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Foreword

It is an honour and privilege to introduce the Conference Proceedings of our fifth
and largest ever WASLI conference. Our conferences have allowed us to learn from many
corners of our world, from our founding conference in Worcester, South Africa in 2005, to
our 2007 conference in Segovia, Spain, followed by our return to South Africa in 2011
where we met in Durban, to Istanbul, Turkey in 2015, and most recently, Paris, 2019.
Each of the conferences have offered tremendous conference presentations that
represent the diversity that is our global interpreting community. Each conference offers
its own energy, and the following papers represent some of the talented people who
shared their energy, time, and talent in order to enrich our conference participants.

Our sincere thanks to Suzanne Ehrlich and Campbell McDermid for chairing the
scientific committee and bringing us such a rich and varied conference program that was
enjoyed by over 500 attendees from 67 countries. We also appreciate their editorial work,
which was supported by Ashley Gentry, that has resulted in this interesting collection of
papers.

We hope you enjoy reading each of the papers, beginning with the work of Jeremy
Brunson, Cynthia Roy, and Christopher Stone, who draw our attention to the philosophies
which have traditionally shaped interpreter education, and a call to action for a theoretical-
based education paradigm. We move from education to a thoughtful discussion of
exploring toxic ableism and its impact on Deaf communities, offered by Octavian E.
Robinson, Naomi Sheneman and Jonathan Henner.

The contributions that follow canvas a range of topics from mentorship strategies
after graduation from an interpreter education program by Kerrie Ellen Lovercheck, to a
review of an interpreting program in Uganda, as described by Bonnie Busingye, and the
impact of BSL legislation in Scotland, presented by Rachel Mapson, Vicky Crawley and
Yvonne Waddell. Aurélia Nana Gassa Gonga, Onno Crasborn, Carl Borstell and Ellen
Ormel offer us valuable insights about processing time when contrasting work into
International Sign and NGT. Finally, our proceedings close with a paper that addressed
our theme, treasuring our roots, authored by Naomi Sheneman and Octavian E Robinson.
This paper examines the ways in which deaf situated knowledges can be centered within

the professional of signed language interpreters.



We hope these papers offer you a window into some of the conference
presentations, and inspire conversations among your local community of interpreters, and
within our international network of practitioners, consumers, and educators. And, maybe,
just maybe, they will also be a motivating factor in your planning to attend the next WASLI

conference in South Korea in 2023.

With our best regards,

Debra Russell, WASLI Honorary President
and Christopher Stone, WASLI President



Editors’ Note

It is with great pleasure we bring you the conference proceedings for the 2019
WASLI conference held in Paris, France. Much credit goes to the authors for their
presentations and for the innovative work they have performed, and which you are about
to read. The WASLI Board has also been instrumental in supporting us in the creation of

these proceedings and we owe them a debt of gratitude.

We would be remiss if we did not also thank the reviewers, who included a

dedicated group of individuals (in alphabetical order):

Klimis Antzakas
Onno Crasborn
Isabelle Heyerick
Robert G. Lee
Lorraine Leeson
Elisa Maroney
Lindsay Nickels
Brenda Nicodemus
Anna-Lena Nilsson
Tessa Padden
Sujit Sahasrabudhe
Heidi Salaets
Christopher Stone
Trudie Theunissen

We hope that you find the various articles thought-provoking and informative and

that they help to honor our past, treasure the present and ultimately shape our future.

Campbell, Suzanne and Ashley
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Shaping Our Academic Future

Jeremy L. Brunson
Cynthia B. Roy
Christopher A. Stone
Abstract

Many countries around the world struggle to provide Deaf people with qualified
interpreters. Those who are institutionalizing a solution for this often do so through
Interpreter Education Programs (IEPs) and typically situate their philosophy within a skill-
based training — interpreting. We suggest this presents a myopic view of interpreting; a
view that assumes language and interaction occur within a vacuum. Therefore, we
believe a more useful paradigm under which to teach interpreting is a theoretical-based
education — Interpreting Studies (IS). In order to do this, educators and students must be
able to define Interpreting Studies and recognize the contribution of various disciplines
that make up this field. Embedding these disciplines within IS requires grounding in each
discipline’s theoretical principles which is significant as the education of interpreters takes
hold in academia.

Introduction

Interpreting occurs within a particular socio-historical moment. It is influenced by
interlocutors’ various identities. The language we use and how it is used is tied to our
perceptions of self and others and is determined by the social relations in which we are
embedded before, after, and during the interpretation. Therefore, a holistic view and
examination of interpreting is necessary. This requires an understanding of the fields
that, when used together, provide this type of insight.

Through our readings of the literature, we have found that the following disciplines
have contributed to the development of an Interpreting Studies discipline: history,
translation, linguistics, sociology, social psychology, and cognitive psychology (see Roy,
Brunson, & Stone 2018). In this paper, we briefly describe the ways in which the major
ideas and scholars of these disciplines have contributed to the knowledge base of IS.
Our discussion here is not limited to one country or even one time period. To understand
the shape of the future of interpreting, the field, its practitioners, and scholars who study
it, the body of knowledge explored must be transdisciplinary, translocal, and translingual.

What is a Discipline

Most readers are probably familiar with the idea of disciplines, for example,
psychology, English, mathematics, and others. However, it has been our experience that
being familiar with the idea of a discipline and understanding the design of a discipline

are different.



Every discipline strives to develop scientific theories about the ways in which either
the world works or the ways in which we can understand human beings and their actions.
Theories provide general principles for how something works or an explanation of the
relationship between two or more concepts (Merton, 1967; Schneider, 2006). As Chafetz
(1988) says: “The central task of any science and its theories is to aid in our understanding
or explanation of some class of empirical phenomena.” (p. 5).

Empirical phenomena are facts or events that are observed, or that can be verified
through approaches that include experiments, or observations, or interviews, or
recordings, etc. Gathering facts, observing and recording events, interviewing people,
counting occurrences, and detecting patterns are all different approaches to collecting
data for research. Analysis then either confirms a theory about the way the world works
or allows scientists to develop a new theory. We use theory as a way to explain how
persons, places, or events, we experience are connected and related to one another.
Within Interpreting Studies, we use theory to explain the process of working between two
distinct languages.

Testing a theory requires designing a study. A study collects specific data
(language examples, interpreting examples, survey responses, responses to
experiments, etc.) and these can either be used to test a hypothesis, to explore the
categories and themes that emerge from the data, or to describe specific phenomena
within the data. Our own research work has put forth different, although not contradictory,
theories about interpreting. For example, Cynthia Roy (2000) posits that interpreting is a
discourse process; Jeremy Brunson’s (2011) position is that access is a matrix of various
apparatuses that organize video relay service interpreters’ labor; or Christopher Stone’s
(2009) position holds that Deaf translators adhere to norms that create an effective
interpretation/translation. These theories were generated through the disciplines of
linguistics, sociology, and Deaf studies, respectively. The challenge now is to incorporate

them into a unifying theory that explains phenomena of interest to scholars in IS.

What is Interpreting Studies (IS)
To our minds, IS is the encompassing term for studies of interpreting between any
language pair, and sign language interpreting is one area of study within I1S. Whether a

scholar is working in the field of literature, geography, or mathematics, if they are



examining interpreting, they are doing IS. We label IS for what it is, transdisciplinary. That
is, IS examines interpreting at the nexus of multiple disciplines. This exploration then
benefits from multiple disciplinary perspectives simultaneously rather than examining
interpreting solely through sociology, linguistics, or cognitive psychology, for example.
This approach can potentially move us closer to more holistic analyses of interpreting
which would become both the form and the theory of the discipline of IS and Sign
Language Interpreting Studies (SLIS).

As a field, IS strives to bring together different ideas of what interpreting is—an
historical process, a translation process, a linguistic process, a sociological process, a
social/psychological process and a cognitive process, among others. A unified theory of
IS would describe how interpreting happens as an event created by relationships among
people. Constructing a theory is and will be difficult, as not only does it have to account
for at least three primary people (or more) and their interaction, but it also must account
for layers of social and psychological forces and norms. There are so many concepts at
play that it is like putting together a puzzle the size of a shopping centre!

Conducting research on the interpreting process seeks to explain how all the parts
move and come together. Determining how we conduct research is where other
disciplines have assisted. IS has borrowed methodological practices of other disciplines
to investigate interpreting. For example, the cognitive process has been examined in
experimental ways by psychologists (MacNamara et al., 2011), the discourse process
has been examined through recordings of natural language by linguists (Marks 2018),
social forces have been examined through institutional texts (Temple 2005), and norms
and identity have been examined through interviews (McKee & Awheto 2010). There are
many different paths to understanding the process and the future is to combine these
theories and methods to present a more holistic picture. This is what we mean by
transdisciplinary.

Adhering to an IS paradigm moves our profession away from simplistic discussions
of interpreting towards substantive questions that encourage research and apply
theoretical analyses. For example, in the late 1980s, we conceptualized the work of sign
language interpreters as metaphors of practice (although they are erroneously referred

to as a models). These metaphors (i.e., helper, conduit, communication facilitator, and bi-



bi) provided a label for one part of the work of interpreting. They focused solely on our
interaction with the consumers. Within IS we recognize that interpreting can and should
be examined as a social phenomenon, an event with people and practitioners all
embedded in a particular history and influenced by the societies they all inhabit. IS
illustrates that people involved in interpreted events are experiencing the moment not only
physically but socially, linguistically, and psychologically. Understanding this larger
picture informs the work of translators and interpreters.
Six Disciplines

What follows are brief glimpses of the six disciplines we consider the academic

foundations of IS.
Through the Lens of History

History as a discipline brings together primary and secondary sources (i.e.,
interviews, diaries, newspapers, documents) to document and explain events that have
happened, within the context that they happen. In doing so, the historian can provide
plausible explanations for events in the present. Using a historical lens enables us to
better understand the communities, and language practices that have occurred for
different peoples located in different times, and how these resemble and differ from the
current day.

Some scholars examine history and try to understand the multiple convergences
of factors that bring about events. Looking at historical events is not merely learning
about events of the past, but it is learning about who we are in the present by examining
events of the past. Some scholars who examine historical events aim to unpack grand
narratives, which often only offer a single viewpoint, in order to understand events within
broader and wider discourses (Foucault, 1961). Foucault, for example, was far more
interested in, and receptive to work which, instead of trying to understand the ‘one and
only’ truth of things, tried to ‘historicise’ the different kinds of truth, knowledge, rationality
and reason that had developed in cultures (Danaher, Schirato, & Webb, 2002, p. 6).
Foucault's (1970) work in genealogy reminds us to be mindful of what information may
be difficult to find, and how this might shed light on different aspects of “received wisdom”,

such as the work of Deaf interpreters, or individuals, groups and communities that are



discriminated against, be they women, people of ethnicity, minority or low status language
users.

Historical accounts of interpreting triangulate the historical evidence we have of
interpreters working from different periods around the world and explore some of the
earliest references we have of spoken and sign language interpreters. Leahy (2015), for
example, provides an accounting of how interpreting occurred prior to the systemization
of the field. In her analysis, she demonstrates that the narrative that many have learned
— the first legal interpreters in the USA were from the schools for the deaf — may have
been incorrect. This is just one example of how examining historical records and
documents inform our understanding of the past, our sense of the present, and our
direction to the future.

Through the Lens of Translation

Translation Studies (TS), a term coined by James Holmes (1972), is the scientific
study of the many aspects of translation including the activity of translating. Holmes
suggested that the concerns of TS are the complex of problems around translating as a
process and a product, i.e. “What are the many decisions translators must make,” and,
as a product, i.e. “Is the translation an accurate representation of the original message?”
These questions also have a central place in the study of interpreting. Interpreting, as
both a skill and a science, focuses on the nature and transfer of meaning which are
parallel concerns with TS.

Other concerns and ongoing discussions in common with TS include whether a
translation should reflect the worldview of the author, or the worldview of the reader, or
perhaps a bit of both (Munday, 2012). As translation expanded into scientific, technical,
legal and business works, scholars came to focus on the communicative interaction
between people who did not share a worldview, and TS turned to theories and research
from communication, discourse studies, and cognitive linguistics, taking in the theoretical
stances and methodologies from these disciplines (Munday, 2012). These are disciplines
to which interpreting has also turned.

Not only has TS contributed to our basic understanding of interpreting processes
and products, but many IS principles evolved from those first put forth in TS. As

Pdchhacker (2004) notes, “the basic insights and ideas about translation may now be



feeding more directly into interpreting studies and enriching its theoretical foundations”
(p. 48). Thus, the discipline of TS forms the bedrock from which IS emerges.
Through the Lens of Linguistics

Intertwined with translation and interpreting is linguistics, the discipline that studies
language. Linguists understand that language is a dynamic activity in which participants
think of themselves as doing things with language, such as persuading, narrating,
entertaining, or explaining. Understanding linguistic forms and strategies that people use
to convey meaning is the essential purpose of linguistic study in interpreting. Talk is an
activity in which participants determine minute-by-minute the meaning of something that
is said or signed. Knowing and recognizing ways of using language to convey and
construct meaning is an essential skill for translators and interpreters.

Discourse and Discourse Analysis

Analyzing the linguistic activity between people is the study of discourse and
discourse analysis. Discourse is language as it is actually expressed and understood by
people engaged in a social interaction to accomplish a goal (Johnstone, 2002). This
definition, developed in linguistics, aims to discover and describe how participants in a
conversation make sense of what is going on within the social and cultural context of face-
to-face interaction. And it is this type of discourse, face-to-face interaction, that
interpreters are principally involved in.

Johnstone (2002) and Schiffrin (1994) have suggested that discourse analysis is a
variety of methodological approaches that can answer many kinds of questions about
human interaction. While as humans we all are analyzing discourse, interpreters need an
overt awareness of what people are trying to accomplish as they talk or sign. This type of
analysis requires concepts from disciplines like sociology that are borrowed into
linguistics, now known as sociolinguistics. The findings of linguistic research, primarily
discourse analysis, have provided a vast knowledge of how languages create meaning,
the central concern of both translation and interpretation.

Through the Lens of Sociology and Anthropology

Until recently, the two areas of IS that have received the least attention are

sociology and anthropology. As Pochhacker (2004) suggests, anthropology and

sociology have “played a relatively modest role in interpreting studies to date” (p. 50).



This might be in part because both disciplines focus on intangible, but highly influential,
aspects of human life and partly because of our roots in translation which has only
recently had a cultural turn.

Anthropology and sociology are disciplines that start with what can be seen, what
people are doing in their everyday lives. The anthropologist and sociologist focus on the
various interactions that people find themselves in throughout their lives, and refer to
these interactions as ‘the social.” These disciplines attempt to understand how people, in
their everyday lives, are situated within a social world that is, to some degree, directing
and impacting their actions. Because of their similar focus — the human condition—both
disciplines have been influenced by many of the same scholars. Their similar focus
should not be confused with a lack of distinction, as sociology and anthropology are
different in what they aim to understand from their observations. These two fields, when
combined, make up what Péchhaker (2004/2016) refers to as “socio/cultural” approaches.
Identifying Power

A recurring theme throughout socio/cultural lens is identifying and exploring power
dynamics. There are many scholars of sociology whose work is applicable and could be
applied to the study of interpreting. These include Du Bois’ (1903) work about “black
folks”, Marx’s (1954) analysis of capitalism, Collins’ (2000) insight into the “matrix of
domination”, and Smith’s (1987) method of inquiry into the “organization of the everyday”.
Within anthropology, it is the political economic tradition, which draws on the work of Marx,
that focuses on power. This is because this tradition takes up the examination of ideology,
a key theme with Marxism.

Another theorist whose analysis of power has influenced both fields is Michel
Foucault (1972). He spent his career identifying and exploring power throughout history.
In his analysis, he notes power is embedded in the everyday and exercised through
various discourses. These discourses wield a lot of power and refers to the systems of
thought that influence individuals. This means that power is no longer solely part of a
large apparatus, like the State, but rather part of the fabric of social relations.

A recognition of power has become a part of the discourse in United States
interpreting. The Registry of Interpreters for the Deaf (RID) now requires a certain number

of continuing education units (CEUs) to be in courses or workshops on ‘power, privilege,



and oppression’. As such, it would seem that the RID presumably has a clear definition
of the meaning. But what is it? Sociologists and anthropologists would ask does it include
issues of gender, sexuality, race, and ability? Or is it simply a way to talk about deaf and
non-deaf dynamics? Who decides? These are the kind of questions that a sociocultural
analysis of discourse could attempt to answer.

Through the Lens of Social Psychology

The field of social psychology is focused on how individuals interpret and assign
meaning to the world around them. This body of work is found at the intersection of
sociology and psychology. Through social psychology’s micro-level analysis, we can
explore how an individual experiences everyday events and interactions. There are three
central, interdependent concepts that we get from social psychology: self, identity, and
role.

One sociologist whose work often appears in IS because of his interest in self,
identity, and role is Erving Goffman (1959). He observed and wrote about interactions
among people. He posed questions about how people typically interact and enact
different roles in different situations. Goffman used the analogy of theatre performances
to describe interaction and its rituals.

Llewellyn-Jones and Lee (2014) apply the work of Goffman and a social
psychological lens to the analysis of interpreters and roles. As part of their analysis they
put forth a model of multiple roles for “describing the place that community interpreters
have in the communicative interactions in which they work” (p. 148). In developing this
model, they work to debunk the long-held notion (often by those outside the field) that
there is one role interpreters occupy. Rather, they demonstrate that there are multiple
roles a single interpreter may occupy throughout their career or even a given assignment.
Similarly, each interpreter makes decisions based on their experiences, background, etc.
And each of these decisions shapes the role occupied by the interpreter. Therefore, there
cannot be one role for all interpreters.

As scholars who have taken up Goffman’s work demonstrate, social psychology
allows for a closer examination of human behavior and behaviors are interpreted by all
the participants. His work allows us to ask questions like what it means for interpreters

(students) to interact with members of Deaf communities? What are the behaviors and



identities we agree to when we decide to become interpreters? Social psychology can
help us understand how these interactions are perceived and interpreted by all parties.

Understanding how our interpretations are shaped by the social context is
important for all interpreters. This is not only important to the actual language work taught
in interpreter education programs, but also for the interpersonal work that is a required
component of any interpreting assignment (Stone & Brunson, 2020).

Through the Lens of Cognitive Psychology

In many ways, cognitive psychology, the final of the six lenses we will address, has
influenced many of the models of interpreting that we use. Many of the concepts familiar
in this field, such as working memory (WM), long term memory (LTM), and others, have
gradually been woven into how we understand the cognitive mechanism that drives the
linguistic processing of interpreting (see Llewellyn-Jones 1981). Most of this has entered
our field via cognitive psychology, a field which combines the psychology of language and
psycholinguistics.

More recently, with the development of greater experimental technique and
equipment, cognitive psychologists have explored more directly the cognitive
underpinnings of interpreting work. The work of interpreting is complicated and given the
changing dynamics (e.g., teaming, videoconferencing interpreting, international
interpreting, etc.) there is a need to understand the cognitive psychological processes
interpreters are experiencing. As such we feel that the area of cognitive psychology,
although new and complex for many of us, is worthy of inclusion as one of the academic
foundations of IS.

From the mid 1990s onwards, we have started to see a greater exploration of
cognitive issues in interpreting led by Moser-Mercer (1978) and others such as
Christoffels, De Groot and Waldrop (2006). These studies have often explored specific
aspects of the interpreting process: WM, articulatory suppression preventing sub-vocal
articulatory rehearsal, LTM, the ever-increasing importance given to LTM -WM and its
interaction in top-down processing and anticipation/prediction/inferencing. These help us
to think more generally about why we prepare for interpreting work.

Cognitive psychologists continue to explore complex bilingual communication

performance including simultaneous interpreting. This discipline continues to contribute



to IS knowledge regarding processing speed, psychomotor speed, cognitive control and
task switching ability, working memory capacity, and mental flexibility (MacNamara et al.,
2011; Stone, 2017). Investigating domain-general cognitive abilities and how they
develop through interpreting training and as interpreters become experts are just a few of
the studies possible within cognitive psychology.
Conclusion
For too long IEPs have focused on skills rather than encouraging students to think
holistically about the work they do. We argue for a broader scope. Interpreting Studies,
as transdisciplinary, relies on distinct fields of study to move forward and develop theories
that explain interpreting in ways that move beyond the interpreted product. As we laid
out in our book The Academic Foundations of Interpreting Studies: An Introduction to Its
Theories, published by Gallaudet University Press (Roy, Brunson & Stone, 2018), the
academic fields that make up the foundation of IS have a great deal to contribute to our
understanding of interpreting. Our job as educators and practitioners is to become familiar
with them and encourage our students and colleagues to do the same.
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Toxic Ableism Among Interpreters: Impeding deaf people’s linguistic rights
through pathological posturing

Octavian E. Robinson
Naomi Sheneman
Jonathan Henner
Abstract

Hoffmeister and Harvey (1996) describe pathological posturing as a way in which
non-deafi people reinforce their supremacy over deaf people. Through a critical disability
lens using standpoint theory, we theorize about pathological posturing strategies
deployed by non-deaf signed language interpretersz to reinforce ableism, audism, and
paternalism toward deaf people.

Pathological posturing is rooted in the idea that deaf people have limited agency
without the aid of non-deaf allies. Emotional weaponization occurs when labor is
performed on the part of the non-deaf to assist deaf people is not met with gratitude and
unguestioning acceptance. Non-deaf people deploy pathological posturing to perpetuate
systemic marginalization and compel deaf people to abandon control of linguistic rights
discourses. The resulting tension, abled resistance, occurs when signed language
interpreters prioritize their abilities, professional expertise, and feelings over deaf
consumers.

Introduction

We theorize about the deployment of pathological posturing and its resulting
tension, abled resistance. Abled resistance is described from our perspectives as deaf
scholars, based on our experiences as deaf individuals with different backgrounds and
knowledges who have worked with signed language interpreters most of our lives (for a

combined total of nearly one hundred years). Additionally, we all currently work in

1 Non-deaf refers to people who possess the ability to hear and thus enjoy the associated structural,
institutional, and social privileges tied to being able to hear and speak within “normal” parameters without
accommodation or assistive devices. We use this term instead of hearing to center the duality with deafness
as the standard.

2 Deaf interpreters are capable of lateral ableism, which is what occurs when a disabled person is ableist
toward another disabled person, e.g. ableism toward deafblind and deafdisabled people (Robinson, 2010;
Ruiz-Williams, Burke, Chong, & Chainarong, 2015). While we believe the phenomena of abled resistance
occurs in situations involving deaf interpreters and a wide range of deaf consumers, the complexities of
lateral and internalized ableism as well as the nuances of power relations involved requires a separate
paper. We posit that there is a dire need for in-depth analyses of different levels of oppression that exist

within the interpreting profession that goes beyond the dichotomy of deaf vs. non-deaf.
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conjunction with signed language interpreter education programs in the United States in
some form.

Originally, we organized contestations of power and expertise in deaf — non-deaf
relations under Hoffmeister and Harvey’s (1996) umbrella concept of pathological
posturing. In the months since we wrote the original abstract, we re-visited the concepts
of pathological posturing, hearing fragility, and abled resistance within signed language
interpreting aided by conversations with allies, non-allies, and members of the deaf
communities One challenge in writing about such power relations is the complexities
inherent in the category of disability. Disability, because of its fluidity, laterality, and
intricacy, complicates any discussion of power relations. Abled non-deaf and Deaf
interpreterss work with deaf and disabled clients tangling the threads of ableism within
power relations. Abled resistance hones in on relations shaped by perceived power,
expertise, authority, and relative ability.

Interpreters and members of the deaf community debate the elements that defines
an interpreter’s expertise (Forestal, 2015; Kent, 2007; Napier, 2011; Stratiy, 2005). We
argue deaf people are the experts on their accessibility needs as they possess situated
knowledge about what accommodations or types of access work best for them.
Unfortunately, the expertise of non-deaf interpreters and educators of the deaf are valued
in this society and in the signed language interpreting profession over the epistemologies
and ontologies of deaf people (see Sheneman & Robinson, this volume).

Service professions such as interpreting give professionals the power to define
“the needs of their clients rather than allowing the clients to set the agenda,” (Mikkelson,
2004, para. 12). A recent example involves Anna Witter-Merithew, the Interim Executive
Director of the Registry of Interpreters for the Deaf (RID) from March 2015 through July
2017, who served as an expert witness in at least three cases where her socially-assigned

expertise assisted in decisions against deaf people: Priscilla Saunders v. Mayo Clinic,

3 The word, deaf, is capitalized when referring to Deaf interpreters because they are part of the Deaf
community and are native users of signed languages (see Beldon, Forestal, Garcia, & Peterson (2009) for
further discussion). The authors choose to lowercase deaf when referring to deaf people in general as it is

more encompassing of all identities (see Kusters & Friedner (2015) for further discussion).
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Durand et al. v. Fairview Health Services, and State of Tennessee v. Andrew Clayton
Parker (NAD, 2018). The NAD concluded that her testimony harmed deaf people’s civil
and linguistic rights:

A reading of these reports and testimony makes it clear that Ms. Witter-Merithew

served as an expert on behalf of defendants alleged to have violated the civil

rights of deaf people who require communication access through qualified sign

language interpreters. (NAD, 2018, para. 3).
In Priscilla Saunders v. Mayo Clinic (2013), Witter-Merithew argued that it was unrealistic
for the deaf plaintiffs to expect a Mayo Clinic to satisfy their accessibility needs. In Durand
et al. v. Fairview Health Services, Witter-Merithew (2016) claimed that even the presence
of interpreters would not improve the deaf plaintiffs’ comprehension of medical
information. As a result of Witter-Merithew’s testimonies, Rosenblum (2019), the Chief
Executive Officer of the NAD emphasized that a future updated Code of Professional
Conduct (CPC), last updated in 2005, should include a provision that stipulates
interpreters have a responsibility to the deaf community and that they should carefully
consider in what ways their expertise is being used outside interpreted situations. Witter-
Merithew’s testimonies about deaf people’s accessibility needs were an example of how
non-deaf interpreters use their expertise to speak on behalf of (and over) deaf people.s
This decision to offer expert testimony as a non-deaf person on a disabled person’s
disability cultural competence, despite pushback from deaf people and a decades-long
disability rights movement emphasizing the importance of “nothing about us without us”,
is an example of abled resistance.

Background Information
Those who work closely with deaf people possess a lot of power: teachers of the

deaf, doctors, audiologists, and interpreters. Interpreters are placed in positions of power

4 See Levitzke-Gray (2020) for further discussion on the problems of interpreters taking the platform to

speak on behalf of deaf people. The honorary WASLI president, Debra Russell (2020) responded stating
that it was time for interpreters to explore their power and privileges as well as critically consider the choices

they make that affect deaf people’s perception of interpreters.
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within a larger system that values professional expertise over lived knowledge (Robinson
& Henner, 2017) and a society that assumes abled people are more competent than
disabled people. Interpreters that choose to comment on the deaf experiences are part
of this larger social system (e.g. white, abled) that deprioritizes the innate knowledge of
deaf people in maintaining abled supremacy.

The axis of dis/ability and the power of ableism is at center of this paper. Ableism
describes structural, institutional, and individual acts of discrimination against those
considered disabled and those who represent the valuation of specific abilities (Wolbring,
2008). People understand themselves as abled when placed in contrast to a person who
is not abled; we know and understand disability in relation to ourselves (Campbell, 2019;
2012; 2008). Disability is cast as undesirable otherness, a divergence of body-mind that
disrupts social order (and profitability). As undesirable others, society views disabled
bodies as needing regulation, control, institutionalization, and governance. The disabled
need the assistance and expertise of abled people to be restored to society (Longmore,
1985). Society confers power upon abled people as a consequence.

Power is an individual’s ability to wield one’s resolution over others (Foucault,
1980). As a result, a group of individuals with more power are put into a social system
that holds traditional authority over others with lesser power (Foucault, 1980). Privilege
is access to power structures and the ability to deploy that power to one’s advantage.
Johnson (2017) describes privilege not as an individual possession but as a component
of a social system in which people participates to maintain said systems. Discursive
strategies like Hoffmeister and Harvey’s (1996) pathological posturing was pivotal in
understanding how professionals within deaf related fields maintain abled supremacy.

The politics of signed language interpreters, their choices, and actions is one
significant realm where deaf people encounter ableism. Ableism by interpreters directed
toward deaf people are frequently discussed within community discourses. In the past,
deaf people had fewer options to congregate outside of local communities. The rise of
social media (e.g. Facebook and Twitter) has furnished spaces on a global level for the
exchange of grievances and means of response to “terrible, lousy, awful” interpreters
such as the discussion spurred by Levitzke-Gray (2020) about interpreters speaking for

deaf people. Long before social media, and still today, deaf people gather in safe spaces

16



to talk about oppression and hearing people in safe spaces such as residential schools
and deaf clubs (Ladd, 2003). Those oppressive experiences are discussed in various
forms such as stories (Ladd, 2003); such narratives and gatherings are examples of
hidden transcripts, which are devices of resistance to oppression (Scott, 1990). Tensions
in relationships between non-deaf signed language interpreters and deaf people have
emerged in studies by interpreter practitioners and researchers (Baker-Shenk, 1986;
Cokely, 2005; Colonomos, 2013; Fant, 1990; Forestal, 2015; Kent, 2007; Mole, 2018). As
part of the effort to dismantle ableism, interpreters’ actions, discourses, and emotional
responses to being challenged must be interrogated. Signed language interpreter
education, research, and professional organizations are the source of pathological
posturing and ableism (Hall, Holcomb & Elliott, 2016). Ableism is systemic, structural, and
sustained through interpreter education and professional practices. Those institutional
realms of power must be transformed through a critical disability lens. Otherwise, ableist
systems continue to reinforce deaf people as dependent others.

Ableism frequently emerges in interpreted contexts and encounters with deaf
people such as the belief that deaf people know nothing about interpreting primarily
because they were not professionally trained (Scholl, 2020; see Sheneman & Robinson,
this volume for further discussion) along with the attitude that interpreters have to help
deaf people. However, Ladd (2003) argued that the helper mentality must be abandoned
altogether to ensure true inclusion. To offer some historical context surrounding the
concept of helper, signed and spoken language interpreting were feminized and
characterized as helping professions (P6chhacker, 2004) which comes with the practice
of caring (Blackwelder, 1997). The caring principle is problematic because it supports the
premise that deaf bodies belong to the helpers and caretakers to hold the power in making
decisions for deaf people (Padden & Humphries, 2005). The helper mentality/savior
complex is how pathological posturing deprives marginalized individuals from receiving
language concordant services (De Meulder & Haualand, 2019) and deaf people’s voices
have to be carried through signed language interpreters (Padden & Humphries, 2005).
More examples of ableism that emerges in signed language interpreting profession will

be uncovered later this paper.
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Based on our observations and as recounted to us by various deaf individuals,
pathological posturing and abled resistance among interpreters appear in discourses
among signed language interpreting professionals, researchers, and educators. We posit
that by confronting those discursive strategies in various interpreting contexts, developing
awareness of abled resistance, and dismantling the particular ways in which signed
language interpreters uphold hearing supremacy and linguistic inequity offers much
promise in reshaping discourses about values, ethics, practices, education, and research
in signed language interpreting. Furthermore, combating pathological posturing among
interpreters offers us an additional front in the battle for securing signed language rights
and communication equity for deaf people.

Ableism within interpreter/deaf client dynamics often intersect with linguicism and
phonocentrism. Linguicism is the belief that certain languages supersede others
(Phillipson, 1992). Linguicism, in our contexts, is the ideology that spoken languages are
superior to signed languages (Skutnabb-Kangas, 2016). Linguicism intersects with
phonocentrism, which places greater value on the ability to speak and hear languages
over the use of other language modalities. Ableism, linguicism, and phonocentrism
combined together result into audism which is a negative perspective of deafness and
deaf people (Bauman, 2004; Humphries, 1977). Examples of linguicism in interpreting
can be seen in events where non-deaf interpreters prefer to speak even though they know

deaf people are in the discourse environment.
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Figure 1
Venn Diagram of Audism

Phonocentrism

Linguicism Ableism

Toxic Ableism

Non-deaf people occupy spaces in deaf lives as family members, neighbors,
coworkers, colleagues, children, and as access providers, namely signed language
interpreters. In intimate quarters, friction is inevitable. In these quarters, ableism is
especially toxic because of the triadic relationship and the various power imbalances at
play. The interpreter’s ability as a speaking non-deaf person is emphasized due to their
proximity with deaf individuals in which two social constructs, ability and disability, are
made apparent. The system deliberately elevates interpreters’ power in the
interpreter/deaf client dynamic due to their status as an abled professional (Elliott & Hall,
2014). A person featured in the film, Audism Unveiled, spoke of how a signed language
interpreter in their classroom ignored their signed answer, proceeded to answer the
teacher’s question for the student, all the while without interpreting said answer (Bahan,

Bauman & Montenegro, 2008).5 The ableism is toxic because the interpreter’s intended

5 See Pirone, Henner & Halll (2018) for additional examples.
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helpfulness, that the deaf student not appear unintelligent in front of their peers, seemed
like a kind gesture. But instead, their actions deprived the deaf person of agency in their
education and a possible opportunity to learn from a mistake. That is, if the interpreter
had indeed been correct. But the interpreter was not. The student was, and instead, the
teacher thought the student had not been doing their work. The interpreter’s decision,
good intentions aside, resulted in harming the deaf student.

This relationship between the interpreter, the student, and the teacher in the
previous vignette is akin to Hoffmeister and Harvey’s (1996) pathological posturing.
Pathological posturing describes attitudes where the non-deaf interpreter assumes that
the deaf person is dependent on them for help in order to function well in the hearing
world. Pathological posturing, however, does not capture the full extent of deaf people’s
experiences in navigating power relations with non-deaf people; hence the popularization
of the phrase “hearing fragility” or our proposed neologism- abled resistance. The
imbalance between deaf people and non-deaf interpreters is poignant (Ladd, 2003) that
when a deaf person asks for access or asserts knowledge about disabilities, language,
ontologies, and epistemologies only to experience pushback from non-deaf signed
language interpreters (Baker-Shenk, 1986; Colonomos, 2013; Forestal, 2015; Kent,
2007; Mole, 2018).

To understand why non-deaf people push back, some deaf individuals have
incorporated sociologist DiAngelo’s (2011) notion of white fragility in their analyses.
DiAngelo coined this term to describe white people’s lack of stamina and resilience in
discussing race, racism, and race relations. White people shut down conversations about
racial power and privilege by derailing the discussion because of discomfort with the
subject. White fragility is laden with emotional weaponization such as tears, anger,
defensiveness, and the common refrain of “but not all white people.” DiAngelo’s
description of white fragility evoked enough familiarity for deaf people to adapt this term
into hearing fragility to describe such behavior by non-deaf people. The usage of hearing
fragility has become popular in community discourses and refers to signed language
interpreters’ responses to concerns from deaf people surrounding power imbalance
issues in interpreted situations and within the relationship between interpreters and deaf
people (Gunderson, 2019; MyFloRevolution, 2018; Styles, 2019; Withey, 2017).
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For our purposes, hearing fragility does not suffice as a label for the concept that
we are discussing. Fragility, in itself, does not adequately address the range of
experiences or the power dynamic inherent in dis/abled relations. Ableism, racism, and
white supremacy work in interconnected ways but do not have the same function and are
not interchangeable (Campbell, 2008). The sociohistorical processes that have
scaffolded whiteness and race intersect with, yet diverges from dis/ability. Those
intersections are dynamic, suggesting caution in extending the logic of race to disability
without interrogating such nuances. Thus, the outright application of the term, fragility as
used in DiAngelo’s (2018; 2011) work to non-racial discourses is problematic, presents
opportunities for post-racial whitewashing that works to the opposite ends of DiAngelo’s
intent with addressing white fragility, and requires further consideration. Furthermore, the
messiness of ableism and disableism fails to adhere to a neat binary that can be cleaved
from race (Annamma, Connor, & Ferri, 2013). The category of disability is fluid, changing,
and differently constructed and thus understood and experienced differently. Neither
hearing fragility or pathological posturing as posited by Hoffmeister and Harvey (1996),
while both useful concepts, capture the oversized and nuanced complexities that
accompanies relations of power between abled and disabled body-minds (Schalk, 2018).

Abled Resistance as a Conceptual Framework

As we have argued earlier in this paper, the concepts hearing fragility, pathological
posturing, and toxic ableism do not effectively describe the complex power dynamics
between deaf and non-deaf peoples. It is our contention that the weaponized emotional
push back from interpreters (and abled people) is not fragility or posturing, but abled
resistances. Abled resistance is governed by systems of ableism that upholds abled body-
minds (Campbell, 2008; Schalk, 2018). Abled resistance reinforces and reproduces
ableism by deploying strategies that stun disabled people’s agency in negotiating or
navigating access. Those actions, deliberate and/or non-deliberate, contribute to a
situation where deaf people exert energy in emotional labor-managing non-deaf people’s
emotional responses to issues, questions, and challenges about deaf-related policies,

signed languages, deaf education, and access (Mole, 2018). Dealing with non-deaf

6 The authors have evolved the term into abled arrogance which will be developed in a separate paper.
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people’s emotional responses constitutes real labor for deaf people. Emotional labor is a
common experience for marginalized people (Evans & Moore, 2015; Weekley, 2012).
Lisa Cryer, a Deaf interpreter, once lamented, “emotional labor is real labor. And it is
exhausting,” (Cryer, 2020a).

Examples of Abled Resistance in Interpreting

Abled resistance represents a small sliver of the whole of ableism that disabled
people encounter. Abled resistance is how abled people respond to a disabled person’s
challenges to perceived expertise or critiques of access work pertaining to disability.
Abled resistance answers the question of “how do abled people respond to feedback or
critiques from disabled people in the context of negotiating access?”. There is no shortage
of evidence from disabled people, including the authors’ lived experiences, in describing
those encounters which will be further illustrated in the next section.

As mentioned previously, authority is automatically conferred upon the abled
person in abled/disabled dynamics (Ahmed, 2011; Foucault, 1980; Johnson, 2017; Ladd,
2003) with or without awareness (Mclntosh, 1998)7. Those with privileges are complicit in
maintaining the power of the system (Mclintosh, 1998). An ableist society confers upon
non-deaf signed language interpreters, by virtue of perceived abilities, supremacy over
deaf people. Ladd (2003) argues that interpreters who claim that they are maintaining
neutrality in interpreted situations are doing the opposite, “an interpreter attempting a fully
neutral stance will end up reinforcing the energies emanating from the more powerful
group,” (p. 447). The realm of interpreting reinforces this ableism in multiple and sustained
ways including but not limited to admission practices in interpreter education programs,
policies and practices in signed language interpreter education programs, peer-review
processes for conferences and publications, gatekeeping surrounding legitimate and
credible knowledges and research praxis, the prevalence of “deaf people not being

disabled” narrative, to everyday discourses and practices out in the field as interpreters.

7 Liberation begins with unpacking our privileges and understanding the structural nature of systemic

oppression upheld by individual actions and microaggressions. The authors of this paper recommend

readers to immerse themselves in anti-oppression literature that deploys a variety of critical lenses.
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Professional training gets more respect than lived knowledge (Robinson & Henner,
2017). Abled resistance plays a significant role in perpetuating systemic barriers to
access and equity for deaf people. Abled resistance characterizes the behaviors exhibited
by deaf/non-deaf people whose expertise is challenged by deaf, deafblind, and
deafdisabled people and who then respond with weaponized emotions. This creates a
relationship fraught with tension as deaf people recognize the vital role of interpreters in
deaf people’s human, linguistic, and civil rights (De Meulder & Haualand, 2019).
Interpreters serve as a linchpin of language access. We highlight some examples that fit
our conceptualization of abled resistance within our proposed framework.

Example #1

The broader interpretation and translation field is filled with commentary about how
the work is generally a thankless task that has persisted since at least the mid-twentieth
century (Chamberlain, n.d.; Ekvall, 1960; Smith, 2014). Promoting gratitude for
interpreters has manifested in an annual Sign Language Interpreter Appreciation Day
occurring on the first Wednesday of every May in the United States since 2013
(DeafFriendly, 2013). However, some deaf people would not celebrate the occasion;
Cryer (2020b) argues that not all interpreters as a collective deserve appreciation. In the
context of disability and ableism, utterances of thankless job or complaints about deaf
consumers not thanking the interpreter for their work adopts a new dimension. The
uneven power dynamics inherent in interpretation catalyzes social courtesies into
obligations that reinforce disparities in power between interpreter and client. Perceived
gaps in satisfying obligatory social expectations, however innocuous they may appear
(and perhaps this innocuous nature makes this all the more dangerous), results in ableist
violence such as threats to withhold access. Campbell (2012) characterizes the
expectation of gratitude in disability contexts as a form of narcissism.

While it is common to thank service people for performing their jobs (e.g. thanking
the cashier for packing their bags) on individual/personal level, these acts of gratitude
however typically occur when the person receiving the service has more power than the
person providing the service. In interpreter/deaf client situations, these power dynamics
may be flipped. For example, deaf people struggle on a daily basis with the idea of letting

interpreters enter the private aspects of their lives including but not limited to healthcare,
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legal, educational, financial, and occupation. Expectation of gratitude from marginalized
people increases the emotional labor marginalized people are supposed to perform for
access (Evans & Moore, 2015; Weekley, 2012); this is the case for deaf people as well.
Furthermore, the expectation of gratitude creates an additional barrier for deaf consumers
to offer constructive feedback on interpreters’ work. There have been instances in which
signed language interpreters have weaponized emotional responses to deaf consumers’
feedback. Obligatory gratitude and negative emotional responses to constructive
feedback communicates that interpreters’ feelings are prioritized over those of deaf
people.

As more deaf people advocate for improved quality in accessibility, agitate for
discourses about justice and equity, and urge the increased acceptance of deaf-centered
input in the signed language interpreting profession, they are accused of being
unappreciative of interpreters. A signed language interpreter illustrates this in her blog,

As an interpreter working in the field for over 15 years, | am dismayed at the idea

that | have given so much time and effort to a profession that is suddenly

unappreciated and scorned by the very people we strive to service.”(Smith, 2014,

December 28).

Smith’s (2014) blog tone-polices deaf activists and their allies. What flags the paragraph
above is the phrase “suddenly unappreciated and scorned by the very people we strive
to serve”. Earlier in the blog post, Smith (2014) bemoaned Street Leverage, a for-profit
organization (founded by a non-deaf person) that claims to promote a more deaf-centered
perspective in interpreting, for sighting “down the barrel of ‘deaf heart” (para. 1). And the
statement, “unappreciated and scorned by the very people we strive to service...”
explicitly points to deaf consumers as the unappreciative lot. The mere interrogation of
power relations and push for deaf-centered practices is construed as an absence of
gratitude. The act of contesting power and decentering non-deaf practice draws
weaponized emotional accusations of deaf people of failing to be grateful for access.
Such language reinforces the perspective that deaf people are recipients of charity and

should consider themselves fortunate to have access. The expectation of gratitude
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upholds a toxic form of the charity models where interpreters expect to be perceived as
heroes; deserving of various types of gratitude and attention. Such narratives are
reinforced by the common trope in media coverage of signed language interpreters as
heroes (Kolb, 2017).
Example #2

Vocal deaf people who critique power relations in signed language interpreting
have complained about ending up on blacklists of interpreters who refuse to interpret for
vocal, ungrateful deaf people. Some interpreters are not willing to work with one of the
authors primarily because he does not smile often. There are interpreters who are prickly
about attempts to dispute whiteness, ableism, and other positions of privilege occupied
by interpreters. At times deaf people are dismissed as being angry for challenging
interpreters (Suggs, 2012). One of the authors found themselves unable to obtain an on-
site signed language interpreter while at the emergency room. While they were waiting
anticipatedly for the interpreter, they learned that the agency was unable to locate
someone who was willing to interpret for them due to their activist work. Placing vocal
deaf activists on blacklists and declining emergency room coverage because of the deaf
person’s politics suggests deaf people should feel fortunate for access and thus obligated
to know our place. More to the point, it becomes problematic when deaf people who
‘misbehave’ for fighting injustice are believed by the interpreting community to not
deserve access. Yet, proper behavior and courtesy is determined by the dominant
majority - here hearing people who can also be interpreters - who holds the reins of power.
It is this group that decides what is civil, what is respectable, what is appropriate, and
what is not acceptable.

The refusal to interpret for particular deaf people or situations silences criticism
while preventing opportunities for dialogue about power and privilege. Interpreters should
not be the arbitrators of who deserves access. Rhetoric surrounding who is deserving of

access places disabled people atop a slippery slope. It is not a far reach from “impolite

8 The charity model of disability is different from the medical/pathological model often discussed in Deaf

Studies. This model implies that deaf people need help/charity and that the “help/charity” is burdensome
(MIUSA, n.d.).
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deaf people hate me because I'm white and hearing” to “this person didn’t take care of
their health so why should | be up in the middle of the night interpreting for them in the
emergency room” to “homosexuality is a sin. | won’t interpret for them?”. If access is a right,
not a privilege, then deaf people should be free to speak to critiques of power, privilege,
and oppression without the emotional backlash of an interpreter’s ego, the self-perception
as a good person, or the withholding of access.
Example #3

Based on our observations and as recounted to us, the lack of willingness to
embrace a signing space has been witnessed over and over by numerous deaf individual
stakeholders of the interpreting profession at various professional meetings and
conferences. Although some organizations set forth a communication policy identifying
signed language