mandates, and yet real-
izing the true cost of integrating Deaf students into their programs,
have responded by spending the minimum amount necessary to create
the illusion of access and compliance.

As a society we invest far greater resources in researching initiatives
that are hardly as valuable to our future as the educational lives of
children of the Community. It is certainly perplexing and troubling that,
given the educational and life-trajectory stakes for Deaf children, there
has not been more of an outcry for such bedrock research from the
Community, including parents, practitioners, administrators, legisla-
tors, interpreters/ transliterators, interpreter educators, and those who
have been the victims of the illusion of educational access. Individual
practitioners surely bear some responsibility for challenging the historic
pattern of practice that has used the mere physical presence of an in-
terpreter/ transliterator as an indication of the likely success of an inter-
action. Ultimately, however, the decisions surrounding educational
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placement for Deaf students rest with parents. It is they who, in their
desire to seek the best for their children, need to make the best-informed
decisions possible. Their quest to make these decisions must necessarily
seck to address the questions of whether an interpreted education is an
equivalent and appropriate education; whether the choice of an inter-
preted education is more a parent-centered or a child-centered option;
and, of utmost importance, whether the interpreters/ transliterators
provided by the school have been independently qualified and
credentialed. The lack of fundamental research in this area should be of
paramount concern to parents, and the demand for such research
should be spearheaded by parents.

Programs designed to train and educate interpreters /transliterators
also bear significant responsibility in this regard. Clearly both programs
and practitioners have an obligation to question activities within the
field that are not supported by solid empirical and theoretical research.
But programs bear a heavier responsibility since it is they whose per-
spectives and actions will shape the future interpreters /transliterators.
Just as programs should seek to be “of the Community™ and should
seek opportunities to create Community connectedness for their stu-
dents, they also have an obligation to demand a greater theoretical and
empirical research foundation within the profession and education and
training programs. In short, programs bear the responsibility for chal-
lenging the historic pattern of practice that has valued action over evi-
dence and has viewed activity as accomplishment.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This chapter has examined the relationship between interpreters /
transliterators and the Community and the forces that altered that
relationship. Although the 1964 creation of an organization of inter-
preters/ transliterators might be seen as a pivotal event, this chapter
suggests that a series of events between 1972 and 1975 would irrevo-
cably alter the position of interpreters/transliterators vis-a-vis the
Community. What began as a relationship largely evolved from per-
sonal connections with members of the Community became a rela-
tionship based on commerce and often rcoted in detachment. The
shifted positionality was heightened by the exponential growth of
employment opportunities brought about by federal legislation. The
most significant consequence of this shift was a loss of Community
control over who would be viewed as interpreters/transliterators.
Tronically, the presence of the organization of interpreters and transli-
terators and its certification system served as evidence to society at
large that competent interpreters and transliterators existed in suffi-
cient number to implement legislation passed during this period.
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From 1972 to 1975, interpretation and transliteration as an occupa-
tion clearly moved from an activity in which the time-tested impri-
matur of the Community was of paramount importance for
practitioners to an activity in which legislatively mandated employ-
ment for practitioners required little or no involvement from the
Community. Of particular significance was the large-scale employment
opportunity for interpreters and transliterators created by P.L. 94-142,
the very legislation that would bring about a forced deaf diaspora.
From the Community’s perspective, the relationship was altered even
more by the academic institutionalization of its language and the
subsequent institutionalization of programs designed to train and ed-
ucate interpreters and transliterators. The academic institutionalization
has further exacerbated the shifted relation in large measure because
most members of the Community lack the academic qualifications re-
quired to work at academic institutions.

Underscoring and enabling each of these position-altering events has
been a persistent lack of empirical research; fundamental research nec-
essary to inform practitioners and the programs that seek to train or
educate them. While individual practitioners bear some responsibility
for questioning practices that are not rooted in research, programs bear a
much heavier burden of responsibility. The greater burden arises from
the position that programs now occupy as the primary source of Com-
munity connectedness for would-be interpreters/transliterators. As the
gate keeping for interpretation and transliteration becomes more rooted
in academia and further removed from the crucible of Community in-
teraction, programs have the responsibility to be “‘of the Community”
rather than “for the Community.” In large measure, discharging this
responsibility requires that programs not only demand a greater level of
research to guide their educational activities, but also that they question
practices not substantiated by research. Ultimately, it means that action
absent empirical evidence can no longer be taken as accomplishment.

NOTES

1. T have chosen to use the terms “interpreter/transliterator” and “inter-
preting / transliterating” throughout this chapter. While this may be slightly
more cumbersome than the generic “interpreter” and “interpreting,” I believe
that the generic terms not only fail to accurately capture differing skill-sets
required of practitioners, but also fail to capture the competencies required by
different members of the Deaf Community.

2. [ am keenly aware that dealing with issues of positionality and identity
relations is incredibly complex and prone to overgeneralizations. These issues
are made even more complex when one of the groups involved, the Deaf
Community, is a historically oppressed minority. Clearly I make no claim to
speak for the Deaf Community in offering these cbservations, and I also fully
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recognize that it is often difficult to distinguish “speaking about” from
“speaking for.”” My “knowledge claims” in this arena stem from my own
experience of almost four decades of interactions with Deaf people and inter-
preters at local, regional, national, and international levels.

3. [ use the term “the Community” in the full knowledge that the Deaf
Community is not, by its very nature, monolithic and that there is wonder-
ful linguistic, social, ethic, socio-economic, and other diversity within the
Community.

4. The notion of an organization of interpreters did not occur in a vacuum;
in 1963, the Texas Society of Interpreters for the Deaf (TSID) was established.
TSI} would become the first local affiliate chapter of RID.

5. The actual organizational meeting took place the evening of June 16, 1964.

6. Interestingly, Fant (1990) notes that in January of 1965, at a Follow-Up
Workshop on Interpreting, the vice president of The Psychological Corpora-
tion, a company specializing in the development of certification programs,
made a presentation to the participants. According to Fant, “He made it
abundantly clear that much research must precede any attempt to construct an
instrument for certifying competence” (p. 44).

7. A growing body of literature has not only revealed linguistic and per-
formance problems with these Manual Codes for English (e.g., Cokely and
Gawlik, 1973; Marmor and Petitto, 1979), but has also failed to substantiate
causal claims of improved academic performance of students using these codes
(see, e.g., Lederberg, 2003; Schick, 2003).

8. Most notable among this research were Meadow (1968} and Schlesinger
and Meadow (1972). The latter work was quite prominent int the proceedings of
the 1972 Special Study Institute on “Psycholinguistics and Total Communica-
tion” held at Lewis and Clark College, Oregon.

9. In fact, in their advertising, several of the authors made clear their belief
that learning their system was far easier than learning ASL, and this was used
as a primary selling point.

10. Among the first were American University, New York University, and
the University of Minnesota,

11. Ttis worth remembering that this positive movement toward acceptance
of the language and recognition of the community occurred within a wider
social context in which traditionally oppressed groups were beginning to claim
recognition and empowerment.

12. I firmly believe that the pervasive notion that RID and its members have
to be “all things to all people” has negatively impacted testing, certification,
and licensure issues; access legislation issues; the efficacy of referral agencies;
and the curricula of interpreter training and education programs.

13. It would take 2 years and several protests, culminating in a sit-in at the
offices of the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare in 1975, before the
federal government finally released implementation rules and regulations.

14, Mindess (1999} discusses the idea of the Community as a collectivist
culture in which the group and the received wisdom of the group is held in
high regard.

15. The term “sign language” was, and still is, often used in academic
settings to refer to any means of manual communication, including American
Sign Language or one of the Manual Codes for English.
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16. New York University, Gallaudet College, the University of Tennessee,
the California State University at Northridge, the University of Arizona, and St.
Paul Technical Vocational Institute.

17. This survey was conducted under the auspices of the Interpreter Edu-
cation Project at Northeastern on behalf of the Massachusetts Commission for
the Deaf and Hard of Hearing and the Massachusetts Department of Education.

18. See Seal (2004) for full details; of the 60 articles, 21 focus on the need for
and characteristics of K—12 interpreters /transliterators, 15 focus on the work of
interpreters/transliterators (but only 5 are in the K-12 setting), 18 focus on
interpreters/transliterators working in postsecondary settings, and 7 focus on
miscellaneous aspects of interpreters/transliterators.
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