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Designing a Curriculum for
American Sign Language/English
Interpreting Educators

Elizabeth A. Winston

What do competent interpreting educators need to know how to do in
order to foster the development of competent interpreters? To answer
this, it is important to address two underlying issues. First, what do
competent interpreters need to know how to do? And from the answer
to that, what do competent educators need to know how to do to
develop that competence in interpreting students? Interpreters and
educators have a body of knowledge and skills that define the content
interpreters need to master. However, explicit information about how
to lead interpreters to mastery of the knowledge and skills required is
not part of that body of knowledge. Underlying all the knowledge and
skills is an essential core—the need to develop critical thinking, deci-
sion making, and self-assessment in each domain. Educators contrib-
uting to the studies reported in this chapter implicitly acknowledge
that these processes are crucial. Interpreting educators need to learn
how to structure, implement, and assess active learning approaches
that will lead to active leamning by their students, and, therefore, to
competent interpreting.

Sign language interpreting as a profession is a fairly recent devel-
opment. Until the early 1960s, most interpreters came from families
with deaf parents where at least one child became the “default” inter-
preter, learning American Sign Language (ASL) from birth as a first or
second language (see Cokely, this volume). In the 1960s and 1970s, laws
such as Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and PL-94-142 (later
IDEA) were established requiring access to various settings via inter-
preters (Synthesis, 2004). Public schools were suddenly required to
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educate deaf children, using, when needed, sign language interpreters.
Adequate numbers of qualified interpreters were not available, and the
federal government established funding to set up training programs to
train interpreters. However, there were few experienced and qualified
academic instructors of interpreting to staff these programs.

Most such programs were established in community colleges. The
great majority of faculty were, and continue to be, hired as part-time
adjuncts because they are competent practitioners of interpreting. Their
expertise as educators and as interpreting educators was not an es-
sential qualification for hiring; word of mouth was often enough to
secure an adjunct teaching position in many programs. Only the rela-
tively few full-time faculty were required to demonstrate any expertise
as educators. Most have learned to teach through experience, taking
courses occasionally. Many earned degrees beyond high school and
college, but few entered teaching as a profession to be mastered. Co-
kely (this volume), Monikowski and Peterson (this volume), and
Monikowski and Winston (2003) raise important questions about the
impact of establishing interpreting education in academia.

The shift of interpreting education from the Deaf community and
culture in which it had been intricately intertwined into the objective
rigors and expectations of acadermia has led to both positive and neg-
ative implications for interpreting education. These implications cannot
be ignored. While the shift has resulted in more warm bodies sitting in
the interpreter’s seat, and has perhaps demystified the process of in-
terpreting to some extent, the negative effects have been an ongoing
concern. There is consensus that many of the “warm bodies” leaving
these programs are generally not prepared to function independently
in many settings (Patrie, 1994). And, as interpreting education has
shifted into academia, it has, albeit unintentionally, lost much of the
experience and expertise of the Deaf community. Although this loss is
not the central focus of this chapter, it is an essential issue that must be
addressed by every interpreting educator. This chapter should be read
within the context of this issue, with an understanding that any im-
provement in the education of interpreters must infuse the knowledge
and experience of the Deaf community into every aspect of every
activity.

Meanwhile, the national interpreting organization, the Registry of
Interpreters for the Deaf (RID), is moving toward requiring interpreters
to have Bachelor’s degrees as a requirement for certification. This
means that interpreting faculty must have qualifications sulfficient to
satisfy the stricter hiring requirements at 4-year institutions. In addi-
tion, the national interpreting educators’ organization, the Conference
of Interpreter Trainers (CIT), has established standards for interpreting
education programs, including a section addressing faculty qualifica-
tions (Conference, 1995). Unfortunately, these standards do not include
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a set of guidelines or expectations for independent educators who offer
mentoring or workshops around the country. And the standards have
not been disseminated widely in order for educators and institutions to
access them. There is a need for educators who are skilled and com-
petent not only as practitioners, but also as teachers. This is true re-
gardless of the teaching environment, be it pre-service in academia, or
post-service in workshops, mentoring, and training.

WHAT WE KNOW

What We Know from Literature in Education

The field of adult education has made major shifts in recent years, from
the behavioral approach of teaching at students who passively sit
through lectures, toward a learning-oriented, student-as-active-learner
philosophy, where students are held responsible for their own con-
struction of knowledge. Academics are looking beyond behaviorist
theory and the static measurement of products and behaviors. They
are incorporating cognitive and constructivist theories of learning—
approaches such as problem-based learning, cooperative learning, and
writing across the curriculum. These approaches are being used to
develop critical thinking, analysis, and active cognitive skills. Attempts
to provide tangible models for educators to achieve these goals have
been developed over the years; the most well known being Bloom'’s
taxonomy (Bloom et al., 1956). Although educators in recent years (and
Bloom himself) have provided revisions and expansions on Bloom’s
basic taxonomy, it is still widely familiar to many educators who are
concerned with designing clear educational objectives for leading stu-
dents from the basic knowledge of facts to the more complex processes
of critical thinking (Anderson & Krathwohl, 2001; Bloom et al., 1956;
Marzano, 2001).

Bloom’s six original categories are knowledge, comprehension, ap-
plication, analysis, synthesis, and evaluation. They are intended to
represent a hierarchical organization of cognitive processes that lead
to complex learning. The first or least difficult level in the hierarchy is
knowledge, the ability to recall information that has been learned. Verbs
that reflect this level in the hierarchy include “name,” “list,” and “la-
bel.” Interpreting competencies at this level might include being able to
name the four component parts of a sign or listing the tenets of the RID
Code of Ethics. Competencies of interpreting educators at this level
. might include naming types of interpreting to be taught and listing the
types of assessment approaches used in interpreting. The second level is
comprehension, where learners are expected to understand meaning,
explain or restate ideas, or describe a process. An interpreter might
be expected to understand the meaning of a sign location to mean
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“informal.” An interpreter educator might be expected to comprehend
the different applications of various assessments. The third level of
Bloom’s taxonomy is application, the ability to use newly learned in-
formation effectively. For example, an interpreter would be expected to
use the appropriate language register when told the environment and
setting. An educator would be expected to apply appropriate assess-
ment approaches when a specific instructional objective is identified.

Bloom’s fourth level is analysis, where the learner demonstrates an
ability to categorize newly learned information, compare or contrast, or
make a decision based on the available facts. At this level, an inter-
preter would need to determine which factors of a setting might affect
the choice of language register. An educator would need to determine
which factors would have significant impact on the choice of assess-
ment approaches. Fifth, synthesis is the ability to use newly learned
information to create new ideas or discover relationships. An example
of an interpreter demonstrating synthesis might be the ability to enter
an unknown setting, assess essential factors, and determine new ways
to approach the needs of the new situation. An educator, likewise,
would need to be able to develop a new assessment approach that fits
an individual set of needs, assess a novel interpretation, and prepare an
evaluation and justification of its overall effectiveness. Bloom's sixth
and final level is evaluation, when learners are able to judge the im-
portance or value of information based on specific criteria. Interpreters,
for example, would be able to judge the effectiveness of their own
interpretations; educators would be able to judge whether an assess-
ment approach has been effective.

Bloom'’s taxonomy has been used extensively since it was first dis-
seminated more than 45 years ago, when it was a seminal publication
about learning domains and levels of abstraction. More recently, re-
searchers such as Anderson and Krathwohl (2001) and Marzano (2001)
have revisited Bloom’s taxonomy, providing more depth and under-
standing of learning processes as research has progressed. Marzano
(2001), for example, expands Bloom’s one-dimensional hierarchy of
learning to a two-dimensional one, in which he separates the realm of
knowledge from the processes learners apply as they learn about the
uses and relevance of those pieces of knowledge. Anderson and
Krathwohl (2001) have refined and expanded the levels of Bloom’s
taxonomy by adding more explicit explanations of each level. Regard-
less of the particular perspective on learning, however, it is essential that
these be part of any educator’s repertoire of teaching expertise.

Vygotsky (1978) also provides interpreting educators with insight
about the learning processes experienced by students (see also Daniels,
2000). His writings about student learning, the need for scaffolding
new learning on prior or existing learning, and guiding the learner
from dependence to independence in learning all relate to interpreting
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education. As educators work with interpreting students to build in-
terpreting skills from language skills, to expand discourse analysis skills
from intra- to interlingual applications, and to develop effective self-
monitoring skills, they need to have a broad understanding of how
learners, and especially adult learners, actively internalize and syn-
thesize new information and concepts as they construct their own
knowledge.

An important aspect of the previous approaches is the need for
learners to be able to assess their own learning and abilities. Educators,
therefore, need to be able to help them develop these essential self-
assessment skills. Boud (1995), a proponent of self-assessment in all
learning, writes that competent self-assessment reflects “what is im-
portant in teaching and learning in higher education. It stresses the
importance of learners constructing rather than receiving knowledge,
of promoting the taking of responsibility for learning, of communi-
cating and expressing what learners know and understand and of
taking a critical stance to received wisdom” (p. 9). Interpreting edu-
cators have long recognized the need to help students develop com-
petence in self-assessment, yet frequently students graduate from
programs unable to do this. The education of interpreters must focus
on this if interpreters are to develop life-long learning skills; inter-
preting educators need to understand learning, structure activities
based on learners’ needs, and asses their own effectiveness as teachers.

Boud sums up the change that is happening in the wider arena of
education, especially for adults. It is his claim that “[t]he greatest
conceptual shift which has occurred in recent times in higher education
has been from a perspective which focused on the teacher and what he
or she does, to a perspective in which student learning is central. While
much current practice has yet to fully reflect this shift, it is one which is
not likely to be reversed” (p. 24).

What We Know from Interpreting Education

A review of interpreting literature indicates that there is a body of
knowledge and information about what interpreters need to know
and be able to do, and therefore, what educators need to include as
content in the courses they teach. The CIT Standards (Baker-Shenk,
1990; Conference, 1995; Members, 1984a & b) the previous curriculum
(Baker-Shenk, 1990), and Community wisdom all reflect the belief that
these skills can be developed through active, hands-on learning. The
expected effect of this active learning is that students will be able to
respond critically, make decisions, and assess the effect of those deci-
sions responsibly and professionally. In other words, we expect stu-
dents to be able to deal with any situation that requires “It depends...”
as an answer.
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There is also an underlying assumption throughout the literature that
interpreters must be aware of and comfortable in the Deaf Community.
This belief is so intertwined throughout all the literature that it often
remains implicit in discussions and explanations about interpreting
education. During the early years when interpreters were apprenticed
through Community interaction, accepted through the approval of the
Deaf Community, and encouraged to interact within the Deaf Com-
munity, the implicit assumptions were implicitly assimilated. In the
shift from Community grooming to academic education, the implicit
expectations of Deaf Community interaction and acceptance have been
paid “lip service.” However, realization of them is often weak or non-
existent in practice. There are few deaf faculty in interpreting programs;
those who are in interpreting programs are often assigned to teaching
ASL exclusively. Anecdotal input in the field indicates that many edu-
cators, both deaf and hearing, believe that while there is tremendous
input needed from deaf people to teach ASL, there is relatively little deaf
educators can effectively contribute in teaching interpreting, since they
cannot evaluate both the source and the target messages simulta-
neously.! CIT statistics indicate that only 13% of its membership is deaf
or hard of hearing (Directory, 2001-2002).

The implicit expectations and assumptions about the essential value
of and need for Deaf Community, deaf faculty, and multicultural
competencies exist in stark contrast to the reality reported by CIT
membership and by the qualifications of interpreting program gradu-
ates. In recognizing the contrast, many interpreting educators are acting
to insure that these expectations are moving from the background to the
foreground, making them more explicit and expected. In addition to the
chapters in this volume from Cokely, Turner, Monikowski, and Pe-
terson that focus specifically on this emphasis, others raise similar
concerns. Those chapters about language learning and use all stress the
need for native signers and Deaf Community members as essential
language and culture models for interpreting students (see Quinto-
Pozos, Davis, and Lee, this volume). Public discussions emphasize the
need for more deaf faculty who teach interpreting as well as ASL.?

However, the ways and means of meeting that need are only be-
ginning to be addressed. Although most interpreting programs incor-
porate some type of observation and practice requirements, often these
requirements are accompanied by somewhat vague instructions, such
as “Attend a Deaf event and write a journal about what you saw.” More
recently, interpreting educators and researchers are investigating more
structured and directed approaches to these observations and partici-
pations. These are approaches that provide students with the means to
benefit more fully from their learning about both their own cultures and
the Deaf Community and cultures. Monikowski and Peterson (2003; this
volume), for example, offer a systematic approach to infusing Deaf
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Community involvement for interpreting students. In addition, their
use of service learning addresses something even more basic—the need
of interpreters to gain an understanding of any culture, especially their
own, as a foundation to understanding another. Dean and Pollard
(2001; this volume) offer the systematic structure of demand-control
schema for documenting observations that lead to understanding of
what students see and experience as they interact within Deaf com-
munity and culture. Dean, Pollard, Griffin, and Davis (2002) provide
evidence that the structure is effective in interpreting education. Forestal
(this volume) provides detailed insight into the roles and experiences of
deaf interpreters. It is clear that Deaf community and culture must be an
explicit part of the interpreting educator’s reality, so that it is infused
throughout the now primarily academic approach to teaching inter-
preting. Any newly designed curriculum will need to include explicit
goals and objectives to address this need. Purther research about how
this is currently being done, and how-it can be more effectively ac-
complished, is needed. ’

Interpreting education does have a body of knowledge about what
interpreters need to know and know how to do. CIT members per-
formed a major task analysis of interpreting (Members, 1984a & b). This
document provides lists of terms and descriptions of interpreting tasks
like ““analysis,” self-assess,” “analyze content,”” ““decision making,”
“audience assessment,” and “décalage” (Members, 1984a & b). Many
of the categories and topics fall into the upper levels of Bloom's tax-
onomy; for example, reflecting the expectation that interpreting re-
quires complex types of critical thinking. It is a valuable guide for
people who already know how to reach these goals, but it does not
provide guidance for a practitioner who is new to interpreting educa-
tion. And unfortunately, this document was not widely disseminated
beyond the membership of CIT and has not been easily accessible until
very recently, when CIT made it available electronically through their
website.

In 1990, Baker-Shenk led a group of experienced interpreting edu-
cators in the publication of a curriculum for teachers of interpreting, the
Teaching Interpreting Program (TIP). The curriculum provides insight
and information about the skills and competencies that were consid-
ered essential for competent interpreters at that time. Most recently,
CIT has investigated the idea of reviewing and assessing interpreting
programs, with a potential goal of accreditation. A set of National
Interpreter Education Standards was developed over a period of years,
with input from a broad range of interpreting educators, both deaf and
hearing, and was approved unanimously by the membership (Con-
ference, 1995). The domains and subdomains of knowledge and skills
outlined in the standards provide a comprehensive description of what
programs need to teach and, therefore, what competent graduates of
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these programs must be able to demonstrate. These include domains of
professional knowledge, language competencies, interpreting knowl-
edge and skills, and the ability to function effectively in diverse set-
tings. They underscore the need for educators and programs to focus
on the more complex processes of learning that result in critical
thinking skills.

The literature discussed thus far provides a basis for answering the
question, “What do interpreters need to know to be competent?”” It
does not explicitly address how these competencies are to be taught.
Interpreting educators must also master these defined skills and com-
petencies; they are essential prerequisites to becoming educators. But
they must master much more. They must master effective approaches
for' developing these competencies, or rather, for guiding students to
accept responsibility for learning, constructing their own understand-
ings about them, and applying their understandings critically by as-
sessing their own thinking and actions critically.

In addition to the literature available to inform this study in inter-
preting education, we can look to related fields and professionals for
input about teaching competencies. A sister organization of CIT, the
American Sign Language Teachers Association (ASLTA), is an orga-
nization that assesses the competencies of ASL teachers. Although
traditionally interpreting and teaching have been viewed as separate
fields, it is unquestionably true that the two are closely related. Given
that the specific criteria for ASL teachers will be different from those for
interpreting teachers, the mastery of approaches that foster student
learning, independence, and life-long learning requires similar under-
standing. ASLTA has established a portfolio system of assessment
(ASLTA, no date). Adopting the use of a portfolio indicates a focus on
the need for higher-order cognitive skills by this professional group. In
addition to the portfolio, applicants for certification must demonstrate
their teaching skills—again, a focus on their ability to think about their
teaching, decide what constitutes effective teaching, and assess their own
work. Each candidate needs to demonstrate, above all else, their own
critical thinking about their work, their decision making in choosing
portfolio elements, and their ability to assess their own work in order to
determine what elements are included. This approach focuses on the
underlying processes that ASL educators and interpreting educators
need to master and offers educators of interpreting some ideas about
how to assess their own teaching competencies.

The field of interpreting education has been in some ways ahead of
. the shift in adult education discussed previously. Educators like Co-
lonomos (1992) and Gish (1984) have introduced the field to the ideas
of Vygotsky and practiced interactive approaches to education.’ The
TIP curriculum implicitly reflects this approach in the types of class and
assessment activities it describes (Baker-Shenk, 1990). Consistent with
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the recent emphasis on active learning approaches that focus on the
development of critical thinking, decision making, and self-assessment,
Humphrey (2000) suggests the use of portfolios to address the inte-
gration and synthesis needs of graduating interpreting students, and
as way to bring them into more valuable and effective contact with the
Deaf Community. Cokely (personnel communication, June 2002), in his
work on decision making and portfolios, embraces active student
learning. His new approach to curriculum design that focuses on
communication from a discourse perspective promotes critical thinking
(Cokely, 2003).

Yet, as current studies indicate, many educators do not understand
these approaches and strategies and are not embracing them as the
foundation for teaching the interpreting process. Critical thinking, de-
cision making, and self-assessment are still often relegated to secondary
importance, focused on only when the “critical” needs of memeorizing,
testing, knowing, and grading have been accomplished.

TEACHING INTERPRETING: RECENT INVESTIGATIONS

The remainder of this chapter focuses on current knowledge, attitudes,
and philosophies of interpreting educators. In order to design and
develop a curriculum for interpreting educators that meets the needs of
the field, it is essential that a deliberative approach be followed. Data
collection from a broad spectrum of stakeholders is essential (Peterson,
2003). Participation and ownership are important features of a suc-
cessful curriculum at this point in the field.

Three separate investigations in an ongoing deliberative process of
curriculum development are reported. The three studies incorporate
data gathered through open-ended surveys, a roundtable conference,
and focus groups. In each study, input was gathered from instructors
who are or have worked in interpreting education and in ASL. They
range in experience from first-year teachers to those with many years
of experience. They have a range of educational backgrounds and a
variety of teaching experiences, ranging from many years in structured
classrooms to workshop presentations. They include educators who
learned sign language at home from deaf parents or family members
and then naturally fell into interpreting and teaching. There are others
who learned ASL through academic programs in order to become
interpreters. Some have educational backgrounds in curriculum de-
sign, second language teaching, adult education, linguistics, and En-
glish as a second language. Others have little academic training but a
tremendous wealth of experience and insight. Data were collected in
a variety of ways from a variety of participants. The following section
describes the data collection approaches for each study and discusses
the findings.
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Study 1: Open-Ended Survey about Teaching Interpreting

Data Collection

Cogen, Monikowski, Peterson, and Winston (2002) developed and
distributed a survey for interpreting and ASL instructors. The survey
consisted of two sections. The first section posed a series of demo-
graphic questions for respondents, including length of time teaching;
status as a teacher (full or part time); if they were affiliated with an
institution; what academic degree(s), if any, they held; and in what
field(s). The second section of the survey asked participants to respond
to four open-ended questions. The questions were designed to elicit
explanations of activities and the reasons that people used them.

1. Describe your favorite/most effective teaching activity, discuss
why, and describe how you assess it.

2. Describe your least favorite/effective activity and discuss why.

3. Tell us about how you grade your courses.

4. Are there other things you want to share about your teaching?

Data collection began in 2002, when the researchers solicited the first
group of participants by sending an announcement to CIT, the only
interpreting educator organization in the United States. The an-
nouncement was sent to their listserv, which is distributed to all
members of the organization. The number of members was listed as
272 in 2001-2002 (Directory, 2003-2004). However, many interpreter
educators report anecdotally that other faculty in their program, es-
pecially adjunct faculty and independent educators, do not belong to
CIT, and this number is not considered an accurate reflection of the
actual number of interpreting educators in the United States. Although
there is no actual count of interpreting educators in the United States
at this time, the RID website states that there are approximately 150
interpreting programs (Registry, retrieved March, 2004). Estimates
from educators indicate that there may be an average of one to two full-
time instructors and one to eight part-time instructors in many pro-
grams. Therefore, the members were encouraged to share the infor-
mation and invite any other educators involved with teaching
interpreting, whether as faculty or as workshop presenters and inde-
pendent consultants.

Over the course of a 3-month period, 21 surveys were submitted.
Quantitative analysis of the results is problematic because access to the
survey was not restricted by password or other criteria, so the real
number of possible respondents is unknown. However, qualitative
analysis provides insight into the philosophies of those who did
respond.

A second group of participants were recruited in the spring of 2003.
A national online roundtable discussion was sponsored by Project
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TIEM.Online, entitled “Teaching Interpreting: What Do We Need to
Know?”” The survey was linked to the website for the roundtable dis-
cussion, and registrants of the roundtable were encouraged to respond
if they had not done so previously. There were 299 registered partici-
pants of the roundtable, and 19 participants chose to respond to the
survey.* Although access to the survey was restricted to registered
participants of the roundtable, registration to the roundtable was not
restricted. As with the first round of recruitment, the conditions for
collecting these surveys were not controlled adequately for strict
quantitative analysis.

In all, 40 surveys were available for analysis. This research collated
the demographic information collected from the first section of the
survey and analyzed comments made in response to open-ended
questions 1, 2, and 4.% Participants ranged in teaching experience from
0-5 years: 14; 6-10 years: 13; 11-15 years: 5; and 16+ years: 8. There
were 23 full-time faculty members and 17 adjunct or independent ed-
ucators. Their places of employment ranged from 17 at 2-year institu-
tions, 13 at 4-year institutions, and 10 independent educators not
affiliated with any institution. Participants held a variety of academic
degrees, including 3 with Associate’s degrees, 8 with Bachelor’s de-
grees, 22 with Master’s Degrees, 6 with Ph.D.s, and 1 with a high
school diploma. Of these, some reported working on advanced degrees
in areas such as linguistics, interpreting, teaching interpreting, special
education, and adult education.

Respondents were not asked if they were deaf or hearing, nor were
they asked about race or ethnicity. Future versions of the survey may
include those questions. A few participants self-identified as deaf or
hearing. The format of a written English survey, combined with the
online environment, meant that some educators did not participate.

Data Analysis

Of the four open-ended questions about teaching interpreting, the re-
sponses to three informed this study. The questions about favorite/
effective activities, least favorite/effective activities, and additional
thoughts provided insight into educators” philosophies and needs for
teaching. The question about grading yielded specific information
about syllabi and grading policies; responses to this question were not
analyzed for this study.

Question 1. Describe your favorite/most effective teaching activity,
discuss why, and describe how you assess it? Of the 40 surveys, 33
people responded to this question. All but one described an activity that
developed critical thinking, decision making, and/or self-assessment
skills. Only one activity described was teacher-centered, designed to
simply transfer factual information to a passive student group. Most
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activities included students working together to analyze problems
(either texts or situational questions), self-assessment of interpreting
skills, and educator/student interaction that led students to construct
knowledge for themselves.

Educators reported that these types of activities were essential in

developing the higher-order thinking and analysis skills that inter-
‘preters need to be competent practitioners. Although the comments
overwhelmingly indicate a sense of the value of these types of activi-
ties, they also reflect a range of meta-knowledge about this under-
standing. Some comments were very articulate statements about the
need for developing these skills. Respondent #14, for example, did not
describe a specific activity; instead, she wrote: “I think the most ben-
eficial activities in the classroom are grounded in self-analysis. No
matter what I am teaching (almost), I go back to asking the students
about their experiences, what their challenges were, how they managed
the challenges, what they learned in the process, etc. I use this at all
levels, and I think it speaks to self-directed growth.”

Other comments do not explicitly discuss why these activities pro-
mote critical thinking. They merely state that critical thinking and self
analysis are the goal of the activity. For example, Respondent #11
discusses an activity that is videotaped, writing: “The student receives
feedback from the instructor and fellow classmates, but, more impor-
tantly, they get the opportunity to view and provide a self-critique of
their own work.” Respondent #30 begins her comment very succinctly
by stating, “Student self-analysis.”

Other comments reflect an understanding that these types of
learning activities are effective, but do not identify the underlying
processes they foster. Respondent #3 describes two activities that are
effective. The first is an interpreting activity where the students “‘use
‘process mediation’ (i.e., engage in a discussion of their processing,
etc.) using a fishbow] technique in class”’; the second is an activity that
has students “engage in role plays with Deaf Community members
and get direct feedback from these Deaf people and process the ex-
perience.” Although there is no explanation of why this is important
or what process the activity fosters, she adds, “Both course evalua-
tions and student comments (in class) attest to the benefit of these
activities.”

These comments indicate some level of understanding of the es-
sential need to develop critical thinking and self-assessment in inter-
preters. More important, they also reflect a need to better understand
how to structure and assess the activities. While some participants
described their assessment approaches knowledgeably, others were
clearly at a loss as to how to do this. Several, after describing their most
effective activity, bemoaned the fact that it is too hard to assess, or that
they do not assess it at all. Respondent #14, quoted above with a very
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articulate explanation of the need to develop self-assessment and
critical thinking skills, ends her comments by writing: “There is diffi-
culty in assessment with this method, and I feel fortunate that I mainly
teach in the workshop setting, so assessment is based less on grading
and more on personal growth and movement.”

This indicates a possible conflation of assessment and grading and
raises the question of whether this educator is aware of approaches to
assessment that could be effective in her teaching, regardless of the
setting, and of the possibility that effective assessment of these activi-
ties could be relevant to grading and teaching.

The comments of two respondents about assessing these activities
are striking in their similarity—the activities they describe are central to
interpreting, yet they are not evaluated. Respondent #20 describes an
activity that pairs students for interactive practice with interpreting
skills. She concludes by writing: “This gives the students practice
in dual tasking as well as short term memory....There is really no
assessment—this is primarily for skill building.” It is revealing that this
educator does not assess this activity, which focuses on an essential
aspect of our work-skill building.

Respondent #29 describes an effective interactive act1v1ty in trans-
lation, ending with this thought: “I did not grade the final performance
of this activity. This was more for them to get a feeling of the process of
changing messages from one language to another.” It is interesting to
see that the basic, underlying skill of interpreting (i.e., transferring a
message), is not assessed in a translation activity.

Comments like these indicate that these participants value activities
that lead students toward constructing their own knowledge through
critical thinking, decision making, and self-assessment. It is also ap-
parent that both the ability to assess these activities, and the awareness
that these are the activities that need to be assessed, need to be de-
veloped for some educators. That respondents report their most fun or
effective activities as unassessed reflects the need for educators to learn
how to approach assessment more effectively, both for the growth of
their students and for their own growth as educators.

Question 2. Describe your least favorite/effective activity and discuss
why. When asked to describe a least favorite or effective activity,
another interesting insight is revealed. Of the 40 participants, 33 re-
sponded to this question. Of these, seven did not answer the question
specifically enough to be included in the analysis. One such response
stated that travel to practicum was the least effective activity (but that
once she arrived, the travel was worth it). Another stated that “[m]ost
of the theory and foundation courses” were least effective. And one
person wrote: “Hard to say. It was my first teaching experience so
everything seemed daunting.”
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Of the remaining 26 responses, all but 2 described an activity
that was either primarily teacher-centered or that resulted in a
teacher-centered grading of some interactive, student-centered assign-
ment. The activities described here included testing, grading video-
tapes, rote memorization, grading written papers, scoring journals, and
lecturing. The following comment from Respondent #38 reflects the
attitude of most: “Watching videotapes of student-interpreted perfor-
mances. ... I just find it incredibly tedious to watch all these tapes and
provide written feedback.”

Several of the participants who mentioned grading tapes go on to
state that students benefit from getting written feedback. Unlike the
expanded comments about the most effective activities, which included
discussions about the value of building critical thinking, none of the
comments in this section included a student-learning rationale to
support the belief that students benefited from the tedious grading. No
one substantiated their statements that they know students use it, learn
from it in some way, or even read it.

Several respondents reflect a sense that these teacher-centered ac-
tivities are being done to satisfy some type of institutional requirement.
Respondent #37 reflects this sense, writing: ““The only activity I did not
like was having to grade when I was teaching some courses as an
adjunct. It did not accomplish much other than satisfying university
requirements.” There is an overall sense that the valuable activities of
Question 1 are not assessable, and that the least favorite activities are
conducted because they have to be. There is little sense that it is pos-
sible to assess the valued learner-centered activities and learning, or
that assessment in general provides some valuable benefit for students.
As this research and our understanding of interpreting processes goes
forward, we clearly need to explore teachers’ perceptions of grading
and assessment.

Question 3: Are there other things you want to share about your
teaching? This question elicited more responses about teaching and
learning philosophies and reinforced the sometimes implied philoso-
phies in the previous two sections. Of the 40 participants, 26 responded
to this question. Of the responses, not all the comments were relevant
to teaching philosophy. For example, Respondent #23 wrote: “I am
really more interested in concerns that need to be addressed in estab-
lishing an ITP at a 4-year institution.”

However, some took the opportunity to explicitly discuss their
teaching philosophies. The most common thread expressed was that
student-centered learning was the end goal—with critical thinking, an
ability to continue learning after the teacher is gone, and ability to
make decisions essential to the mastery of interpreting. Participant #3
writes: “I think that the most important thing for students to learn is



