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Abstract

The overall aim of this doctoral research is to explore uses of popular education and rights-
based approaches in training community interpreters working in migration and refugee
field settings, by examining the case of the Cairo Community Interpreter Project (CCIP),
based in Cairo, Egypt, of which the I have been director since 2006.

Within methodological frameworks of participatory action research, the study conducted a
systematization of experiences of CCIP, working with stakeholders involved in CCIP
training programs from 2002 to 2018. A systematization of experiences is a stakeholder-
centered participatory process of reflexive inquiry, historical documentation, and
qualitative assessment, which seeks to extract theory from practice and experience on the

ground, grounded in popular education approaches.

In the study, I conducted an online survey of all CCIP interpreter training graduates from
2002 to 2018 in order to compile a profile of professional refugee interpreters trained in
CCIP, and to understand the graduates’ views of CCIP’s impact on their lives. I also
conducted in-depth interviews with key stakeholders related to CCIP’s practice, in order to
understand their views of CCIP’s practice and its impact on refugee interpreters and

refugee field aid.

The data from this study indicate that CCIP graduates represent a profile of refugees who
are highly educated and motivated to take action to serve their community, and who
actively work to improve interpreting systems in the organizations that serve refugees.
However, they are oftentimes impeded by restrictions in labor rights and working

conditions as refugee aid beneficiaries working in aid organizations.

The data also indicates that CCIP’s training design based on popular education methods is
a successful model for preparing refugee interpreters to engage with this context, by
building the participants’ confidence, self-esteem, emotional resilience, and critical

consciousness of the rights-based value of interpreter professional ethics and practices,



while also fostering the social networks and cohort cohesion for the interpreters to become
more active together in collectively advocating for organizations to improve their

professional interpreter systems in refugee aid.

This study makes a contribution to knowledge in describing a successful example of how a
popular education training approach to interpreting in refugee field aid can enhance refugee
interpreters’ labor rights and working conditions, improve their interpreter professional
performance, and have positive impact on both the refugee interpreter’s personal
development, and also the rights-based focus of aid organizations when refugee

interpreters are active in improving their interpreting systems.
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1. Introduction

In this opening chapter, I introduce this research study, beginning with the motivation and
justifications for the research, then present the research questions and structure of the
thesis. I close the chapter with a reflection on the choice of title for the thesis in how it
relates to the subject of study and present some useful key terms that will be used in the

rest of the thesis.

1.1. Motivation for This Research

In writing this doctoral research dissertation, I aimed to document and analyze the
experiences and learnings of a unique phenomenon of an interpreter training program
situated at the intersection of three disciplines: (a) interpreter training, (b) popular
education and critical pedagogy, and (c) migrant and refugee studies. I was motivated to
conduct this research because of my own work in these fields since 1994, and my unique
access to the intersecting phenomenon under study, given that I work in the program. In
this research, I examined the case of the Cairo Community Interpreter Project (CCIP) as
an example of interpreter training using popular education and rights-based approaches

(RBA) in a migrant and refugee transit country field site.

CCIP has received years of positive feedback from the organizations who employ CCIP
graduate interpreters, as well as positive feedback from the participants in the trainings, so
we felt we were doing a good job in achieving our training objectives. When we attended
conferences in the interpreting discipline, such as Critical Link (CLI) in Stockholm,
Sweden (2004) and Edinburgh, Scotland (2016), inDialog in Berlin, Germany (2015), and
Asociacion de Formadores, Investigadores y Profesionales de la Traduccion e
Interpretacion en los Servicios Publicos (AFIPTISP) in Alcald de Henares, Spain (2015),
we were exposed to various interpreting training programs around the world and we could
see the uniqueness of our practice - our framing of interpreting training within RBA and
popular education and of doing so in United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees
(UNHCR)-led refugee field aid operations with interpreters who were themselves

refugees. We had the gut feeling that there was a connection between our practice and the
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positive feedback results that we got back from refugee interpreters and refugee aid

organizations in the field.

There always seemed to be this nagging feeling that there was something special about our
practice, evidenced in the level of enthusiasm and commitment of interpreters who go
through the training program and their sense of cohort connectedness after training
completion. It seems there is some “special secret ingredient” in the CCIP “recipe,” and
even though we thought we had a working idea as to what made it special, we did not
want it to be secret, and we wanted to understand it ourselves better at the theoretical
level. Therefore we felt it was important to undertake a methodical examination of CCIP’s
practice and working context and to discern what that special ingredient might be - or
might not be. The result was the decision to undertake this case study analysis in the form

of this doctoral study.

1.2. Justification for This Research

It should be no surprise to anyone who has ever made a trip to a foreign country that the
movement of people away from their country of origin can frequently involve language
barriers in communication, regardless of the motivation for movement, whether it is for
economic livelihoods, forced flight, or for any other reason. However, the consequences of
these barriers can be dire in efforts to provide assistance and protection to vulnerable

migrants, asylum-seekers, and refugees (MAR) who have left their home countries.

In recent decades, efforts have been increasing in receiving countries of the Global North
to develop language interpreting access in the public services and community social
settings utilized by immigrants and refugees. However, 80% of forced migrants and
refugees are hosted in the Global South, as described by Alexander Betts of the Oxford
Centre for Refugee Studies® (Betts, 2009), with an often heady mix of host country actors,
international aid actors, and the displaced populations themselves interacting within
complex national and international legal frameworks regulating application of services,
aid, and protection. Refugee and migration field aid settings share some similarities to

national or domestic public services settings but may be understood as more complex due

2 Reference to global “north and south” taken from Bett’s title, “Development assistance and refugees: towards a North-South grand
bargain?”
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to the diversity of national, international, and supranational actors at play.

The organizations and other entities working in refugee and migration field aid often face
language challenges in partnering effectively with the target populations of concern, when
the target community members, the international organization fieldworkers, and the host
country actors all speak different languages. Interpreters become an integral part of the
communication process, yet quality interpreter training that adequately prepares
interpreters for the challenges of this field setting are scarce. Among the trainings that do
exist, there is a dearth of field experience informing the curriculum development of what
actually should be taught in refugee and migrant field aid interpreter training modules.
Further, there is little research or understanding about what pedagogic methods would best

serve the development of qualified field interpreters for such field aid settings.

CCIP was begun in 2002 in an effort on the ground to try and address some of these
problems, at least at the local level of the refugee aid sector operating at that time in Cairo,
Egypt. The interpreters and interpreter trainers in Cairo’s refugee aid sector were members
of the target population of concern, themselves refugees and asylum-seekers. Many
refugees flee only to encounter a different set of power imbalances in displacement along
the forced migration trajectory, with the supranational aid agency, that is, the UNHCR,
leading the refugee status legal adjudication, the host country having sovereignty over
migration policy, third sector non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and community
based organizations (CBOs) offering charity based on needs without solutions based on
rights, and the target population itself being the central axis for the aid, services and
policies, but having the least voice—and therefore least individual or collective agency—

among all the actors involved in the refugee, asylum, and migrant aid sector.

It is in response to this complex of issues that CCIP was initiated in 2002, and over the
years increasingly incorporated critical pedagogy and popular education into its
curriculum design and facilitation methodology. The founding of CCIP itself emerged as
part of a large push for rights-based approaches and refugee legal aid that the late Dr.
Barbara Harrell-Bond, Officer of the British Empire (OBE), was leading from her
residence in Cairo and from her position as founding faculty in the Forced Migration and

Refugee Studies (FMRS) - which later became the Center for Migration and Refugee
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Studies (CMRS) - at The American University in Cairo.

To the best we can determine from our research, CCIP is the oldest, longest running,
continuously operated field-based interpreter training program designed specifically to
train refugees to work as professional interpreters in aid programs operating in migration
transit countries outside the destination (or resettlement) countries of the West.
Furthermore, to the best we can determine from our research, CCIP has trained more
refugees in transit countries to be professional interpreters than any other program in the

world to date.

For CCIP program developers since 2002, the connection between refugee aid, refugee
rights, and refugee interpreting seemed so obvious as to be innate, and therefore so
integral to our practice that it went without saying and was taken for granted. But only
over the years after exposure to other programs attempting similar training did we come to
understand that these connections were going unsaid by other programs not because they
also saw them as innately obvious, but rather because they had not considered or put these

connections in their practice in the first place.

Motivated by our own internal desire to reflect on our practice and articulate the theory
and learnings from it, and in response to the lacuna in literature and practice of connecting
interpreting, critical pedagogy of popular education, and rights-based approaches in
refugee aid, we see this research study as making an urgent and relevant contribution to

knowledge in interpreting, education, and refugee studies.

1.3. Researcher Voice

The desire to examine CCIP’s practice was a shared interest among the staff and trainers
in CCIP. I have been the director of CCIP since 2006 and continue in that capacity, so as a
fellow stakeholder in CCIP, I introduce the motivation for this study using the pronoun of
“we” in speaking on behalf of CCIP. The way that this shared desire was put into action,
however, was for me personally to undertake doctoral research using a participatory

research framework of a “systematization of experiences” (SE).
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This framework is explained further in Chapter 3, but in essence it is a systematic
approach for stakeholders to be engaged in the research of a phenomenon of which they
are a part. While different stakeholders may engage with the participatory research at
different levels, it is not unusual for there to be a primary researcher undertaking the
process, albeit a researcher who comes also from within the phenomenon under study.
That is my role in this study. Although I sometimes speak as “we” in expressing CCIP’s
desire for the research and to reflect feedback discussions with fellow CCIP stakeholders
at different stages of research design and implementation, most of the time I will use the
pronoun “I”, in my capacity as the primary researcher who undertook this study and who

is the author of this work. I articulate my researcher positionality further in Chapter 3.

1.4. Research Questions and Objectives

The overall objective of this study is to understand the interplay of interpreter training,
popular education, and RBA in migrant and refugee field aid, by examining a case study

of them applied in practice, in the example of the CCIP:

These are the primary research questions of the study:

® What is CCIP’s practice, including its origins, context, and evolution over time?

® What is special and impactful about it, from the views of its graduates and
stakeholders?

® What can be learned from it, be it for CCIP itself or for similar efforts in

interpreter training, or popular education practice, or RBA in refugee field aid?

1.5. Structure of Thesis Chapters

I have organized this dissertation into six chapters, plus the bibliography and appendices.
The Introduction in Chapter 1 presents the basic motivations and reasons for conducting

the research and lays out the research questions and key definitions of terms in the study.

Chapter 2 makes up the theoretical framework of the dissertation. Chapter 3 lays out the

method and research design, and Chapter 4 presents the data analysis findings; Chapter 5
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presents a discussion of the findings’ contributions, and Chapter 6 concluding reflections

from the study.

In Chapter 2, I lay out the theoretical frameworks of the intersecting areas of community
interpreting in migrant, asylum-seeker, and refugee aid contexts in transit countries. I then
review current trends in the literature related to community interpreting research and
practice and present central concepts in International Refugee Law that are relevant to
working in this context. I also present in Chapter 2 key concepts in critical pedagogy,
popular education, and RBA, and describe an overview of CCIP’s practice with these

approaches.

In Chapter 3, I present the research methodological framework and design. I describe the
methodological concept and objectives of a SE, explain why this approach was chosen to
structure the qualitative research design of CCIP as a case study, and articulate my
positionality as researcher within this framework. I then describe the data sample of the
study, collection instruments and procedures followed, ethical guidelines applied in data

handling, and the data analysis methods used.

In Chapter 4, I present the findings from field data collected from a survey of CCIP
graduates and from key informant stakeholder interviews. In Chapter 5, 1 present a
summary of the key findings and their contributions to knowledge. In Chapter 6, I present
the methodological contributions and limitations of this study and suggest possible areas
for future research. I close the chapter with concluding reflections for recommendations

going forward from this research.

1.6. Title of the Dissertation

In closing reflection, it is interesting to comment on why I have included in the title of the
dissertation the expression, “Speak Truth to Power”. There is some debate as to the origins
of the expression, whether it can first be found in a 1955 Quaker book on non-violence - in
which the book’s authors claim the expression originates in Quaker oral tradition from the
1800s (American Friends Service Committee, 1955), or if the expression originates from

African American civil rights activists from the 1940s (Green, n.d.), or both. However, the
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expression is generally understood as a reference to both taking a stand for what is right in

the face of more powerful actors, and defending rights by exercising one’s own voice as a

catalyst for change, especially when doing so may put the speaker at risk.

In the CCIP interpreter experience, there are different actors using their voice to take a

stand for rights in the face of other or more powerful actors, including but not limited to:

The target population of refugees and asylum-seekers in forced migration and
displacement, using their voices to tell their truths as testimony before a well-
intentioned but imperfect supra-national entity such as UNHCR, when it is
sometimes placed in the situation of acting as provider of surrogate state functions
of protection without being vested with state authority or accountability (Kagan,

2011b, 2012),

The interpreters who are themselves migrants, asylum-seekers and refugees, in
offering their voices to serve as tools of communication for that target population,
enabling other asylum-seekers to speak their truth in claiming their rights, and not

merely in begging for charity for their needs,

These same interpreters, in lifting up their collective voice and taking action to
strengthen their professional roles in the field, speaking back at the pressures on
them from both aid agency staff and the refugee community — who both at times
push the interpreter to bend their ethical boundaries and role limits. The pressure
may come from: (a) the interpreters’ vulnerability as a refugee and limiting their
power to claim their place as an equal colleague alongside other aid staff; or from
(b) community “guilt-trip” pressure from fellow refugee beneficiaries, pressuring
an interpreter to take their side against the perceived international gatekeepers of

UNHCR and other aid organizations.

There are countless situations in migrant and refugee field aid where refugee interpreters

find themselves put in the awkward and vulnerable position of having to stand up alone to

push for interpreter professional respect, to defend their ethical role boundaries, and fight

for increased professional training and resources and support. They also must do so from

the uncomfortable position of being viewed by some actors as merely a helpless or needy



20

beneficiary, or perhaps worse, as a romanticized colonial Orientalist “dragoman” rather
than an equal professional colleague on level with other (expat and host country) aid
workers, and while also being viewed by some in their own community as a Malinche’
sell-out siding with the latest Janus-faced humanitarian version of Western non-
accountable power over their lives.* It is hoped that this study may lead to a better
understanding of the complexity of refugees working as interpreters in this context, and
shed light on some pedagogic approaches to strengthen their collective consciousness,
skills, and strategies to champion the interpreting profession and its value in refugee rights

and protection.

1.7. Key Terms as Used in This Study

Below is a brief description of how I use certain key terms related to refugees and forced
migration in this study. These descriptions are my own wording, but they are based on
definitions of terms as laid out in International Organization for Migration (IOM) and

UNHCR documentation.’

Migrant - In simple terms, a migrant is a person who moves from one country to another

country usually for work or economic purposes, and not to flee persecution.

Asylum-seeker - In the UNHCR system, the term asylum-seeker refers to a person who
has approached UNHCR and registered to be recognized as a refugee. UNHCR has
opened a case file for them but has not completed the full process of determining whether
or not to recognize their refugee status. Until recently, the primary procedure for carrying
out this determination was through a lengthy personal interview, called the Refugee Status

Determination (RSD) interview (see below).

Refugee - The definition of a refugee is explained in detail in Chapter 2, but in simple
terms, it is any person who has fled their country, or who is unable or unwilling to return

to it, owing to a well-founded fear of persecution based on one of five grounds: race,

3 For further reading on La Malinche’s conflicted interpreter role, see Valdeon, Roberto A. "Dofia Marina/La Malinche: A
historiographical approach to the interpreter/traitor." Target. International Journal of Translation Studies 25.2 (2013): 157-179.

4 For further analysis of the humanitarian aid and development sector as an extension of colonial paradigms, see the seminal work:
Verdirame, G. & Harrell-Bond, B. (2005). Rights in exile: Janus-faced humanitarianism. New York: Berghahn Books.

5 For further reading, see https://www.iom.int/key-migration-terms and https://www.refworld.org/
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religion, political opinion, nationality, or membership in a particular social group.

MAR - CCIP often uses the abbreviation “MAR” in our documents to refer to “Migrants,
Asylum-seekers, and Refugees” without further disambiguation. This is because the field
aid settings we have worked in often have beneficiary populations that are a mix of

migrant or refugee recognition statuses.

Person of Concern to UNHCR (POC) - POC is a term I use to refer to any person who
has opened a protection claim with UNHCR, regardless of the stage of the file’s process.

Closed File - this term refers to any person whose case file with UNHCR has been closed.
Files may be closed at the request of the POC, for example if they choose to voluntarily
return to their country, or they may be closed by UNHCR if UNHCR determines that the

individual’s case does not meet their criteria to be recognized as a refugee.

Refugee Status Determination (RSD) - This refers to the formal process of determining
whether an individual’s case meets the criteria for recognition as a refugee. This
determination process is usually conducted via a lengthy formal interview between the

individual asylum-seeker and a UNHCR officer.

Prima facie refugee - A refugee who is recognized on the grounds of their belonging to a
large population that is fleeing persecution or other disaster en masse, rather than fleeing
based on individualized persecution targeting them in particular. Such refugees are
recognized as “prima facie” or at first face. Recent examples include Syrians and Yemenis

fleeing war in their countries.

Durable Solutions - International refugee law generally considers there to be three
mechanisms by which a refugee concludes their refugee status and no longer needs the

protection of UNHCR. These three solutions are as follows:

e Assisted Voluntary Return and Reintegration (AVRR) - This is the process
when an individual voluntarily chooses to return to their country of origin and

resume life there. Oftentimes the IOM will be the lead agency coordinating AVRR
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procedures for returning migrants or refugees.

* Local integration - This refers to situations where the host country has domestic
legislation that provides a path for recognized refugees to eventually acquire full
permanent residency or citizenship of the host country, along with all the same
rights that citizens enjoy, and therefore have no need to return to the country of

their persecution, and have no fear of being refouled there unwillingly.

* Resettlement (RST) - When the country of first refuge is not able to provide
sufficient protection for a particular refugee’s case, then an option for them is to
apply to be resettled to a third country. Resettlement is not considered a durable
solution right, and resettlement decisions are at the discretion of the potential third
country of reception, independent of any adjudication determinations made by

UNHCR.

Country of first refuge - In refugee legal frameworks, this term refers to the first “safe”

country that an asylum-seeker arrives to after leaving their own country.

Sending country - In migration studies, this term refers to countries from which many

migrants emigrate.

Host country - This term is used in the refugee sector to refer to a country that is hosting
refugees on its soil, either within legal frameworks of their own national legislation
regarding refugee processing, or via a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with
UNHCR to implement a field operation in the country for the purpose of processing

refugee claims and overseeing refugee protection in collaboration with the host country.

Transit country - This term is used to refer to countries with high levels of migration
transiting through their borders, but not intending to stay for indefinite periods of time.
Examples of this include Spain and Italy in Europe, and Indonesia and Malaysia in
Southeast Asia. In this study, I also use this term for those countries that host refugees, but
whose laws do not provide for a refugee durable solution of Local Integration, because the

lack of real local integration as a solution to end their refugee status means that the only
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way for them to move beyond refugee status is for them to move on to a different country
or return to their country of origin. A refugee “transit” country is also a “host” country and
use of the term “transit” does not imply that the country is relieved of its protection

obligations under customary international law.

Destination country - This term refers to those countries that migrants seek to migrate to,

drawn by economic or social factors such as family reunification.
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2. Theory and Praxis Frameworks

In this chapter I present the theoretical frameworks of CCIP’s practice, including key
concepts of community interpreting, international refugee law, and popular education. I
also review the scope of scholarly literature in interpreting studies to explore the position
of migrant, asylum, and refugee interpreting within it. I then present a description of

CCIP’s historical evolution and key components of its practice.

2.1. Community Interpreting in Practice

In this section I introduce the key concepts and areas of focus in community interpreting
as it relates to migrant, asylum, and refugee field aid in transit host countries. In doing so,
I will first offer a basic definition of what I refer to in the term community interpreting,
and then go on to present the structure, method, and findings of a literature review that |
have conducted on community interpreting within the larger discipline of interpreting

studies.

2.1.1. Basic Definitions

Community interpreting is not a new phenomenon nor practice in human communication,
and upon a review of current research on the issue, it would appear that it is not an
understudied topic (see Hale, 2007; Mikkelson, 1996, 1999; Rudvin, 2006; Vargas Urpi,
2011).

Mikkelson (2009) attempted to lay out the typology of different types of interpreting based
on the context in which the interpreting occurs, such that conference interpreting would be
different from journalistic interpreting, which in turn was different from educational
interpreting, medical interpreting, legal and court interpreting, etc. At the time, her
definition of community interpreting was not dissimilar to ideas and terminology of
“public service” interpreting, a name that has been utilized in Europe more than the term
“community interpreting,” which is more commonly used in North America. Community
interpreting is generally described as a type of interpreting that supports those who do not

speak an official language of a country to be able to speak with public service provides
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and therefore access those public services, usually provided by government entities (Carr
et al., 1997). This type of interpreting is also known as liaison, ad hoc, three-cornered,
dialogue, contact, public service, and cultural interpreting; there is very little consensus
about the definitions of these terms and whether or not they are synonymous (Gentile et

al., 1996; Carr et al., 1997).

It can be problematic to define community interpreting according to a working context
that assumes that one of the languages in the encounter is an “official” language of a “state
entity” providing “public services” to people who do not speak that “official language”
and are trying to access those “public services.” Such a delineation precludes many cross-
language encounters that do not involve state entities, nor public services, nor official
versus non-official languages. Reflecting on my own experience entering the world of
community interpreting in the early 1990s in North Carolina in the US, many of my
community interpreting experiences occurred in non-governmental non-profit groups or
neighborhood community efforts, and were not restricted to interpreting in the offices of

government health services or county courts or police.

Other researchers have sought to highlight characteristics and dynamics of interpreting
that expand the range of what could be community (or community-based) interpreting:
interpreting in the “third sector” (Tipton, 2017a, 2017b) of non-governmental
organizations, or with volunteer interpreters in community services (Aguilar-Solano,
2012) or as solidarity interpreters in a context of social movement outside of formally

structured organizations, non-profit, governmental, or otherwise (Boéri, 2009, 2012).

There are similar levels of scholarly dialogue in attempting to define what “interpreting”
is, though there exists enough of a consensus such that debates have not prevented the
establishment and growth of the discipline of interpreting studies in recent decades. I will
not seek to settle on a definitive definition of interpreting in this dissertation. Rather, I will
highlight the ones that have informed the theoretical framework within which CCIP has
operated, and therefore which will be useful to include as reference points when analysing

how and where this dissertation’s topics fit into the larger discourse in interpreting studies.

Early in my interpreting career, | encountered a definition of an interpreter’s task that is
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based on a duty with a purpose and with objectives, which I think works well across a
variety of community interpreting contexts, and the spirit of that definition has stayed with
me until today. It is found in documentation of a pilot court interpreter training program in

North Carolina from the early 2000s (North Carolina State Courts, n.d.) which states:

At the beginning of any legal proceeding, the interpreter takes an oath swearing to
“accurately, completely and impartially” interpret that proceeding, or words to that
effect. The court interpreter actually has a two-fold duty: (1) to reflect precisely what
was said by a non-English-speaking person, and (2) to place non-English-speaking
participants in legal proceedings on an equal footing with those who understand

English. (p. 100) [italics emphasis is mine]

I have since expanded the concepts of linguistic power parity implied in the above to the

following definition of interpreting by task and objective, to be as follows:

the cognitive and performative act of taking a message spoken in one language and
rendering it orally (or visually), on-the-spot, into another language, without adding,
deleting, or modifying its meaning or intent, so that two or more people may
communicate directly and immediately with each other as if they spoke the same

language. (CCIP unpublished training materials)

This definition seems useful in practical application for most live communication settings
that rely on interpreting, be it conference, public service, court, medical, media, etc. It is
the definition that I apply as a reference when analyzing other concepts of community
interpreting presented in the literature. In writing this definition, I am influenced by both
the legal interpreting guidelines of the North Carolina court certification training program,
with its emphasis on the objective of the language communication being that of “equal
footing”, and also by Pdchhacker’s definition (which is in turn based on Otto Kade’s
analysis from the 1960s), “Interpreting is a form of Translation in which a first and final
rendition in another language is produced on the basis of a one-time presentation of an

utterance in a source language.” (P6chhacker, 2004, p. 11)
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2.1.2. Issues in Conceptualizations

Various overviews of approaches and key scholars in community interpreting research
have been done over the last decade (Chesterman, 2016; Mikkelson & Jourdenais, 2015;
Pochhacker, 2015; Vargas Urpi, 2011). Working from existing overviews, I have attempted
here to highlight those areas of conceptualizations in community interpreting that are of
particular relevance to CCIP’s theoretical framework and experience, and to provide

commentary on CCIP’s position toward them in practice.

Many scholars point to Wadensjo (1998) as a seminal publication illustrating the dialogic
roles that community interpreters play in community interpreting sessions. In it, Wadensjo
pointed out that interpreters in a face-to-face triadic encounter with two speakers are often
required to conduct some form of conversation management regarding turn-taking of who
is speaking and seeking clarification of translation equivalency confusions, and therefore
at times the interpreter is needed to speak on their own behalf to solve some administrative

or logistical problem in order for them to be able to interpret correctly.

The necessity of direct interaction at certain points in face-to-face interpreting has been a
source of research focus for academics in interpreting studies. Angelelli (2004a) and
Rudvin (2006) both cited the myth or illusion of the interpreter role as solely a conduit or
as being invisible. Angelelli specifically listed other researchers who have detailed the

specific areas or moments in which an interpreter becomes “visible™:

Visibility manifests itself when interpreters do one or more of the following: (1)
introduce or position the self as a party to the ICE, thus becoming co- participants
(Metzger 1999; Roy, 2000; Wadensjo 1998) and co-constructors (Davidson, 1998,
2000, 2001)); (2) set communication rules (for example, turn- taking) and control
the traffic of information (Roy 2000); (3) paraphrase or explain terms or concepts
(Davidson 1998, 2000); (4) slide the message up and down the register scale
(Angelelli, 2001); (5) filter information (Davidson 1998, 2000); (6) align with one
of the parties (Wadensjo 1998); and (7) replace one of the parties to the ICE (Roy
2000). (p. 11)
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Authors Wadensjo (1998) and Angelelli & Jacobson (2009) have also sought to challenge
concepts of conduit “models” in the dialogue setting of community interpreting. Wadensjo

described the conduit “model” in Interpreting as Interaction as follows:

The conduit model is monological. This means that language use is regarded from
the perspective of the speaker. The meaning of words and utterances are seen as
resulting from the speaker’s intentions or strategies alone, while co-present people
are seen as recipients of the units of information prepared by the speaker. It is as if,
while creating meaning, the individual speaker is thought away from her
interactional context and thought into a social vacuum. The monological view of
language and language use links at one point with lexicographic theory,
conceptualizing languages in terms of morphemes, words, sentences and other
textual structures perceived of as ‘carrying’ certain meanings. Standardized (and
standardizing) grammars and lexica provide a strong support to this model of

thought. (pp. 26 —27)

Jacobson in (Angelelli & Jacobson, 2009) also expressed a general negative view of
conduit “model” from researchers and while noting a consistent positive use of it in

training by practitioners. She wrote:

Clifford’s (2004: 92) discussion of the conduit model provides insight into the
persistence of the word-for-word model of interpreting in the medical and health
literature. He points out that, “The conduit portrays interpreting as an exercise
carried out on linguistic forms, one in which even the smallest changes in
perspective...are not permitted.” In his exploration of the origins of the model, he
suggests that it is based more on perceived morality or ethics (e.g. the need to be
faithful to the original rendition) than on empirical evidence of what constitutes
effective communication. Clifford argues that the conduit model evolved from
traditions in conference interpreting, in which the interpreter has little face-to-face

interaction. (p. 60)

Jacobson went on to highlight that research has shown that interpreters in community

settings have not always followed the prescribed training norms of neutrality and detached
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“conduit” as promoted in some healthcare interpreting trainings, stating:

Empirical research is needed to determine why the conduit model persists in the
medical and health research and in interpreter education programs despite
empirical evidence demonstrating its weaknesses. Whatever the case, the conduit
model provides a reductionist model of language and interpreting, which seems to
facilitate the development of training curricula (cf. Roat et al., 1999) and testing
and assessment approaches (cf. medical and health literature cited above) that can
be implemented with ease, and with limited expertise in language and

communication (p. 61)

Jacobson’s criticism of the training model of Bridging the Gap (Roat, 1999) for use of
conduit “model” appears to confuse what Cliffords described as a conduit “model” with a
separate use of the word “conduit” as a mode. When I took the BTG training in 2002,
sponsored by the Duke University Hospital interpreting department, “conduit” was used to
refer to a mode in which the interpreter would remain during an interpreted session
whenever there were no problems with interpreting dialogue accurately and there was no
need for any other type of intervention to clarify input or output messages. Such
community interpreting training would speak of the interpreter “staying in ‘conduit™
when the parties’ dialogue is smooth, easy to understand, no one is interrupting anyone,
the utterances spoken had ready linguistic equivalencies in the target language, and no
linguistic misunderstandings were at risk of occurring between the speakers. Interpreters
could step out of and return to conduit mode if justified by logistical or linguistic issues in
the dialogue interaction. CCIP’s training theory and practice also aligns with this

conceptualization of conduit as a mode during an interpreted dialogue session, in which

unnecessary interventions from the interpreter are avoided when not needed.

2.1.3. Issues in Scope of Role Delineations

As community interpreting gained increasing attention as a profession, it began to evolve
branches, broadly speaking. Early descriptions and analyses of these different branches of
community interpreting and its development over time, at least in the US, can be found in

several articles by Holly Mikkelson (1996, 1998, 1999a, 2000a, 2000b, 2008, 2009, 2010,
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2014a).

In general terms, the different branches of community interpreting can be said to be
influenced by working context, such as interpreting in healthcare settings versus legal
settings versus social or education settings, and these working contexts may influence to
some extent the professional culture of interpreting within it. For example, from the
earliest days of practice in healthcare interpreting, the promotion of less formal role
boundaries that allow the interpreter to intervene in communication as co-participant in the
medical profession has been, according to Bancroft et al. (2013), “deeply anchored in the
culture of the profession.” (p. 103). On the other hand, interpreting in legal settings such
as for police or courts tend to place greater emphasis on ethical tenets of neutrality and

impartiality in delineating the interpreter’s role and scope of practice. (Kalina, 2015)

Interpreter associations such as the International Medical Interpreter Association (IMIA)
and the National Association for Judicial Interpreters and Translators (NAJIT) have
written white papers (https://najit.org/committee-publications/), ethical guidelines (NAJIT,
n,d,), and codes of conduct (Hernandez-Iverson, 2010) to regulate their profession and to
provide guidance to professional interpreters dealing with role boundaries, task limitations

or intervention permissiveness in the different working contexts.

Codes of conduct between medical and legal community interpreting share some
similarities in terms of guidance offered. For example, both the NAJIT and IMIA codes of
conduct stipulate the need to avoid conflicts of interest so that the interpreter may be a
disinterested external party to the speakers’ dialogue, and both codes speak to the need for
confidentiality, impartiality, and accuracy or faithfulness to the source message in its

rendering into the target language.

Regarding accuracy, the IMIA code simply instructs the interpreter to “select the language
and mode of interpretation that best conveys the content and spirit of client messages,”
and to “use skillful unobtrusive interventions to avoid interfering with the flow of

communication.” (Hernandez-Iverson, 2010, p. 1).

The NAJIT code goes into more detail regarding guidelines for interpreter accuracy,
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stating:

Source-language speech should be faithfully rendered into the target language by
conserving all the elements of the original message while accommodating the
syntactic and semantic patterns of the target language. The rendition should sound
natural in the target language, and there should be no distortion of the original
message through addition or omission, explanation or paraphrasing. All hedges,
false starts and repetitions should be conveyed; also, English words mixed into the
other language should be retained, as should culturally-bound terms which have no
direct equivalent in English, or which may have more than one meaning. The

register, style and tone of the source language should be conserved. (NAJIT, n.d.)

However, community interpreting professional associations in the US and Canada have
also recognized and debated the dilemma of addressing interpreter role guidance when the
context falls somewhere between formal court and informal social or healthcare situations.
In the article “Interpreting in the Gray Zone: Where Community and Legal Interpreting
Intersect” (Bancroft et al., 2013) list a sample of situations that fall somewhere between

legal, medical, or social service interpreting:

Legal or quasi-legal interpreting can take place in a variety of other settings such as:

* Domestic violence shelters

» Refugee resettlement services

* Government social service investigations of child and vulnerable adult abuse

» Hospitals and health care organizations (e.g., police interrogations at the
hospital, rape victim exams/questioning/statements)

* School Board hearings about suspension/expulsion of students where attorneys
may be present

* Denial of benefit interviews for Social Services

* Investigations conducted by human rights offices and equal employment

agencies (p. 96)

The working context for refugee interpreters in UNHCR-led assistance sectors in transit

host countries has much in common with the quasi-legal / psychosocial contexts that
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Bancroft et al. (2013) described, and we ourselves in CCIP searched extensively for
practice guidelines to bolster codes of conduct and role delineations for refugee
interpreters in these similar situations. Over the years, our research led us to find the
Canadian National Standard Guide for Community Interpreting Services, drafted by the
Healthcare Interpretation Network (HIN, 2007).

In CCIP, we had liked the Canada National Standard Guide because its stated analysis
regarding cultural mediation fit our own analysis and values for refugee-centered speaker
autonomy and participation telling their own story and interacting directly in seeking their

own rights. In particular, the guide states:

Although cultural differences can exist between individuals who do not share a
common language, cultural differences can also exist between individuals who do
share a common language. Given the complexity of factors that impact and
influence an individual’s culture, acting as a “cultural broker/bridge” goes beyond
the scope of an interpreter’s duty, from the perspective of the LITP Curriculum
Development Team. Expecting an interpreter to perform that function, in and of
itself, contravenes the ethical principle and standard of practice to remain
impartial, and furthermore begs the question of the demonstrated competence of
the interpreter to perform that function. Therefore, it should be noted that the LITP
Curriculum Development Team recommends that the role of the interpreter focus
on the delivery of messages between individuals who do not share a common
language rather than “cultural differences/nuance” of the speakers. (HIN, 2007, p.
21)

In particular, the guide’s statement that cultural differences do exist between individuals
who share a common language is a fundamental truth in the refugee communities that
CCIP works with in Egypt and other transit host countries, and from an anthropological
perspective, was also true for every other culture we could think of. Claiming otherwise
would seem to be a reductionist stereotyping of the diversity of cultural experiences and
individual life influences on each person’s approach and interaction with their cultural

environment.
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In Cairo, we had wondered why it had been so hard to find textual guidance from other
parts of the world that supported or were in line with our experience in refugee aid and
assistance in Egypt, and we were relieved to find the Canada Guide online. Reading
Bancroft et al. (2013) provided insight on the extent and background of the debate still
ongoing regarding the role of cultural mediation (or intercultural mediation or cultural
brokering) in the professionalization of community interpreting in quasi-legal/social

settings.

In Canada, the National Guide document is the result of a coalition of associations - the
Language Industry Association (AILIA), the Association of Canadian Corporations in
Translation and Interpretation (ACCTI), CLI, and HIN - coming to the determination that
the only way to professionalize community interpreting in Canada was to go for a general
guide for all settings and reduce promotion of cultural mediation (HIN, p. 105). Some
trends in the US seem to have unfortunately gone in the other direction, with cultural
mediation and brokering still being promoted in community interpreting, regardless of the
legal nature of a session, owing in large part to the predominance of the guidance put forth
by medical interpreting associations such as the National Coalition for Interpreting in

Health Care (NCIHC, HIN, p. 102).

To this I would add the “cultural brokering” contributions of the BTG training curriculum
from the Cross-Cultural Health Care Program (Roat, 1999). In “cultural brokering” or
“(inter)cultural mediation”, the assumption is that a broker or mediator would be able to
sense when two other people are not understanding each other and be able to discern if the
misunderstanding is due to cultural differences that the “mediator” is somehow in a
position to flag and explain or highlight. Not only is it unfortunately used at times in
community interpreting in the US, it has been considered its own professional role in some
European countries. Arumi Ribas (2017) cited various research definitions and perceived
functionalities of cultural mediators in the European context (Antonin, 2009; Bermudez et
al., 2002; Giménez, 1997; Hernandez, 2006). She compared strategies and goals of Public

Service Interpreting (PSI) and cultural mediation and concluded:

Both PSI and intercultural mediation are differentiated practices that aim to

empower the user, i.e. put him or her on an equal footing. To truly achieve this, the
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user must be able to receive the same information as if he or she were able to
communicate directly with the provider, in order to be able to make decisions, and

to ask questions if in doubt. (p. 214)

In her research, Arumi Ribas conducted interviews and simulations of mediated sessions
with interpreters and intercultural mediators and identified that oftentimes mediators made
interventions that were unnecessary as no misunderstanding had occurred. Such actions

inhibited the above mentioned goals of direct communication and user empowerment:

When there is no explicit need for intervention, the implementation of these
strategies means that an opportunity is lost for direct interaction and for respecting
the agency of users, since the professionals (the mediators or interpreters) are
taking the decisions. In most situations, this intervention is not necessary, given
that there is no apparent misunderstanding. The summarising strategy used is also
unnecessary and violates the principle of accuracy and faithfulness to the original.
Even though it is employed with the good intention of not overwhelming and
simplifying, the summarising used by the mediators we have studied does not
allow users to access all the information that is being shared in the interaction. (p.

213, inserted italics mine)

The HIN Canadian National Standard Guide for Community Interpreting (2007) also
advises caution in using intercultural mediation strategies, precisely because of the
difficulty in correctly identifying when an intervention is necessary, so to avoid over-
intervention when the parties do not have an actual misunderstanding or are capable of
solving the misunderstanding autonomously with their own direct participation dialoguing

with each other.
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2.2. Community Interpreting in Scholarly Literature

Our practice in CCIP developed from trial-and-error practical attempts to address needs on
the ground in our context; we did not conduct a review of scholarly literature and theory in
interpreting studies to inform our practice before getting started back in 2002. However, in
conducting this doctoral study, I took the opportunity to do a methodological scoping of
scholarly literature on community interpreting, out of a desire and curiosity to see where

CCIP’s practice may fit in with the rest of the discipline of interpreting studies today.

Although CCIP was not originally designed to address gaps beyond our specific working
context, and I would argue that this study of CCIP’s practice holds merit regardless of
where CCIP may fit (or not) within interpreting studies as a discipline, it was an
interesting process to see where CCIP was situated vis-a-vis other focus areas of

community interpreting studies.

I conducted a small bibliometric-style review of literature related to community
interpreting, in order to map out where interpreting in migrant, asylum, and refugee aid
settings in transit host countries fit in the larger body of literature on the discipline, and

also where CCIP’s practice and this present study were situated within it as well.

In reviewing the literature, I also wanted to understand to what extent there may be similar
efforts in similar field contexts that we in CCIP might not have been aware of, and to what

extent was CCIP unique in addressing a gap in practice or theory.

2.2.1. Method of the Literature Review

For the analysis of literature related to community interpreting in migrant, asylum, and
refugee field aid, I conducted a scoping and mapping review of research on this topic,
using a method adapted from review typologies found in emerging evidence-based
research practices (Grant & Booth, 2009). I conducted my literature review and analysis

using these steps:
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* review the overall body of literature related to the topic

* shortlist literature to examine based on inclusion and exclusion criteria
* compile the literature into a consistent format for analysis

* code the literature according to relevant criteria

» conduct cross-tabulation analysis of topic area frequencies

2.2.1.1. Reviewing the Body of Literature.

In searching and collecting publications for analysis, I referred to reliable journal and
bibliography aggregation and indexing sites, including but not limited to RETI: Journals
of the Study of Translation and Interpretation, Quality Indicators (RETI, n.d.); BITRA:
Bibliography of Interpreting and Translation (BITRA, n.d.); Google Scholar

(https://scholar.google.es); Web of Science (http://www.webofscience.com); and
RefWorld (https://www.refworld.org/).

There is no shortage of research, literature and publications related to interpreting studies,
but not all of it is related to community interpreting. To help refine my searches, I turned
to reliable published bibliographies in the discipline, annotated when possible, to leverage

the wisdom of fellow scholars in identifying which publications were key reading in the

field.

I found particularly helpful the Annotated Bibliography of Legal and Judicial Interpreting
(Monteoliva Garcia, 2016), A Bibliography of Court and Legal Interpreting (Morris,
2010), and Interpreting in Healthcare Settings Annotated Bibliography (Swabey & Dutton,
2014). I selected these bibliographies due to their relevance to the topic of community

interpreting.

I was unable to find bibliographies related specifically to community interpreting per se,
or to migrant and refugee interpreting, or to interpreter training specific to these areas.
However, because community interpreting frequently can occur in legal and healthcare
settings (Mikkelson, 2009), I decided that in analysing bibliographies related to these two

working contexts, I might be able to triangulate their searches, tease out trends related to


https://www.refworld.org/
http://www.webofscience.com/
https://scholar.google.es/
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community interpreting, and to migrant and refugee interpreting and/or training for that

context.

2.2.1.2. Criteria for Shortlisting the Literature to Analyse

Following the previously mentioned frame of defining community interpreting by work
context or interaction settings, I included in my search any literature referencing keywords
such as legal, social, healthcare, public service interpreting and translation (PSIT), and of
course, community interpreting. I also included keyword references to cultural mediation,
court interpreting, mental health interpreting, interpreting with police, training, interpreters
and rights, and in contexts of immigration, asylum, or refugees. I did not filter out
literature that addressed interpreting for the Deaf community, considering that sign
language interpreting and Deaf community communication access would have similarities

with the social settings of community interpreting.

I treated with caution certain literature keywords that might sound like they would
correlate in search queries with keywords of migration, asylum or refugees. These terms
included: “conflict zones”, conflict interpreting, “humanitarian” interpreting, “fragile” or
“complex” settings, “emergency response contexts”, disaster, relief, and “rapid response”.
I did this to be wary of conflating the situation of the transit countries that host refugees
with the situations of the countries that the refugees may have fled, and to avoid assuming
that every refugee is a refugee because of fleeing mass conflict rather than individually
targeted persecution. (see the section on international refugee law further on in this

chapter).

Working in Egypt for the last decade, I have been approached at times for contributions to
books or other article collections, on the stated bases from inviters that our work in Cairo
falls within their framework of interpreting in “conflict zones”, or “humanitarian”, or
“fragile”, or “emergency response” interpreting. But I would argue that refugees working
as professional interpreters in an urban refugee setting within a UNHCR-led refugee aid
program field site, in cities as large and well-developed as Cairo, Bangkok, and Jakarta
(the three primary field data sites for this research) would not qualify as working in

“fragile” or “conflict zones.” Further, the extended nature of refugees’ lives in these



38

locations over several years, and the long-term presence of NGOs on the ground working

there, would not rightly be characterized as an “emergency” humanitarian response.

Such a conflation of descriptions with aid in transit countries might suggest “dog whistle”
stereotyping assumptions that all things from the Arab world or Africa or other places in
the Global South would invariably be some situation of conflict, fragile instability, or one
huge humanitarian aid camp, rather than — in the case of Cairo — possibly a megacity of 20
million souls, 300,000 of whom who are refugees under the protection of UNHCR. Thus,

such keywords were treated with caution in my literature review search.

Finally, I excluded from the search and analysis any literature that was not explicitly
focused on one of the key areas identified for inclusion, or that appeared to focus in other
areas of interpreting studies, such as conference interpreting, diplomatic interpreting, or

research and literature that appeared to focus primarily on written translation studies.

2.2.1.3. Compilation and Coding

I collected the publications to be reviewed and analysed into a common citation format
and common evaluation platform of an excel spreadsheet. I also uploaded them into my

reference manager software, Zotero, for citing them in this section.

As mentioned previously, the annotated bibliographies of Monteoliva Garcia (2016) and
Swabey and Dutton (2014) were very helpful guides in setting up my coding analysis for
the literature, as each one of these bibliographies had already been coded by a series of
“identifiers” and “domains” that the respective authors had discerned when compiling the
annotations of each bibliography. I took these themes that Monteoliva Garcia (2016) and
Swabey and Dutton (2014) had identified, and used them as my baseline for analyzing the
larger collection of literature that I had queried and compiled, and in the process of my
own scanning of the data, I also tweaked their codes to reflect the thematic trends
emerging across my literature data set. After compiling, sorting, and filtering my
publication research queries, my sample of publications to review and analyze was 1070
publications, in the form of journal articles, manuscripts, reports, theses, books, and

handbooks or guides.
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2.2.1.4. Topic and Content Analysis

In the excel spreadsheet containing my 1070 publications sample, I created coding
columns of the following topics or themes that were identified in the literature under
review. | also coded the literature by date, author, and region of the publication or

research. The topics are explained in the following sections.

2.2.1.5. Cross-tabulation of Themes and Trends

To get a sense of the prevailing themes and trends in this body of literature, I coded each
publication according to its relevant thematic keywords, following the examples from
Monteoliva Garcia (2016), and Swabey and Dutton (2014). Then I was able to use the
spreadsheets pivot table functions to cross-tabulate frequencies in the literature and

research focus.

2.2.1.6. Limitations of the Method

There are a few limitations to the literature research method that I used. First, the scholarly
indexers had varying levels of multilingual search capacity, and so do I. I only performed
search functions in English and Spanish. I found and included materials published in other
languages when they appeared within the indexed searches, but I did not conduct search
queries with any key words in languages beside the two previously mentioned. I did this
because these languages are the ones in which I felt competent to assess the literature. This
limitation is mitigated by the fact that I conducted thorough cross-reference triangulation
between researchers and their citations, and checked the authors’ bibliographies to follow
up on additional literature that each would have referenced. I maintained the assumption
that, working in a field with many multilingual scholars conducting research, other
researchers who spoke and read other languages would have studied and cited significant
research in other languages and their references would have appeared in the bibliographies

of the literature that I reviewed.
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The thematic frequencies from my review of the literature on community interpreting are

shown in Table 1.

Table 1: Thematic Frequencies in Literature Review

Theme / focus: Frequency % of total (1070)
legal / police / prison 640 60%
- court (subset within legal) 400 37%
community/social interpreting / PSIT 319 30%
overview 298 28%
discourse pragmatics 147 14%
roles 134 13%
training 123 12%
healthcare interpreting 93 9%
cultural mediation 78 7%
professionalization 61 6%
asylum (RSD) interviews in destination / 3rd countries 49 5%
positionality, identity, ideology 39 4%
ethics 37 3%
sign language 35 3%
user views 29 3%
technology (including telephone) 26 2%
standards / quality 25 2%
testing and certification 19 2%
immigration (non-refugee related) 18 2%
MAR in destination / 3rd countries (non-RSD related) 18 2%
strategies 16 1%
conflict / military 15 1%
descriptions / typologies 15 1%
rights of users 14 1%
accuracy 12 1%
policy 12 1%
research in interpreting 12 1%
SGBV 11 1%
mental health context 1%
MAR in transit countries 1%
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minors 8 1%
LLD: Languages of Lesser Dispersion 6 1%
power dynamics 6 1%
Interpreting Studies as a discipline 5 0%
volunteer / solidarity interpreting 3 0%
emotional load / self-care 2 0%
linguistics 2 0%

Note. Total exceeds 100% due to articles having more than one theme or focus.

Looking at the research focus per working context, the frequency of legal interpreting
focus in the literature examined was 60%, for “PSI” or “PSIT” was 30%, and healthcare
was 9%. This suggests a level of overlap or blended boundaries between public service

and legal interpreting (Bancroft et al., 2013).
On the other hand, however, there is relatively little focus in the literature on migration,
asylum-seekers, or refugees. Table 2 shows the specific frequencies of literature related to

migrant, asylum, and refugee contexts, broken down by location.

Table 2: MAR focus in the literature reviewed

Location / focus: Frequency % of total (92)
Destination / 3rd Countries

immigration (non-refugee related) 18 20%
non-RSD refugee-related 18 20%
asylum (RSD) interviews 49 53%
Transit Countries

all things related to MAR 7 8%
Totals 92 100%

Of the 1070 scholarly publications reviewed, 92 examined issues of interpreting in the
context of migrants, asylum, and refugees, about 9% of the 1070 articles reviewed. Within
these 92 articles, 85 of them looked at this context in countries with their own asylum
adjudication procedures for refugee status or countries that were destination third
countries of resettlement. Of these 85, 49 articles focused on some aspect of interpreting in

the asylum adjudication legal interviews conducted by the receiving country’s domestic
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legal system (not UNHCR). Within this section of the literature, various researchers were
interested in interpreting’s role in construction and performance of asylum-seekers’
narratives. For example, Tipton (2008) examined social construction of identity via
interpreted asylum hearings, and Goémez Diez (2010) looked at the role of the interpreter

in constructing the asylum-seeker’s credibility in the asylum hearing.

In other areas of research on interpreting in asylum hearings, linguistics and discourse
analysis was a focus (Eades, 2005; Maryns & Blommaert, 2006). Keselmann, et al. (2010)
dedicated an amount of research to examining interpreting with minors in asylum hearings
in Sweden. Lee (2014) and Lee & Choi (2015) researched training and standard
improvements to interpreting in asylum hearings conducted in South Korea. In some
cases, research on interpreting in asylum hearings was included within research on broader

legal contexts such as for the police or other immigration settings (Pdllabauer, 2006).

Among the articles that looked at aspects of interpreting in refugee assistance in
destination countries outside of the specific asylum hearings themselves, Jiménez-Ivars
and Leon-Pinilla (2018) conducted a descriptive analysis of interpreting in refugee
contexts in Spain, and Rudvin and Pesare (2015) examined interpreting for victims of
trafficking in Italy’s immigration detention centers. In examples of research on migrants
and refugees in healthcare interpreting in Australia, Brophy-Williams et al. (2020) studied
the impact of professional interpreters on health outcomes for migrant and refugee
children, and Gartley and Due (2019) examined the impact of interpreters in refugee

mental health services.

In terms of training refugee interpreters, Mikkelson and Neumann (2002) presented their
early efforts in conducting training-of-trainers for refugee interpreters in the US, and Lai
and Mulayim (2010) discussed their experiences training refugee interpreters in Australia.
In addition, Albl-Mikasa and Eingrieber (2018) have presented work on training video
interpreters in German-speaking countries in Europe; Castellano Martinez (2018) has
focused on telephone interpreting in refugee NGOs; and Soelberg et al. (2016) have
written about their experiences training refugee interpreters for health-related research

projects.
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Among the articles that addressed interpreting for specific immigration settings or
immigrant communities outside of a refugee protection regime, there is naturally a large
overlap with community interpreting or PSI in any setting, given that the movement of
peoples across borders for any reason is a large driver of the need for such interpreting in
the first place. This is shown in research on legal settings such as interpreting in courts
(Berk-Seligson, 2017) or with immigration border agents (Angelelli, 2015), as well as
healthcare or education settings. For example, Jaeger et al. (2019) have researched
migration-related language barriers and professional interpreters in the healthcare system
in Switzerland. In Spain, Abril Marti and Martin (2011) conducted research on language
barriers to healthcare for immigrants, and in Italy, Rudvin and Tomassini (2008) examined

migration and language interpreter-mediators in both healthcare and education settings.

In terms of literature on indigenous languages in interpreting, Uliasz (2018) has conducted
research on language justice approaches in training indigenous language interpreters
working in California in the US, and Kleinert and Stallaert (2015) have examined
indigenous language interpreters in the legal system in Mexico. Although Mexico is a
transit country for Central American migrants en route to the US, and also conducts its
refugee processing in partnership with UNHCR operations on the ground, I did not
consider Kleinert’s research within the literature of MAR interpreting in transit countries

because its primary focus was not looking at migrant or refugee aid settings in Mexico.

The literature on community interpreting has given very little focus on MAR interpreting
in those transit countries with protection services led by UNHCR under the auspices of an
MOU with the host country. Of the 1070 publications reviewed, only seven of them

addressed interpreting in MAR contexts in transit countries.

Of these seven publications, two were written about CCIP — one is an assessment and
review of the impact of CCIP’s interpreter trainings in Indonesia from 2014-2017 (Stenger
& Asmiarsi, 2018), and one is my Master's Thesis on CCIP’s use of applied drama in our
curriculum addressing the emotional load of interpreting in MAR aid settings in transit
countries (Johnson & Younes, 2014). The earliest publication I could find on MAR
interpreting in transit countries and refugee aid was from Kenya (Odhiambo-Abuya, 2004)

in which the author writes about the importance of having interpreters in asylum
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interviews in UNHCR Kenya procedures.

Of the remaining four publications, two concern InZone, which was a project begun at the
University of Geneva to develop interpreter trainings for “humanitarian interpreting in
complex, fragile contexts”, using remote learning modules in a MOOC pedagogic
approach (Moser-Mercer et al., 2014; Moser-Mercer & Class, 2010). Since 2015,
however, InZone shifted its focus away from interpreting training per se to instead focus
on “multilingual communication and higher education in communities affected by conflict

and crisis” (InZone, n.d.).

More recently, Luchner and Kherbiche (2018) have written an article comparing
interpreting with ICRC (International Committee of the Red Cross) in Bangkok, Thailand
and with UNHCR aid operations in South Sudan. Finally, San (2018) published an article

on the need for community interpreters in Sakarya, Turkey.

Regarding literature on interpreting in the so-called Mediterranean migrant crisis from
2015 until recently, there was surprisingly little scholarly literature to be found, and what I
did find was produced from the European side, i.e., from destination countries’
perspectives rather than from transit countries. Alexakis et al. (2017) examined the use of
interpreters in medical triage during a refugee mass-gathering incident in Greece, and
Schider (2016) wrote a master’s thesis on interpreters as agents in the refugee crisis in

Germany.

2.2.2.1. High Frequency Themes by Category
I have attempted to group other themes that stood out in my analysis of the literature on
community interpreting, even if not specifically related to MAR assistance programs in
transit countries, to get a sense of what has mattered to scholars of community interpreting

in the last decades. These themes are presented in Table 3.

Table 3: Dominant Categories of Literature Themes

Context Number of articles Percent of 1070




Overviews of field 298 28%
Oneself in the context
cultural mediation 78
interpreter's role 134
positionality/identity 39
power dynamics 6
Total 257 24%
Assessment / gatekeeping / defending the profession
accuracy 12
policy 12
professionalization 61
standards 25
testing & certification 19
training 123
Total 252 24%
Mechanics of the language rendering itself
discourse / pragmatics 148
linguistics 2
strategies 16
Total 166 16%
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The frequency of literature offering an overview description of different types of

community interpreting was high (298 publications out of 1070, 28% of the literature

found). The majority of these were published in the early 2000s, as shown in Table 4,

which suggests that that decade was really when community interpreting came onto the

radar of the interpreting academic world.

Table 4: Number of Overview Publications per Decade

Decade Number of publications %

1979-1989 16 5%
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1990-1999 68 23%
2000-2009 122 41%
2010-2018 92 31%
Total 298 100%

Also high was the frequency of publications debating different aspects of the interpreter’s
role. There were 134 articles focused on defining the interpreter’s role, and 78 articles
addressing issues of the intercultural communication aspects of the interpreters role, either
in looking at “intercultural communication” in general, or comparing and contrasting
interpreters from “cultural mediators™ in particular. Finally, there were 45 articles that

focused on the interpreter’s “identity”, “positionality”, or other different aspects of “power

dynamics” in the multi-party communication encounter of community interpreting.

This tallied to 257 articles focused on interpreter role or identity issues out of the 1070 in
the review data set, or about 24% of all the literature reviewed. If we take a step back and
look at the forest instead of each tree, over half of all the reviewed literature on
community interpreting either describing the overall situation of this type of interpreting
over the last three decades (28%) or else examining the interpreters themselves, their role,
and their identity in their work setting (24%). In sum, 28% + 24% = 52% of the literature

by interpreter scholars looked at themselves or the context they operate in.

Approximately 22% of the literature focus was directed at issues of accuracy, training,
testing, certification, standards, professionalization, and policy issues. Another 16% of the
scholarly topics focused on the mechanics of the work with language and message
rendering itself, in 16 articles examining interpreting strategies and 150 articles examining

different aspects of discourse, pragmatics, and linguistic analysis in interpreting.

The remaining 10% of scholarly focus centered around a variety of topics: user views
were examined in 29 articles (2.7%), users rights in 14 articles (1.3%), and technology in
interpreting (including telephone interpreting) in 26 articles (2.4%). Additionally, there
was focus on SGBV (Sex and Gender Based Violence) (11 articles, 1%), in mental health
settings (9 articles, 0.8%), and interpreting for minors (8 articles, 0.7%). Finally, there was
focus on MAR interpreting in destination countries (85 articles, 8%) and MAR
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interpreting in transit countries (7 articles, 0.6%).

My purpose in analyzing the trends in research focus was to see the overall picture of
where the field of community interpreting scholarship has placed its priorities and
scholarly energies, so to see where this current study fit into current community
interpreting studies priorities. This study’s research interest in the ideological positioning
of refugee interpreters in a transit country, UNHCR-led field aid program, loosely falls
into the camps of research absorbed with interpreter positionality and identity, which have
been to date steered in large part by research coming out of Europe that look to Bourdieu
for their theoretical frameworks of culture and positionality (Aguilar-Solano, 2012;

Inghilleri, 2005a; Luchner & Kherbiche, 2018; Tipton, 2016).

However, the framework for analysing our take on the positionality of refugee interpreters
is different, taking as a starting point Freirian ideas of education for action,
concientizacion and social change. Freirian views do not imply a complete opposition to
Bourdieu, but there are marked differences which have implications for how CCIP has
evolved and how this doctoral study approached these issues. More on this can be found in

the section reviewing critical pedagogy and popular education, further on in this chapter.

The process of scoping the literature and its key areas of focus confirmed that there has
been very little attention on the context of migrant and refugee interpreting in UNHCR-led
field aid operations in transit host countries. One could argue that that context is
practically not on the map of interpreting scholarly literature. But considering that
according to UNHCR’s 2019 Global Trends Report (UNHCR, 2019), its protection
mandate covered 26 million refugees and 53.5 million forcibly displaced persons, of
whom only 0.4% (107,800) had been resettled to a third destination country, it can be said
that this field context is very much on the map of interpreting needs on the ground, and it

suggests that there is a gap in research and scholarship on interpreting in this context.

CCIP does operate in this field context, and while we are a small program with a limited
operational scope, we do represent a drop or two in the bucket toward addressing those
needs, at least in terms of field practice. In addition, this study of CCIP’s field practice can

be said to be one more drop toward addressing the gap in research and scholarship on this
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interpreting context.

2.3. International Refugee Law Frameworks

This study looks at interpreting with MAR in transit host countries and UNHCR-centered
aid programs, in situations where the MAR beneficiaries’ legal status and access to rights
and local services in the host country are different than the situations where other research
in MAR interpreting has occurred, i.e., in “destination” countries or “third” countries of

resettlement.

The humanitarian sector of refugee aid is bounded not only by the ostensible good will
and compassion of donor countries to provide emergency assistance, but more
importantly, by international frameworks laying out the rights to which refugees — both
as human beings and by virtue of their special status — are entitled. At the international
level, these rights are dictated by international customary law and (international) treaty
law. Additional rights (or more often, restrictions) are set out under regional and domestic

instruments.

In this section I review these legal frameworks informing the refugee status and protection
regimes in transit host country settings, so that the rest of the study’s data and analysis
might be understood within this context. This overview drew largely from existing guides
and handbooks produced by UNHCR on the documentation site, Refworld (n.d.), and from

the Refugee Law Reader curriculum of the Hungarian Helsinki Committee.

2.3.1. Key Universal Principles Underpinning the Foundations of Refugee

Protection

International refugee protection and international refugee law rely on a precedent of both
customary international law and sets of international declarations of principles and rights
concepts, or what the Refugee Law Leader (RLR) refer to as “soft law”. Customary
international law (CIL) is the basis for a broad range of international law concepts based
on state practice. The Statute of the International Court of Justice (n.d.) defines customary

law in Chapter II, Article 38.1(b) as follows:
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1. The Court, whose function is to decide in accordance with international law such
disputes as are submitted to it, shall apply ...

b. international custom, as evidence of a general practice accepted as law.

One key principle of customary international law is that of non-refoulement. The principle
of non-refoulement means that no state should return a person to their country of origin to
face a danger of persecution. It is an established principle of CIL and is thus non-

derogable — it must be adhered to in all circumstances, with no exceptions.

A second key universal principle underpinning international refugee law is that of the right
to asylum, as laid out in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, whose Article 14.1
states that, “Everyone has the right to seek and to enjoy in other countries asylum from

persecution.” (OHCHR, n.d).

2.3.2. Key Legal Instruments in International Refugee Law

These universal principles of non-refoulement and the right to asylum form the foundation
of international refugee law, which is laid out in various international treaties and
conventions. While many treaties lay out the fundamental tenet of asylum in the form of
non-refoulement, there are several international legal instruments that address refugee

protections directly, which I review below.

2.3.2.1. 1951 Geneva Convention and 1967 Protocol

The 1951 Geneva Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees and the accompanying
1967 Protocol Relating to the Status of Refugees form the current core of international
refugee law (UNHCR, 2011a). Article I of the 1951 Geneva Convention has laid out the

international definition of a refugee as being a person who:

owing to a well-founded fear of being persecuted for reasons of race, religion,
nationality, membership of a particular social group or political opinion, is outside the
country of his nationality and is unable or, owing to such fear, is unwilling to avail

himself of the protection of that country; or who, not having a nationality and being
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outside the country of his former habitual residence as a result of such events, is unable

or, owing to such fear, is unwilling to return to it. (p. 14)

The Geneva Convention, however, placed a time and geographic limitation on that
definition, to only apply to those individuals who fit that criteria who were located in
Europe prior to 1951. The 1951 Geneva Convention was essentially written to define

refugees related to World War II in Europe.

The 1967 Protocol is a separate but integral complementary document to the 1951
Convention, in that it removed the time and geographic limitation on the refugee

definition, making it applicable to individuals anywhere in the world at any time.

The 1951 Convention refugee definition is framed around individuals who were
specifically targeted for persecution and does not account for harm from generalized war
or conflict. However, there are two regionally produced instruments that have expanded
the 1951 definition beyond the individual persecution level, as explained in the next

section.

2.3.2.2. Regional Expansions to the Refugee Definition

In addition to the international protection framework laid out in the 1951 Geneva
Convention, there are also two regional conventions in Africa and Latina America which

have expanded the refugee definition for their respective regions, as explained below.

Article 1.2 of the 1969 Organization of African Unity (OAU, 1969) Convention
Governing Specific Aspects of Refugee Problems in Africa has expanded the 1951
Refugee Definition to include anyone “compelled to leave his or her country owing to
external aggression, occupation, foreign domination or events seriously disturbing public

order in either part or the whole of his country of origin or nationality.” (p.2)

The 1984 Cartagena Declaration expanded the 1951 definition similarly, to include those
persons “who have fled their country because their lives, safety or freedom have been

threatened by generalized violence, foreign aggression, internal conflicts, massive
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violation of human rights or other circumstances which have seriously disturbed public

order.” (Article III-3. p. 3)

These two regional instruments lay the foundation for what is called prima facie refugee
recognition, meaning that all individuals fleeing from a generalized volatile situation as
defined in the conventions could receive refugee and asylum protection, without a
requirement that an individual demonstrate that they were individually targeted or singled
out for persecution. The two regional instruments are applicable only in their respective
regions; the OAU Convention is legally binding, while the Cartagena Declaration is not.
But by 2016, however, 14 Latin American states had incorporated its expanded refugee
definition into their own domestic legislation concerning refugee and asylum (Nicholson
& Kumin, 2017). In addition, UNHCR has incorporated concepts from these two
instruments into the UNHCR extended protection mandate when relevant and possible

(see next section on UNHCR Mandate).

2.3.2.3. Refugee Definition Elements in the 1951 Convention

The 1951 Convention definition of a refugee is based on an individual person’s experience
in their country of origin or habitual residence and can be broken down into elements of
inclusion and exclusion, as described below. Much of the information below is drawn
from the UNHCR Handbook and Guidelines on Procedures and Criteria for Determining
Refugee Status (UNHCR, 2011b), in addition to various amicus briefs and advisory
opinions (Refworld, 2004).

2.3.2.3.1. Inclusion Elements.

The 1951 Convention refugee definition is used as the basis for establishing an asylum-
seeker’s claim to refugee protection. RSD procedures usually consider those factors that
would provide for individual refugee recognition, and then as a second step, consider any
other factors that would exclude an individual from being recognized as a refugee and
receiving asylum protection. As these concepts are essential for understanding the legal
framework within which the case study of this thesis has operated, I will briefly review

these factors below.
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1. Alienage

To satisfy this requirement of the refugee definition, the individual claiming asylum or
refugee status must be physically outside the country of their nationality or habitual
residence at the time of making a claim for asylum or refugee recognition. (Hathaway &

Foster, 2014)

2. Well-founded fear

To meet the criteria for recognition as a refugee under the 1951 Convention, individuals
must be able to demonstrate a subjective and objective fear of being persecuted. This
“well-founded fear” means that the individual fears what may happen to them, and that it
is objectively plausible that the harm they fear may actually happen to them, based on
facts in their background and country of origin conditions. UNHCR’s Advisory Opinion
on the Interpretation of the Refugee Definition (2004) states the following:

While fear is a subjective emotion, for the purpose of refugee status determination,
it must be well-founded, that is, it must have an objective basis. Thus, the term
“well-founded fear” contains a subjective element, represented by the applicant’s
state of mind to be assessed mainly by evaluating the applicants’ statements, and
an objective element, which is to be assessed on the basis of the situation

prevailing in his/her country of origin. (p. 3)

3. Persecution

The individual seeking asylum or refugee protection under the 1951 Convention must
demonstrate a forward-looking fear of being persecuted in the future if they return to their
country, but the concept of “persecution” is not clearly defined in the 1951 Convention
(UNHCR, 2011a). Nonetheless, UNHCR has provided legal guidance in a number of
documents regarding how to assess what kind of harm may rise to the level of persecution,
including the UNHCR Handbook and Guidelines on Procedures and Criteria for

Determining Refugee Status (2011), Guidelines on International Protection No. 9
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(UNHCR, 2012) and numerous amicus briefs and advisory opinions.

The UNHCR Handbook on RSD (2011) has provided the following guidance for arriving

at a legal interpretation of what may constitute persecution:

The concept of persecution, as “originally intended” by the drafters of the 1951
Convention, was designed to allow for a sufficient degree of flexibility in order to
provide protection to those who need it. The Handbook 5 notes the general
understanding that persecution in any case comprises serious human rights
violations. In addition, the Handbook also clarifies that discrimination amounts to
persecution if it leads to consequences of a substantially prejudicial nature for the
person concerned, including serious restrictions on his/her right to earn a livelihood,
his/her right to practice a religion, or his/her access to normally available

educational facilities. (p. 3)

4. Absence of state protection

To meet the criteria for refugee recognition under the 1951 Convention definition, the
persecution experienced by an individual must be shown to have occurred by a state actor,
or at the acquiescence of a state actor, or due to a state actor’s inability or unwillingness
to protect against such harm by a non-state actor, and demonstrating a failure to protect on

non-discriminatory basis.

5. Convention nexus

The persecution must be shown to have occurred on account of an individual’s
characteristics in one or more of the five “grounds” for the persecution; in other words,
there must be a “nexus” connection between the reason for persecution and one of the five
Convention grounds. The nexus requirement is fulfilled where it can be demonstrated that
there is (a) real risk of being persecuted for reasons which are related to one of the
Convention grounds; or (b) real risk of being persecuted for a reason unrelated to a
Convention ground, but the State is unable or unwilling to offer protection for reasons

which are related to one of the Convention grounds (i.e., failure to protect on non-
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discriminatory basis).

A brief description of the five Convention nexus grounds follows.

*  Race
The UNHCR Handbook and Guidelines for RSD Criteria (2011) defines race broadly,
stating that it should:

be understood in its widest sense to include all kinds of ethnic groups that are
referred to as “races” in common usage. Frequently it will also entail membership
of a specific social group of common descent forming a minority within a larger

population. (p. 16)

* Religion
For purposes of interpretation in the 1951 Convention nexus grounds, “religion” is
understood as laid out in Article 18 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and the
Human Rights Covenant, which states that everyone has the “right to freedom of thought,
conscience and religion; this right includes freedom to change his religion or belief, and
freedom, either alone or in community with others and in public or private, to manifest his

religion or belief in teaching, practice, worship and observance” (OHCHR, n.d).

* Nationality
The concept of nationality is broadly interpreted similarly to concepts of race, for the
purposes of establishing nexus grounds in UNHCR-led RSD, and the UNHCR Handbook
states that, “The term °‘nationality’ in this context is not to be understood only as
‘citizenship’. It refers also to membership of an ethnic or linguistic group and may

occasionally overlap with the term ‘race’.” (p. 16)

* Political Opinion
According to UNHCR Handbook guidance, for an individual to demonstrate that they
were persecuted based on their political opinion, they must show that their political
opinion is against government opinion, that the government did not tolerate such

dissenting opinions, and that the government was aware that the individual held such
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political opinions.

Such political opinions may be real or imputed. In some cases, an individual may not
actually hold a particular political view, but if the persecuting entity assumes that they do
and persecutes them based on that assumption, this may also satisfy the criteria for nexus
grounds of persecution based on political opinion. The UNHCR 2011 RSD Handbook
mentions on p. 83 that imputed political opinion as a nexus grounds may occur with

spouses or family members of a political activist, for example.

*  Membership in a Particular Social Group (MPSG)
The UNHCR 2011 RSD Handbook describes this Convention Ground as

a group of persons who share a common characteristic other than their risk of
being persecuted, or who are perceived as a group by society. The characteristic
will often be one which is innate, unchangeable, or which is otherwise

fundamental to identity, conscience or the exercise of one’s human rights. (p. 85)

Examples of such groups may be LGBTQIA+ (Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Trans,
Queer/Questioning, Intersex, Asexual+) individuals, women, former child soldiers,
vaccination health workers, former civil servants before a government change, or other
innate aspects of a person’s identity or history that cannot be changed or should not
reasonably be expected to be changed. It is not required that the individuals know other

members of the social group, nor that they perceive themselves as a group.

2.3.2.3.2. Exclusion Elements

According to the UNHCR Handbook, there are three categories in which an individual

would not qualify for refugee recognition under the 1951 Convention, as follows:

Persons already receiving United Nations international protection or assistance. This
category usually refers to Palestinian refugees who receive UN assistance in the form of

the United Nations Relief and Works Agency (UNRWA).
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Persons not considered to be in need of international protection. This section refers to
persons who, though they might meet all the criteria of the inclusion elements in the

refugee definition, but they have been

received in a country where they have been granted most of the rights normally
enjoyed by nationals, but not formal citizenship. (They are frequently referred to as
“national refugees”.) The country that has received them is frequently one where

the population is of the same ethnic origin as themselves. (p. 29)

Persons considered not to be deserving of international protection. This category refers to
individual who, although they might meet the criteria of the inclusion elements of the
refugee definition, would be deemed to be excluded from international protection because

they had committed one of the following types of acts:
* war crimes
* serious common crimes
* acts contrary to the purpose and principles of the United Nations

2.3.2.4. State Signatories to the 1951 Geneva Convention

To date, the 1951 Geneva Convention and the 1967 Protocol has been signed and acceded
to by 145 countries, as shown in Table 5 from UNHCR (2015b, p.1):

Table 5: States Signatories to the 1951 Geneva Convention

States Parties (as of April 2015)
Total number of States Parties to the 1951 Convention 145

Total number of States Parties to the 1967 Protocol 146
States Parties to both the Convention and Protocol 142
States Parties to one or both of these instruments 148
States Parties to the 1951 Convention only

Madagascar, Saint Kitts, and Nevis 3

States Parties to the 1967 Protocol only

Cabo Verde, United States of America, Venezuela 3
(Bolivarian Republic of)




57

2.3.2.5. Signatory States Obligations and Refugee Rights Under the 1951

Convention

The 1951 Convention contains 47 articles which outline states’ obligations and refugees
rights in those states who had signed the Convention. Although a detailed analysis of each
article is beyond the scope of this thesis, it is important to highlight some of the key points

of obligations and rights covered in the Convention articles.

Signatory states are expected to provide the following:

* Article 16: access to the state’s courts and legal system
* Article 22: access to elementary education

* Article 23: access to public relief and assistance

* Article 27: provide identity papers for refugees

* Article 28: provide travel documents for refugees

* Article 34: provide a route to assimilation and naturalization in the hosting state

Refugees in the signatory state are expected to have the rights listed below on the same

level as would be the case for any other non-national in the country:

* Article 13: right to own, purchase, and sell property

* Article 17: right to wage-earning work

* Article 18: right to be self-employed

* Article 19: for refugees with recognized diplomas in liberal professions, the right
to practice their profession

* Article 21: access to housing

* Article 22: access to education beyond the elementary level

* Article 26: access to free movement and residence location within the country
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2.3.2.6. 1951 Convention States Reservations and National Legislation

Domestications

Signatory states have the right to place reservations on certain articles of the 1951
Convention, and are encouraged to develop domestic legislation regulating asylum
protections within each country. I review here the Convention reservations and domestic
legislation on asylum in the three countries where CCIP has conducted the highest amount

of its work examined in this study: Egypt, Indonesia, and Thailand.

As described in Chapter 3, during the CCIP years that this study covered (2002-2018),
CCIP conducted interpreter trainings in nine countries. However, CCIP’s training
collaborations spanned multiple years and went beyond the time period of the study in
these three countries: Egypt 2002-present; Indonesia 2014-2019; Thailand 2011 and 2015-
2019. In the other countries, CCIP training collaborations were either held just within one
year (UK 2016, Malaysia 2015, Lebanon 2012, Tanzania 2011), or were one-off
collaborations in different years (Hong Kong in 2008 and 2011; Turkey in 2005 and
2010). For this reason, I focused here on Egypt, Indonesia, and Thailand.

2.3.2.6.1. Egypt

Egypt signed the Refugee Convention in July 1951, and placed reservations on certain

Convention articles as described below (UNHCR, 1954):

Article 12 (1) Personal Status
This article states that a refugee’s personal status shall be governed by the law of the
country of his domicile. However, Egypt has stated that this article is in conflict with

article 25 of the Egyptian civil code, which states:

The judge declares the applicable law in the case of persons without nationality or
with more than one nationality at the same time. In the case of persons where there

is proof, in accordance with Egypt, of Egyptian nationality, and at the same time in



59

accordance with one or more foreign countries, of nationality of that country, the

Egyptian law must be applied (UNHCR, 1954. p. 7).

Egypt has placed reservations on Article 20, 22(1), 23, and 24 on the basis that these

articles would place refugees on the same level as nationals, stating:

Concerning articles 20, 22 (paragraph 1), 23 and 24 of the Convention of 1951, the
competent Egyptian authorities had reservations because these articles consider the
refugee as equal to the national. We made this general reservation to avoid any
obstacle which might affect the discretionary authority of Egypt in granting
privileges to refugees on a case-by-case basis (UNHCR, 1954, p. 7).

Article 20 Rationing
With a reservation on this article, refugees in Egypt are not included in any food or

essential commodities rationing programs available to nationals in the country.

Article 22 (1) Public Education

With a reservation on this article, refugees were not automatically granted access to
primary education in the country. However, Egypt provided other legal instruments that
have afforded some public education access for certain nationalities. For example,
Egyptian Ministerial Decree No. 24 of 1992 permitted children of Sudanese refugees and
asylum-seekers as well as Libyan and Jordanian political asylum-seekers to attend
Egyptian public schools, provided they can present the required documentation (Sadek,

2013).

Article 23 Public Relief
With a reservation on this article, refugees in Egypt are not included in public relief and

assistance programs available to nationals in the country.

Article 24 Labour Legislation and Social Security
With a reservation on this article, refugees in Egypt are not covered within labour
legislations that would govern the following areas: (a) minimum wage, labor hours

standards and overtime, holidays with pay, restrictions on home work (piece work),
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minimum age of employment, apprenticeship, training, or collective bargaining; (b) social
security, maternity or parental leave, compensation coverage for occupational injury,
diseases, disability, or unemployment; or (c) compensation in the event of death resulting

from employment injury.

It is worth noting that Egypt has not placed a reservation on articles 17, 18, and 19,
concerning access to waged-earning labor, self-employment, or practice of the liberal
professions on the same level as any other non-national residing in the country. So
technically, refugees should be theoretically permitted to work in Egypt - as long as they

satisfy the same requirements as other non-nationals under Egyptian national law.

According to the US Library of Congress report by Sadek (2013), “Article 11 of
Ministerial Resolution 390 of 1982, issued by the Ministry of Labor, requires proof on the
part of the employer that no Egyptian national is available to do the work before a permit
may be issued” (p. 2). This is a difficult bar for non-nationals to meet for the majority of
job opportunities in Egypt, considering Egypt’s unemployment rate which hovered
between 9% to 13% since 2002, including the years covered in this study (IndexMundi,
n.d.).

However, it would be conceivable that the job of interpreter for languages of lesser
dispersion needed in refugee aid could satisfy this requirement for employment,
considering that it is rare to find non-native speakers of some languages such as Somali,
Ambharic, Tigrinya, or Sudanese dialects, so theoretically non-nationals who are native
speakers of these languages could qualify for interpreting jobs in these languages without
taking the place of an Egyptian worker. However, employers must also sponsor the work
permit process, which can be complex (Miranda, 2018). For some refugee aid
organizations and agencies, work permit costs and procedures can become prohibitive

when they have 60 to 70 full-time refugee interpreters.

For this reason, most refugee interpreters are hired as freelance independent contractors,
rather than as staff, because Egypt’s reservations on the 1951 Convention do not explicitly
prohibit refugees from independent income-generating or self-employment activities such

as this. This work arrangement is somewhat problematic, however, as it lends itself to



61

problems such as have been seen in recent years with ride share companies such as Uber.
In such arrangements, drivers had been classified as independent contractors rather than as
employees entitled to labor benefits and protections, and some have taken the company to
court to challenge this categorization®. It would be hard to imagine refugee interpreters
taking aid organizations to court in Egypt in the same way that Uber drivers had done in
other countries, given Egypt’s reservation on Article 24 of the 1951 Convention,
restricting refugees’ coverage under national legislations covering labor protections. At
the same time, although working as freelance and not as staff is less than ideal, it is still a
great deal more work opportunity than is available to refugees in other countries in this

study, as described further on in this section and also in the findings in Chapter 4.

Domestic legislations regarding refugees

Egypt has created various domestic legal instruments regulating refugees and asylum-
seekers (Sadek, 2013). Presidential decree 331 of 1980 adopted the 1951 Convention as
domestic law. A presidential decree from 1984 established a Ministry of Foreign Affairs
committee to receive and review asylum applications. In practice however, Egypt’s MOU
with UNHCR provides that UNHCR undertake the primary task of RSD in the country
(UNHCR Egypt, n.d.).

2.3.2.6.2. Indonesia

Indonesia is not a signatory to the 1951 Geneva Convention, and therefore is under no
obligation to honor any state responsibilities or refugee rights as laid out in the
convention. The principle of non-refoulement, which UNHCR has argued as meeting the
requirements of application as peremptory Customary International Law, is the only
protection that Indonesia is obliged to provide to any asylum-seeker or refugee. However,
the Indonesian Regulation of the President of the Republic of Indonesia No. 125 Year
2016 Concerning the Handling of Foreign Refugees has laid out a recognition of the
concept of “refugee” as defined by the 1951 Convention. Prior to this decree, asylum-
seekers and refugees in Indonesia were only categorized as “illegal immigrants” and
treated under the law as such. Kneebone (2020, July 14) has pointed out that the contents

of the presidential decree provide limited protections to asylum-seekers and refugees and

6https://www.classlawgroup.com/uber-lawsuit/



62

do not provide a path for local integration as a means for them to remain in Indonesia.

2.3.2.6.3. Thailand

Thailand is not a signatory to the 1951 Convention, therefore the principle of non-
refoulement is the only right and protection to which it is bound under customary
international law. Thailand has no domestic legislation regarding asylum-seekers or
refugees. As such, all asylum-seekers are categorized as “illegal immigrants” and treated
under the law as such. At the time of writing this dissertation, Thailand was much in the
news regarding two high profile asylum-seeker cases there, one an asylum-seeker from
Bahrain (Davidson, 2019, January 10) and one an asylum-seeker from Saudi Arabia
(Cecco, 2019). The Thai Head of Immigration, Surachate Hakparn, stated in January 2019
that the government going forward would follow international law regarding refugees and
asylum (Ellis-Peterson, 2019, January 17). However, media reports have noted
inconsistencies in implementation to date between the Bahraini and Saudi asylum-seekers’

treatment in Thailand (Davidson, 2019, January 9).

2.3.3. UNHCR Mandate

The operationalization of international refugee protections is, in theory, to be monitored
and advocated for by UNHCR. However, UNHCR’s mandate has evolved in several ways
beyond its original founding purpose, sometimes resulting in a lack of clarity about what
can or should be expected of UNHCR. To understand the context within which CCIP has
developed and in which this research is situated, a review of UNHCR’s mandate and

operational practice is required.

The UNHCR mandate has evolved significantly since its creation in 1950 (UNHCR,
2003). The review below of the key areas of the UNHCR mandate are drawn in large part
from the 2003 UNHCR publication entitled: PARTNERSHIP: An operations management
handbook for UNHCR partners.

When UNHCR was originally created by the UN General Assembly Resolution 428(V)
(UNHCR, 1996), its original mandate was limited to the following:
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The United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, acting under the authority
of the General Assembly, shall assume the function of providing international
protection, under the auspices of the United Nations, to refugees who fall within
the scope of the present Statute and of seeking permanent solutions for the problem
of refugees by assisting governments and, subject to the approval of the
governments concerned, private organizations to facilitate the voluntary
repatriation of such refugees, or their assimilation within new national

communities. (p. 8)

In simple terms, the two primary core functions of UNHCR (2003) are to “protect
refugees and provide durable solutions to their problems”. The expectation was that
the governments of the countries hosting the refugees would undertake the asylum-
granting process themselves and provide material support to the refugees, with

UNHCR in a monitoring and supportive role to government-led processes.

However, the original conception of this mandate reflected expectations from
refugee contexts arising from the end of World War II, and as decades passed,
refugee crises arising in other regions of the world caused the boundaries of the
UNHCR mandate to be pushed for expansion. Refugee crises in post-colonial
countries in Africa and in other developing countries expanded UNHCR protection
roles to include providing more material support and assistance, which had originally
been expected that the host countries would provide, and also increased UNHCR’s
direct participation in asylum determination implementation, although this was also

originally intended to be the role of the host country.

2.3.3.1. Protection Role

UNHCR currently covers within its protection mandate not only recognized refugees, but
also asylum-seekers in the refugee recognition process, refugees who return to their home
country, stateless persons, and in some cases internally displaced persons (IDPs) upon the
request of the UN in a case-by-case basis. UNHCR field operations may provide

assistance to these groups in UNHCR-run camps, depending on host country agreements,
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or individuals may reside in the host country among other nationals of the country. In such

an arrangement they are often referred to as “urban refugees.”

According to UNHCR’s 2019 Global Trends Report, UNHCR’s protection mandate
covered 79.5 million forcibly displaced persons around the world (UNCHR, 2019):

* 20.6 million refugees (plus an additional 5.6 Palestinian refugees are under
UNWRA mandate)

* 4.2 million asylum-seekers

* 45.7 million internally displaced persons (IDPs)

* 3.6 million Venezuelans displaced abroad

Of this population under UNHCR protection, almost 60% of the refugees and asylum-
seekers live in urban settings rather than administered refugee camps, as do 80% of the
IDPs (UNHCR, 2018).

2.3.3.2. Durable Solutions
Finding durable solutions to refugees’ problems is part of UNHCR’s protection role.
UNHCR considers three possible long-term solutions to refugees’ lack of protection, as
follows:

2.3.3.2.1. Voluntary Return to Country of Origin
A refugee may cease to be a refugee if country of origin conditions change or if the
individual’s conditions change such that they become willing to return to their country of
origin and re-avail themselves of that state’s protection.

2.3.3.2.2. Local Integration in the Host Country

Article 34 of the 1951 Geneva Convention (UNHCR, 2011a) states:

The Contracting States shall as far as possible facilitate the assimilation and
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naturalization of refugees. They shall in particular make every effort to expedite
naturalization proceedings and to reduce as far as possible the charges and costs of

such proceedings. (p. 30)

Ideally, an asylum host country should provide a path for naturalization and permanent
residency for refugees in the country, to the level that refugees acquire a level of state
protection and rights on par with those of a national of that country, or further, a path to
become a national or citizen of the host country (Kibreab, 1989). However, in the primary
countries of data in this study, Egypt, Indonesia, and Thailand, a local integration solution
leading to a path to citizenship of those host countries is not an easy or likely durable

solution for refugees.

2.3.3.2.3. Resettlement to a Third Country

If local integration to the level of a national in the host country is not possible, and if the
refugee remains particularly vulnerable in the host country, then a last solution is for the
individual to be referred for consideration to a third country who would accept them and
provide them with a path to permanent residency, naturalization, and eventually

citizenship.

In the focus areas of this thesis, the main durable solution sought by most refugees is
resettlement to a third country. However, resettlement is not a guaranteed right, and
available resettlement “slots” are at the discretion of the receiving third countries.
Resettlement slots comprise a small minority of durable solutions for refugees worldwide.
According to the UNHCR 2019 Global Trends Report, of the 20.6 million recognized
refugees under UNHCR protection mandate, only 107,800 (0.5%) were resettled to third

countries in the year 2019.

2.3.3.3. Operational Role of UNHCR

According to the UNHCR operations management manual for partners (2003), UNHCR’s

operational role in the field has the following scope:
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encompasses full responsibility and accountability to the international community
and the refugees for all aspects of the complete life-cycle of a refugee situation —
from early warning and contingency planning, to the protection of and assistance
to refugees, to the achievement of durable solutions to the plight of the refugees
and other persons of concern to the High Commissioner, including returnees and

internally displaced persons. (p. 28)

This means that if UNHCR was operating on the ground in a refugee aid situation at the
behest of a signed MOU with the given host country, then UNHCR would be assuming a
wide range of responsibilities for the refugees and persons of concern in that given plight,
and in some ways could be understood to be undertaking tasks and responsibilities that
normally a host country might be expected to do. Michael Kagan has discussed the pros
and cons of UNHCR’s operational role in the field in migration and refugee transit host

countries in at least four key publications (Kagan, 2006a, 2006b, 2011, 2012), as follows:

® Frontier Justice: Legal aid and UNHCR refugee status determination in Egypt
(2006)

® The Beleaguered Gatekeeper: Protection challenges posed by UNHCR
Refugee Status Determination (2006)

® We live in a country of UNHCR: The UN surrogate state and refugee policy in
the Middle East (2011)

® The UN “Surrogate State and the foundation of refugee policy in the Middle
East (2012)

2.3.3.3.1. Operational Coordination with Other Agencies

This responsibility is usually carried out in coordination with a range of other international
agencies and NGOs, within a framework of MOUs and Letters of Understanding (LOU) at
field level.

UNHCR worldwide has signed operational MOUs and LOUs with the World Food
Programme (WFP), UNICEF, the World Health Organization (WHO), and the IOM.
However, not all of these agencies operate in all of UNHCR field program sites. Within
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the scope of this study, the IOM MOU with UNHCR has been a key part of field

operations in the countries where CCIP has operated.

The IOM-UNHCR MOU clarifies agency responsibilities for emergency evacuation
support for POC, stranded migrants, and other non-nationals in the host country who may
be present in the category of migrants in countries in crisis (MICIC) and “mixed migrants”
(UNHCR, 1997). The concept of mixed migrants and MICIC is based on the fact that in
countries of instability (politically, economically, or from natural disaster), persons who
would not be a concern of UNHCR may also move along with refugees and asylum-
seekers to a country of refuge and then lack the resources to return home. Although these
individuals would not be under UNHCR mandate, in 2013 the UN Secretary General
requested that UNHCR participate along with IOM and other agencies in developing a
framework for MICIC, so ensure that would-be refugees did not fall through the cracks in
accessing asylum protection during a mixed migration flow across borders (UNHCR,
1997). Because of the prevalence of mixed migration and interagency cooperation
between UNHCR and IOM in the field, including in the sharing of interpreters who are
subject of this study, I refer to UNHCR-centered field aid operations as Migrant, Asylum,
and Refugee field aid, or MAR for short.

In the three primary countries of this study, IOM partners with UNHCR in a variety of
tasks. In Egypt, Indonesia, and Thailand, IOM is the responsible agency for processing
travel arrangements and logistics for those refugees who have been accepted for
resettlement to a third country. In Egypt, IOM is also the host organization for the United
States Resettlement Support Center (RSC) which processed all of the resettlement
interviews conducted by the US Department of Homeland Security (DHS). In Indonesia,
the IOM also administered community housing for asylum-seekers and refugees, and up
until 2018, UNHCR interpreters were seconded from IOM for RSD interviews (personal
communication, May 2018). In Thailand, IOM is involved in the refugee border camps, an

area that is outside the scope of this study.

2.4. Rights-based Approaches

As part of this study examines CCIP’s integration of rights-based approaches in its
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training programs, in this section I review key concepts of rights-based approaches in aid,
as context for how we in CCIP have understood it and have attempted to implement it in
our practice. In this review, I present a brief overview of historical evolutions of rights-
based versus need-based approaches, then I explain how rights-based approaches
intersected with refugee rights efforts and legal aid work in Egypt — and subsequently the
formation of CCIP. I close the section explaining how rights-based approaches have
dovetailed with interpreting efforts in this context and what it has meant in CCIP’s

practice.

Historically, it may be said that humanitarian “aid” has been commonly viewed as being
made up of benevolent, charitable actors helping powerless people with “needs,” - and that
ideas of ““claiming rights” were more closely associated in common discourse with ideas
of “militant” activists “taking to the streets”- and that these two areas of perception in the

public mind may run in parallel to each other with little intersection.

But in fact, international aid agencies have been working to mainstream human rights-
based approaches to implementing their development programming for at least the last 20
years. According to the UN Human Rights Based Approach portal website,
“Mainstreaming human rights within the UN system has been a cornerstone of UN reform
since 1997.” (UN HRBA Portal, n.d.) In addition, in 2003 the United Nations Sustainable
Development Group (UNSDG) adopted the UN Statement of Common Understanding on
Human Rights-Based Approaches to Development Cooperation and Programming (2003).

Rights-based approaches are understood as a broad framework based on international
human rights standards, and on “principles of participation and empowering individuals
and communities to promote change and enable them to exercise their rights and comply
with their duties” (UNHCR, 2008, p. 16). UNICEF’s website explains its shift to a rights-
based approach to programming, stating that a rights-based approach “seeks to analyze
inequalities which lie at the heart of development problems and redress discriminatory
practices and unjust distributions of power that impede development progress” (UNICEF,

n.d.).

Focusing on capacity building with the target communities in humanitarian and
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development agendas, rights-based approaches (RBA) involve a shift away from viewing
target community members as vulnerable ‘“beneficiaries” receiving services and
assistance, to being “rights-holders” demanding meaningful participation as stakeholders
in claiming the rights to which they have legal entitlement under international instruments.
Organizations and institutions operating in such rights-based frameworks become “duty-
bearers” who can be held accountable for their obligations to ensure human rights are

upheld and promoted in development and protection programs.

Non-UN aid entities have gone even further in their descriptions of RBA. The Danish
ActionAid resource book, Human Rights Based Approach 2.0, is essential reading for
anyone seeking an articulate analysis of the paradigm shift in underlying values in moving
from needs to rights, and offers practical guides for implementing such shifts on the
ground. It explains ActionAid’s shift in development approaches over the last decades

(Archer, 2012, p. 13 — 15):

* The 1970s: Charity and welfare

* The 1980s: Basic needs/service-driven approach

* The 1990s: Supporting the empowerment of communities
*  From the late 1990s: Working for human rights

e 2012 -2017: People’s action to end poverty

ActionAid has written a concise historical timeline of its own evolution in adopting rights-
based approaches, which mirrors a general shift from welfare approaches to rights
approaches, as it has evolved among various development agencies and NGOs in
operational programs in the field. Speaking from ActionAid’s focus on poverty
elimination and RBA, ActionAid described its understanding of RBA as being “centred on
active agency: supporting people living in poverty to become conscious of their rights,
organise and claim their rights and hold duty bearers to account” (Archer, 2012, p. 18).
The conclusion to be drawn from this is that the target populations of concern have rights
that must be claimed, rather than needs that must be filled, and that program planning
should shift its focus to see the populations of concern as partners and stakeholders in

making the analysis and changes necessary to claim and enjoy these rights.
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2.4.1. RBA in Refugee Contexts

In this section I review the development of rights-based approaches within the refugee aid
sector in which CCIP was developed. It is impossible to talk about rights-based
approaches in refugee aid without talking about the life and work of one who may well be
called a grandmother in the refugee rights movement, Dr. Barbara Harrell-Bond. Barbara
was born and raised in South Dakota in the US, and obtained her doctorate in
anthropology in 1972 from Oxford University in the UK. During the years of 1967 to
1982, she worked in various field research projects in Western Africa, focusing on legal
anthropology research of dispute resolution in traditional courts in Sierra Leone
(Hammond, 2018). Over time, her field work exposed her to the injustices faced by
refugees and the shortcomings of humanitarian regimes providing refugee relief. In 1982,
Barbara founded the Refugee Studies Centre at Oxford University, and was its director

from 1982 until 1996.

Barbara’s seminal works, Imposing Aid (1986) and Janus-Faced Humanitarianism (2005),
along with her numerous articles examining the case for refugee-centered rights-based
approaches in order to build a movement for refugee rights, have served as one of the
catalysts to reshape thinking in humanitarian aid about how assistance should engage with
beneficiaries in meaningful participation and accountability. Barbara is by no means the
only one to call for this; much of the work from scholars and practitioners in other areas of
development studies, for example Robert Chambers and other research practitioners from
the Institute of Development Studies, have long worked to increase target beneficiary
participation in development planning and implementation (Institute of Development
Studies, n.d.). In Imposing Aid, Barbara called for these efforts from the development

sector to be applied to the humanitarian sector as well (Harrell-Bond, 1986).

Rights-based approaches can also be found underpinning the movement to build legal aid
frameworks among NGOs working in refugee and forced migration. As mentioned in
Chapter 1, Barbara was instrumental in helping to found AUC’s Forced Migration and
Refugee Studies program (FMRS, later named CMRS) and also in founding CCIP and a
number of refugee legal aid initiatives, including AMERA (Africa Middle East Refugee
Assistance). Further details on Barbara’s work in Egypt can be found in Chapter 4, in the

analysis of CCIP stakeholder interviews.
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Barbara’s work promoting refugee rights in aid found resonance across different regions
and academic and civil society initiatives. In 2007, AUC’s Forced Migration and Refugee
Studies program, in conjunction with the Sussex Centre for Migration Research (SCMR)
at the University of Sussex, held a ten-day advanced short course entitled, “Refugees and
Migrants, and a Rights-based Approach to Development” (Canoe & Naguib, 2007). That
same year, the Southern Refugee Legal Aid Network (SRLAN) was founded in Nairobi,
Kenya, and drafted the Nairobi Code for refugee legal aid practitioners (SRLAC, 2007). In
2008, the Asia Pacific Refugee Rights Network was founded during the first Asia Pacific
Consultation on Refugee Rights (APCRR) in Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia (APRRN, n.d.).

Rights-based approaches in refugee assistance have also expanded beyond the sphere of
civil society NGOs, to be mainstreamed in UNHCR and other refugee aid programming as
well. Griek (2009) offered a critique of a UNHCR-implemented rights-based approach in
the operations of UNHCR-run refugee camps in Kenya. Later Momin (2017) put forward
the case for rights-based approaches being applied in Syrian refugee aid initiatives in
Germany and the US. Also in 2017, UNHCR convened a meeting of experts in Geneva to
strategize how to ensure an increased focus on rights in refugee protection operations

around the globe (Crawley, 2017).

These efforts in the refugee aid sector to promote rights-based approaches, and the
influence of Barbara Harrell-Bond as a juggernaut in promoting a movement for refugee
rights — especially during her years based in Egypt — form the ecosystem in which CCIP
emerged, and is the main reason why it has been a fundamental part of our practice in

training refugee interpreters in this context.

2.4.2. RBA in Interpreting

In this section I review shifts towards rights-based approaches as applied to interpreting
and multilingual communication in migrant and refugee aid programming. The roots of
this study (and of CCIP) trace back over twenty years, as rights frameworks began to
emerge related to interpreter access in community settings in different countries. In
August 2000 in the US, then-President Bill Clinton signed Executive Order 13166,
mandating that all public programs that receive any federal funding in the US must

provide “meaningful language access” to those beneficiaries with Limited English
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Proficiency (LEP), in accordance with Title VI of the US 1964 Civil Rights Act. The legal
interpretation that Title VI covered provisions for equitable language access in public
services was a watershed moment for the growth of interpreting in public service and
community service levels in the US, and spawned an increased interest in the
professionalisation of community interpreting and accountability for quality in interpreting
service provision in the US. Similar legislative initiatives to ensure access to interpreting
as a right can be found in the European Union, with the EU Directive 2010/64/EU, which
establishes the right to interpretation and translation in criminal proceedings, and in doing

so makes reference to the European Convention on Human Rights.

Two examples of research and training initiatives focusing on the link between
interpreting and rights protection include the “Speak Out for Support (SOS-VICS)”
(JUST/2011/JPEN/AG/2912) project (2012-2014), to ensure quality interpreting for
victims of gender-based violence, which was co-funded by the EU Criminal Justice
Programme and a consortium of partnering Spanish university faculties of interpretation
and translation; and also the TIPp (Traduccion e Interpretacion en los Procesos penales)
research initiative on enhancing interpreting quality as a guaranteeing factor in criminal
proceedings (FF12014-55029-R) (2015-2018). These are just a selection of examples in
practice that have strengthened the position of interpreting as a tool to operationalize the

exercise of rights that are provided for in a range of legal settings.

2.4.3. RBA in Interpreting in Refugee Contexts

In spite of examples such as mentioned above, and despite promotion of rights-based
approaches in refugee aid, to date there has been relatively little mention of access to
appropriate language communication services as being a “right” in the asylum-seeking
application process in transit host countries. Section 2.5 of the Procedural Standards of
Operation for RSD under the UNHCR Mandate states that applicants “should have access
to the services of trained and qualified interpreters at all stages of the RSD process” (p.

46).

While UNHCR RSD procedural standards stop short of stating that adequate language
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communication services for RSD applicants should be a right to which organization duty-
bearers could be held accountable for providing in a timely and fair manner, it is not the
priority of this study to frame “rights-based approaches to interpreting” merely in terms of
the extent to which UNHCR and other international aid agencies comply with their

operating guidelines regarding the presence of interpreters.

Further, although we in CCIP are well aware of numerous concerns and complaints with
interpreting systems in various UNHCR field offices around the Global South, it seems
clear from a review of UNHCR materials that the organization as a whole takes seriously
its commitments to interpreters and language access, and conversations with various
UNHCR interpreter coordinator focal points revealed several ground-level “heroes” in the
field, staff going to bat daily to improve interpreter professional capacity and working

conditions, as well as improving policy and practice at field operational levels.

2.4.4. RBA in CCIP

Rather than focusing on whether access to an interpreter is a right or not, it can be helpful
to start more simply: that the parties of concern have the right to communicate (Garcia-
Beyaert, 2017) and the right to communicative autonomy (Garcia-Beyaert, 2015), and then
explore what this will mean for interpreter practice, and how the interpreter lays out the

scope of their role in an interpreted session.

2.4.4.1. Right to Speak for Oneself, Right to Hear Everything and Choose

Own Response

CCIP’s understanding of a rights-based approach to communication holds the view that
individuals should have the right to express themselves as they see fit, and to self-regulate
their expression as autonomous, discerning participants in the larger social fabric of
society. It can be traced to a broad interpretation of Article 19 of the Universal Declaration
of Human Rights (OHCHR, n.d), which states: “Everyone has the right to freedom of
opinion and expression; this right includes freedom to hold opinions without interference
and to seek, receive and impart information and ideas through any media and regardless of

frontiers”.
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It can be interesting to examine this right as applied in an interpreted dialogue encounter,
in particular one involving vulnerable migrants, forced migrants, and refugees fleeing
persecution and violation of their human rights, and also aid workers seeking to partner
with them to regain their rights, protection, and human dignity. In such an encounter, both
the person of concern and the aid worker become parties with communication rights, and
the interpreter becomes accountable to both parties in the interpreted communication

process.

Viewing interpreting practice from a rights-based perspective, the parties in the dialogue
can be understood to have communication rights to which the interpreter is accountable in
their performance. This can be helpful in clarifying some of the ambiguous boundaries in
an oft-repeated interpreter adage that their role is “to facilitate communication.” Defining
the speakers as parties - meaning stakeholders to the outcome of the dialogue - and the
interpreter as not a stakeholder party, can help to set boundaries for how far and on what

terms interpreters may intervene during a communication gap.

From this perspective, parties have the right to choose what to say and how to say it, and
the interpreter’s performance becomes a tool for the parties to exercise that right. The
parties in the dialogue also have the right to hear everything being said to them, and to
make their own decision about how they want to respond. An interpreter’s behaviour and
performance in session then can be analysed in terms of the extent to which it serves or
impedes the exercise of the parties’ communication rights. A rights-based analysis and
approach to interpreting performance in dialogue encounters can be undertaken regardless
of where one stands vis-a-vis the “neutrality”, “visibility” or “invisibility” of the

interpreter in a triadic communication encounter.

2.4.4.2. Underlying Values of Autonomous Communication, Direct

Participation, and Self-Determination

The idea that people have rights to express themselves in their own terms, even in an
interpreted encounter, is in turn premised on certain underlying values that have impact on

interpreter behaviour and scope of practice. It means valuing the parties’ power to
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participate directly, without filter or mediator, in their own communication process.
Interpreters then serve as an empowerment tool for the parties’ autonomy and voice in the
communication encounter. This can be particularly powerful for marginalized speakers,
who may have been silenced by persecution, exploitation, violence, or other means of
oppression or exclusion. It doesn’t take a big leap of logic to see how valuing the parties’
autonomous communication and direct participation can be especially important in a

rights-based approach to interpreting in humanitarian field aid.

Valuing the speakers’ autonomy and direct communication means viewing the parties as
neither helpless nor voiceless, and therefore as capable of negotiating cross-cultural
meaning and explanations themselves, as the stakeholders and actors authoring their own
cultural concepts and life experiences. A rights-based approach to interpreter practice
places the interpreter role once again to the side as a tool, only signaling if a cultural
reference gap may have occurred, but without usurping the power of the parties to

navigate or bridge any possible gap for themselves.

2.5. CCIP Historical Review 2002-2018

In order to understand the impact of CCIP’s pedagogic approaches in the context above, I
present in this section a descriptive history of CCIP’s actual work as it has evolved over
the years from 2002 to 2018. This will be further discussed and analysed in Chapter 4. A
detailed “reconstruction of the experience” through describing the historical chronology of
a phenomenon under study is a key part of a systematization of experiences (Hargreaves
and Morgan, 2009), which is the methodological framework for this case study. A

systematization of experiences is further explained in Chapter 3.

The work of CCIP during the years of 2002 to 2018 can be divided roughly into the three
eras, which were marked by key changes or developments in CCIP itself or in the
surrounding country circumstances. The three eras of CCIP history are described below.

2.5.1. 2002-2006: Ethics and Linguistics

The first CCIP era was from 2002-2006, marked by the time when CCIP was led by one of
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its original founders, Daniele Calvani, together with the co-founding team of Mariam

Hashim and Amany Ahmed and several language tutors and volunteers.’

The first sessions of CCIP were held as a series of workshops in the latter part of 2002,
facilitated by Daniele Calvani, who was in Cairo as a sociolinguistics researcher working
with Robert Williams in the Refugee Language Project at The American University in
Cairo (AUC), and also as an intern in the legal aid program that later became AMERA,
where he worked under Barbara Harrell-Bond. The participants in the initial workshops of
2002 went on to form the teams of language tutors and curriculum development teams

when the CCIP courses were formalized in 2003.

Two of the longest-serving CCIP team members, Mariam Hashim and Amany Ahmed,
participated in the 2002 workshop series as their start in CCIP. Mariam and Amany were
at the time teachers in the children’s school at Saint Andrew’s Refugee Services (StARS).
Much of the historical summary of the CCIP years from 2002-2006 was collected in
interviews with both of them, as well as reviewing CMRS publications from that time,
such as the annual reports of activities as well as CCIP newsletters that were published

periodically during those years.

According to Mariam and Amany, the 2002 workshops were structured and facilitated
largely as brainstorming sessions in which Daniele would put on the table a series of
complex questions and scenarios related to ethical issues that involved the refugees who
interpreted in the legal aid program, and facilitate discussions among the groups to
critically analyze together the different aspects of the situations and strategize solutions to
them. Both emphasized that the process of the early workshops was a facilitated process of
collective brainstorming with all the participants, and not a prescriptive curriculum of

adhering to pre-set prescribed solutions to ethical issues.

In 2003, the CCIP course was formalized with written applications and an entrance exam
to be accepted into the course. The written application required extensive background data
on each applicant, as well as written essays on topics related to interpreting ethics. The

entrance exams had both oral and written sections, with written translations and face-to-

7 The description of CCIP history from 2002-2006 is drawn largely from the in-depth interviews that I conducted with Mariam and
Amany for this research. The full thematic contents of their interviews are presented in Chapter 4.
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face interviews and the performance of role plays and sight translations.

In those years, the training team would receive upwards of 300 applications to process for
each course intake. Mariam and Amany both recalled that migration flows to Cairo in
those years included many asylum-seekers with high levels of education and professional
backgrounds, with high levels of motivation to continue seeking advanced educational

opportunities while seeking asylum.

During 2003 and 2004, the training curriculum components of glossary building and
linguistic analysis for translation equivalency strategies were further developed. Mariam
was a graduate of AUC’s Professional Diplomas in Translation and Simultaneous
Interpreting, where she was trained by professors who were AIIC members, so she had a
solid background in interpreting and translation training. In interviews for this research,
however, Mariam noted that when she developed the translation strategies sections of the
CCIP curriculum, she drew on Mona Baker’s taxonomy of translation equivalencies and
non-equivalencies and her 1992 book, In Other Words, as opposed to the approach used in
the AUC interpreting program at the time, which according to Mariam began at sentence

level rather than at word level.

There is some debate in the literature about the two approaches. However, Mariam
justified her choice on the fact that the languages of the students in the CCIP trainings
were so vastly different from English in terms of both historical-cultural development and
scale of terminology lexicalization, that she found the students responded better to

linguistic analysis by starting at word level and building up to sentence level.

From 2003 to 2006, CCIP courses were held three times a year, and each course included
110 hours of instruction and exams, conducted over the period of three months, following
the university semester schedule. During weeknights, all students met for class together,
and on the weekends each language group met separately for practice sessions in their

specific language combinations.

During the first years of training, students were accepted into the course in language

groups. In the first years there were eight language groups: Amharic, Arabic, Fur, Somali,
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Tigrinya, Dinka, and Juba Arabic, and in some intakes there was also a Swahili group. But
by 2006, the language groups were reduced to five: Amharic, Arabic, Fur, Somali, and

Tigrinya.

During these years, it is estimated that approximately 625 refugees went through CCIP
training in Egypt (and one in Turkey), and that approximately 15 training editions were
conducted. These figures are estimates based on the oral memory of Mariam and Amany,
because the original records were lost in a computer crash in 2005. In addition to the
regular CCIP trainings held at AUC, UNHCR Egypt at that time requested CCIP to
conduct a special training just for their existing interpreters, and thereafter made CCIP

training a hiring requirement for future interpreters applying to work at UNHCR Egypt.

While most of CCIP’s activities from 2002-2006 were conducted in Cairo, Daniele did
make a presentation on CCIP in 2004 at the Critical Link conference held that year in
Stockholm, Sweden, and in 2005 he was invited by a Turkish university to conduct a
CCIP training for refugee interpreters in Istanbul. Amany recalled during these first years
of CCIP that, in addition to the regular trainings, CCIP as a team would also attend any
meetings or workshops held in the local refugee sector to make short presentations about
the importance of interpreting training in refugee assistance organizations, and that one of
the key objectives of CCIP in those years was to raise awareness in the refugee aid
organizations to get aid organization staff to pay attention to how their organizations

managed the interpreting for refugee services.

2.5.2. 2007-2011: Curriculum Evolutions

Daniele Calvani left Cairo in the summer of 2006, overlapping with my arrival by two
weeks. Prior to his departure, he had been in lengthy discussions with AUC’s School of
Continuing Education (SCE) to fold the CCIP course into their offerings in the SCE
Translation and Interpreting Department. In the end, this was not implemented, largely
because the SCE Translation and Interpreting Department was only for Arabic and
English, and it would have been difficult to incorporate other refugee languages into their

existing curriculum structure.
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In addition, the department’s primary focus was interpreting in conferences and translation
in contexts of media, journalism, and United Nations bodies, so it was felt that community
interpreting settings were outside of their purview and area of competence, not to mention
community interpreting specifically in a refugee context of a UNHCR-implemented
protection process. These are the primary reasons why CCIP has never folded into the
Translation and Interpreting program at the SCE to date, even though Mariam was a

graduate of the program, and I later graduated from the same program in 2014.

From 2007 until the first Egyptian revolution in 2011, CCIP trainings continued to
develop and formalize as a refugee outreach and training program. We worked to reduce
the number of students per intake, in order to provide more individual attention to each
student. From an average of 50-60 students per intake from 2002-2006, we reduced the
numbers to 28-32 students per intake from 2007-2011. We also reduced the number of
training editions to one per year in Cairo. The motivation for these reductions was related

to shifts in migration patterns and refugee procedures observed over the years.

In June 2004 a permanent ceasefire agreement was signed between the Sudanese
government and the Sudan People’s Liberation Movement / Sudan People’s Liberation
Army (SPLM/SPLA), and as a result UNHCR Egypt suspended RSD procedures for all
Sudanese asylum-seekers, regardless of which area of Sudan they hailed from (Reliefweb,
2004). When individuals first approached UNHCR in Egypt to register their intent to
claim asylum and refugee status, they were given a “yellow card”, indicating that they had
initiated the process of claiming asylum and were therefore persons of concern to
UNHCR. The yellow card was also issued to those claiming prima facie refugee
recognition under legal instruments other than the 1951 Geneva Convention. If they
completed an individual RSD interview, and if they were recognized as a refugee, then

they were given a “blue card” indicating their recognized refugee status.

UNHCR’s justification for temporarily suspending RSD interviews for Sudanese asylum-
seekers and issuing yellow cards to all Sudanese claimants regardless of their origin in
Sudan was that, as peace looked increasingly possible in Sudan as a result of the peace
deal, then UNHCR could provide temporary protection in the yellow card, but that it

might not be necessary to conduct individual RSD interviews with each asylum-seeker if
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they were theoretically going to become eligible to return to a peaceful Sudan in the
coming period. This would also free up UNHCR staff resources to get through pending

RSD interviews more quickly with asylum-seekers from other countries.

UNHCR’s decision did not go down well with the Sudanese asylum-seeker community,
and a protracted refugee sit-in was staged in front of UNHCR offices in Mohandiseen,
with approximately 3,000 refugee protesters camped out for three months in a public park
in front of the UNHCR entrance. The violent break-up of the sit-in at the end of December
2005, resulting in an officially reported death count of 29 refugees, was documented in

FMRS’s report on the protest and its aftermath (Azzam, 2006).

In 2006 and 2007, after the Sudan Peace Deal and the fraught UNHCR RSD suspension
and the fatal break-up of the sit-in protests, it seemed to us in the CCIP office that fewer
highly qualified candidates were applying to the training courses. We still received plenty
of applicants, but among the applications, it just seemed to us that there were fewer

qualified candidates in the applicant pool.

Although we could not find hard data on trends in education level of new arrivals, we
wondered if perhaps changes in UNHCR RSD and resettlement policies after the Sudan
Peace Deal were perhaps discouraging highly qualified individuals from fleeing to Cairo
as opposed to escaping to other neighboring countries. We also asked ourselves if perhaps
after training over 600 refugee interpreters in the previous four years, if perhaps we had
basically reached and covered the majority of those highly educated refugees already
located in Cairo who were interested in interpreting training, and if the flows of incoming
newly arrived asylum-seekers were not keeping pace with the rate at which CCIP was

conducting trainings during that time.

Whatever the reason for the changes we were observing in the applicant pool at that time,
we decided to reduce the number of editions held per year, and to reduce the number of
participants accepted per training edition. From 2007 onward, we conducted only one to
two trainings per year, and as mentioned previously, reduced cohort size to around 30
participants per intake. From 2007 onward, in addition to scaling down the number of

participants per training and the number of trainings per year during this era, CCIP also



81

slowly began increasing the number of activities taking place outside of Egypt.

In 2007, CCIP was invited as one of the resource persons in the Southern Refugee Legal
Advocates’ Conference (SRLAC) held at the Nairobi School of Law, organized by
AMERA and Mike Kagan, then-Policy Director in Asylum Access, and hosted by HIAS
(Hebrew Immigrant Aid Society) Refugee Trust of Kenya and the Refugee Consortium of
Kenya (RCK). In that conference, we met the directors of the Hong Kong Refugee Advice
Centre (HKRAC), who invited CCIP in 2008 to conduct training in Hong Kong for

interpreters volunteering in the HKRAC refugee legal advice section.

In 2009, I was in Turkey for various months as field research coordinator in a CMRS
research project on Somali and Ethiopian mixed migration flows (Jureidini, 2011), and
from the research, came in contact with a variety of refugee aid organizations in the
country. The following summer in 2010, UNHCR in Ankara and the Refugee Advocacy
and Support Program (RASP) of the Helsinki Citizens Assembly in Istanbul jointly
brought CCIP to Turkey to conduct two CCIP workshops, one for the UNHCR interpreters
in the Ankara office and one for the interpreters in the RASP office in Istanbul. As one
outcome of this training project, CCIP produced a trainer guide for three-day workshops
that the RASP and UNHCR Turkey intended to continue to utilize on their own to train

additional interpreters in the future.

In 2011, the initial Egyptian revolution interrupted the regular CCIP training schedule in
Cairo, as our office is on Tahrir Square and all CCIP classes are held on AUC’s Tahrir
Square campus. We did manage to hold a late-start Spring course in 2011, but not a Fall

course.

Coincidentally, however, a number of events outside of Egypt were implemented that
year, in lieu of the planning and implementation of a Fall intake of CCIP training in Cairo.
In the summer of 2011, I presented in the IASFM 13 conference in Kampala, Uganda,
then CCIP was invited by Asylum Access Tanzania and Asylum Access Thailand to
conduct two CCIP trainings (two in Tanzania and two in Thailand). In Fall 2011, the Hong
Kong Refugee Advice Centre invited CCIP back to conduct another series of interpreter

trainings for their current interpreters.
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While CCIP was in Hong Kong, we were invited to give a presentation on interpreter
coordination planning for refugee legal aid organizations, in the 3rd Regional Meeting of
the Asia Refugee Legal Aid Network (ARLAN), which was being held in Jakarta,
Indonesia. In the CCIP presentation at the ARLAN meeting, the participants and CCIP
laid out the beginning framework for a guiding checklist for Standard Operating
Procedures (SOPs) in implementing and running a refugee community interpreter unit

within refugee aid organizations and agencies.

During the ARLAN meeting, CCIP met staff from the Jesuit Refugee Service (JRS)
Indonesia office and from the Asia Pacific Refugee Rights Network (APRRN). Both JRS
Indonesia and APRRN would reach out to CCIP in 2014 and 2015, respectively, leading to

a series of CCIP training projects in the region, which are described later in this section.

Back in Egypt during the months after Mubarak stepped down and the country was
governed by a military council, unrest and running street battles continued in Cairo. In
November 2011, tensions and stand-offs between protesters and police forces escalated
along Mohamed Mahmoud Street, directly in front of the AUC campus and outside CCIP
office. CCIP staff in the office had to evacuate and flee as the fighting took a violent turn,
and some of the staff were hit in the head with bricks as they ran away from the campus.

As the clashes continued in the street over four days, more than 40 people were killed.

During these protests, sometimes referred to in media as the Mohamed Mahmoud Street
Battle®, the protesters managed to overwhelm the security at the entrance to the AUC
campus, overtake the entire campus, and occupy it for a period of days. They vandalized
parts of the campus, and some of them occupied the CCIP office as well. We were allowed
to return to the office about two weeks after the protests calmed down, and we found it
turned upside down. Books, papers, office materials, filing cabinet drawers, everything
had been overturned and strewn across the floor, with shotgun cartridges and bricks mixed
in the mess. Office equipment had been damaged. AUC was very supportive in the clean
up and recovery process, but it took several months for us to put the office back together

completely and to replace destroyed materials.

8 http://english.ahram.org.eg/NewsAFCON/2019/86719.aspx accessed 13 December 2020
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2.5.3. 2012-2018: Beyond Egypt

During the first part of 2012, CCIP was in recovery mode, and holding a Spring intake of
CCIP training in 2012 was not possible due to the security situation. The first presidential
elections since the 2011 revolution were won by Mohamed Morsi, the Muslim
Brotherhood candidate. Enormous protests continued in Tahrir Square, with an increasing
level of tension and violence, unlike the early idealistic coexistence demonstrations of the
“18 days” revolution in 2011. There were rumours of “infiltrators” in different protests,
and a sharp increase in mob sexual assaults on women who were either at the protests or
just walking near them. In June 2012, one of CCIP staff was also a victim of these mob

assaults just outside AUC gates in Tahrir Square.

With the level of violence and instability in the city, CCIP’s ability to continue was in
question. However, we managed to reconfigure the training calendar of class sessions to
work around the ongoing unrest on the streets, and for the 120-hour training to be
conducted during the period of a year, starting in July 2012 and going until May 2013.
Some class sessions were moved to AUC’s classroom space in Zamalek, where there was
less violence, and we established a communication system for deciding before each class
session whether it was safe to meet or not, and set up a phone text message system to

inform students if a class was to be cancelled due to street fighting.

Even with this system in place, one student arrived very late to class one evening because
her microbus had been surrounded in the middle of a protester-police battle and she was

trapped inside unable to escape the violence. But she still came to class once she got freed.

We had hoped that stretching the course out over a year would make it easier to have time
to make up any classes that might get cancelled due to the violence. The 120 hours were
held over 48 evening sessions of 2.5 hours each. The 48 sessions were spread across the
entire academic year of 2012-2013. However, holding so many of these short evening
sessions ended up exposing the students more frequently to the risk of transportation on
the volatile streets, and increased the ratio of risk exposure to number of hours of

instruction - students were traveling up to two hours round trip for every session of 2.5
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hours of instruction, and this indirectly encouraged students to miss class more than
normal. So after the training was completed in 2013, we decided to try the opposite
approach, of holding the course in a very intense format of all-day sessions over a much
shorter period of time. In this way, the cost and risk of transportation was reduced, and

rendered a greater cost-benefit ratio of more class instruction time per transportation trip.

We also realized that we were spending more time reviewing and recalling information
from previous sessions when the classes were spread across a longer period of time, and it
was felt that we probably could cover a similar amount of material if the schedule were
more intensive, so that we could cut out some of the review time needed when the classes
were more spaced out over time. The 2014 training intake was conducted in 90 hours over
12 full days of 7.5 instruction hours each, held over the course of four consecutive three-

day sets within one month (Friday through Sunday each week for four weeks in a month).

In 2014, CCIP was invited for the first time to conduct interpreter training for JRS
Indonesia. We reshaped the 90-hour curriculum to an even more intense 50-hour
curriculum conducted over seven straight days. JRS arranged for all the interpreters to be
housed on site in a hotel for the duration of the seven days, to minimize transportation risk
and to maximize students’ ability to focus and participate. This model proved successful to
a large extent, although 50 training hours was quite tight to cover all the core curriculum

necessary.

In 2015, CCIP was funded by IOM Egypt to conduct one training intake taught in English
and to adapt the CCIP curriculum to teach a second training intake taught in Arabic. The
Arabic training was intended to reach those refugees who were doing interpreting in the
refugee community between their native language and Arabic, interfacing in Egyptian
hospitals and other community settings where Arabic was the language of service
provision. UNHCR Egypt also funded CCIP to conduct a third intake edition in 2015 in
Cairo, specifically for UNHCR interpreters, who are also refugees.

In these IOM and UNHCR trainings, CCIP experimented with taking the intensive model
developed for Indonesia and implementing it in Egypt. As 50 hours was very tight, we

extended the training model to be eight days and 60 hours of instruction in Egypt. In Fall
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2015, CCIP was invited to conduct this intensive model of the training, three times in
Malaysia hosted by the Malaysia Social Research Institute (MSRI) and Asylum Access
Malaysia, and one time in Bangkok, hosted by APRRN.

In 2016, CCIP was invited to the UK twice to conduct this same model of intensive
training, hosted by the Nottingham and Nottinghamshire Refugee Forum (NNRF). We
were invited to train in NNRF because the program manager in the organization had
previously been the director of StARS in Cairo for several years, but had eventually
returned to the UK, and had determined that the trainings available for interpreting in the
Nottingham area were not well designed for the specific needs of refugee interpreters
working in refugee aid, even in the UK. So she arranged for CCIP to come train twice, and
then the forum was able to set up further interpreting trainings on their own following
CCIP curricula, and eventually set up a refugee interpreter social enterprise, Voices in
Refuge (n.d.), in which the refugee interpreters were booked out to interpret for other

social service entities in the area.

In Fall 2016, CCIP was again invited by APRRN to conduct a series of interpreter training
and a training-of-trainers in Bangkok, in a collaborative project with several refugee aid
organizations including JRS Thailand, the Center for Asylum Protection (CAP), Asylum

Access Thailand, and others.

In early summer 2017, CCIP was invited again by JRS Indonesia for the annual CCIP
training for the refugee interpreters there, and also conducted various staff development
workshops with other refugee organizations on best practices and strategies for working
with interpreters. These contacts eventually led to CCIP’s annual training series in

Indonesia to now include JRS, Church World Service (CWS), and UNHCR.

In Fall 2017, CCIP conducted again a Cairo cohort of interpreter training at AUC, after
having missed a training intake in 2016 due to a family loss among CCIP staff. In 2018,
the Indonesia trainings were doubled, the Thailand training was hosted by Asylum Access
and CAP instead of APRRN, and UNHCR Thailand invited CCIP to conduct an initial
three-day workshop for the UNHCR interpreters and staff who utilize interpreters in

service provision.
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When reviewing the timeline of CCIP’s evolution of activities, there has been a noticeable
trend since 2017 for CCIP to do more training outside of Egypt than inside Egypt, and in
particular, a greatly increased activity with refugee aid organizations in Indonesia and
Thailand, and to a lesser extent in Malaysia. Of further note, some of the more recent
innovations in CCIP trainings were learned from collaborations with refugee organizations
in these Southeast Asia locations. Examples of this include the intensive calendar format
of the training, with multiple full-day sessions conducted at a single go over a condensed
week or more, and putting all the participants together in on-site accommodation to avoid
travel to and from the training, which limits their exposure to risk and also enhances
opportunities for the participants to bond and form a sense of community and social

cohort.

2.5.4. Accompaniment in Organizational Development of SOPs

In addition to conducting training courses for refugees who interpret in international aid
organizations, CCIP’s practice has also always included accompaniment to organizations
serving refugees. In the beginning, this was to raise awareness of the importance of having
trained interpreters and to stay in touch with organizations to better understand their needs
and to be able to address those needs within the CCIP interpreter training curriculum. This
also led to CCIP graduates in aid organizations making efforts to improve the systems for
coordinating interpretation in their programs and services. CCIP accompanied our
graduates in this effort, by helping with in-house trainings of new staff on how to work
with interpreters, and participating in meetings and planning how to improve the
interpreting capacity building, language resources, glossaries, working space, and other

areas for strengthening the organizations’ interpreting systems.

The organizational accompaniment aspect of CCIP practice was mostly concentrated in
Egypt, with some exceptions, such as CCIP’s participation as a resource person in the
2007 SRLAC conference in Nairobi, and the ARLAN Third Regional Meeting in 2011 in
Jakarta, facilitating a workshop on improving interpreter coordination systems in refugee

legal aid organizations.
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At the time of the ARLAN workshop, I was in Hong Kong conducting CCIP interpreter
training for HKRAC®. The initial set of elements presented in the ARLAN workshop were
drawn from CCIP’s prior historical analysis of AMERA’s interpreter system
developments in Egypt, and from discussions with HKRAC about their experiences in

developing the interpreting systems for their refugee legal aid work in Hong Kong.

The workshop introduced and discussed a set of elements to consider when planning out
the coordination systems for interpreting in refugee aid organizations, in particular when
the interpreters were themselves from the local refugee community. In Table 6 is a list of

the topic areas that I wrote up for the workshop.

9 HKRAC has since changed its name to be The Justice Centre Hong Kong.
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Table 6: Core Components of a Refugee Interpreter Program for Refugee Legal
Aid"

Core Components of a Refugee Interpreter Program for Refugee Legal Aid

integrated into organization’s programmatic work, long-term strategic plan, fundraising,
grant-writing

has an Interpreter Coordinator with concrete, dedicated TORs to lead interpreter program
has objective standards language skills testing & vetting system

nitial induction orientations for new interpreters

full standard interpretation training access

ongoing professional development support, continued periodic trainings and resources
regular orientations for rest of staff on how to work with interpreters effectively

code of conduct and accountability system

regular evaluation, meeting, & feedback system

written translations system for organizational documents

organization-led glossary building process

physical support
] interpreter office-workspace, internet-compuiers for term search, dictionaries, files system

B administrative support

[ timesheets, scheduling system, payment system, dignified labor conditions

Ep emotional support

m  secondary trauma and burnout prevention care sysiem

E liaison and partnership outreach plan to other organizations that also use interpreters

] especially UNHCR or other decision entilies

] sharing and exchange of interpreier praciices & training

E  outlets for multilingual asylum-seekers to serve their community in roles other than as interpreter

[ COl online research, Know Your Rights Trgs, Cultural Orientation Sessions, efic

Participants in the ARLAN workshop were guided through an exercise that assessed their
organization’s interpreting systems in terms of the extent to which the items in Table 6
were set up and operating in their organization. Figure 1 indicates their self-assessments
from a kind of “checklist” of the various elements of interpreting coordination systems

that were discussed in that workshop.

10 Source document in CCIP administrative files
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Figure 1: Self-Assessments from the ARLAN Workshop

Does your organization's interpreting system have this in place?
ARLAN 2011: Self Assessments from CCIP Workshop on Interpreting Systems in Refugee Legal Aid Organizations

B Yes B No

interpreting unit has dictionaries,
system for glossary building
interpreting unit is built mto
organization’s strategic plan
aceess to full interpreter training

interpreter emotional well-being
support system in place

other career roles available to
refugees besides mterpreting
ongoing training for interpreter
professional development

induction trg for new interpreters

E
2 evaluation, feedback, mtgs

interpreters have physical office
space, computers, ele

stafl & communily training on
using interpreting

system for producing and
reviewing written translations
system for sharing interpreting
good practices with other orgs

code of ethics and conduct

admin system for interpreter
payment, scheduling

Not every participant gave an assessment for every item; for example, there were 11
responses regarding whether an organization had in place a system for objective testing of
language skills for potential interpreters (yes: 9, no: 2), but only three responses regarding
whether they had integrated the interpreting program into their organization’s strategic

planning (yes: 0, no: 3).

These elements of an interpreting coordination system within an organization serving
refugees were viewed as important indicators of an organization’s commitment and effort
to provide proper, professional language access for the refugees they served, and to also to
treat the refugees who served as the interpreters as equally deserving as other staff, in
terms of having administrative and logistical support to do their job and professional

development and growth opportunities.

As a result of the discussion and analysis in this ARLAN workshop, CCIP’s

accompaniment with refugee organizations began to increasingly focus on helping
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organizations to assess the status of - and plan for improvements to - their interpreting
coordination systems, and ultimately, the means for refugees who interpret to be integrated
as staff, rather than volunteers or “day labor / freelance”, and to be treated on equal

professional footing as other expat or non-refugee national staff members.

The years of the Egyptian revolution and related political turmoil (approximately 2011-
2014) saw CCIP struggling to maintain itself to a certain extent, and CCIP’s interpreter
system accompaniment efforts in Egypt were not as active during that time. But in 2015, a
former AMERA staff member had begun working at UNHCR Egypt and had arranged for
UNHCR Egypt to collaborate with CCIP on conducting a large-scale assessment of its
interpreter training and SOP needs. The above mentioned “checklist” of elements to
develop in an interpreting coordination system - that had evolved from AMERA to
HKRAC to ARLAN - served as the basis for a comprehensive review of all of UNHCR
Egypt’s interpreting units and systems, and the original “checklist” came to be referred to

in UNHCR Egypt as an “SOPs Guide” for the interpreting unit.

That “SOPs Guide” eventually evolved into the outline in Figure 2 that CCIP currently
uses with organizations in a technical assistance, assessment and accompaniment process

for interpreter systems organizational development.
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Figure 2: Areas for Assessment and Development of Interpreting Units in Refugee
Legal Aid Organizations"

o =N w

10.

11.

12.
13.

Refugee Aid Organization - Interpreter Program
Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs)
by Cairo Community Interpreter Project (CCIP)

Recruitment of interpreters
a. interpreter “job descriptions” review/development
b. criteria of required technical skills for interpreting and required soft-skills
for organizational working context
Selection process
a. -testing, vetting, interview questions and assessments
Contracting issues
a. -codes of ethics and conduct
b. -work agreements
Induction orientations for new interpreters
a. -peer mentoring
Full interpreter training
Systems for booking and scheduling
Documentation of interpreting work hours and subject areas
Accountability systems
a. -feedback/complaint mechanisms for staff and for interpreters
b. -systems for grievance, discipline, removal, etc.
Written translation systems in-house
a. -identifying which documents and which potential translators
b. -work flow pipeline of translation process
c. -document production oversight and quality assurance
Linguistic resource development for/by interpreters
a. -methodic shared glossary development
b. -nuts and bolts of setting it up and keeping it running
Emotional support and care systems for interpreters & staff resilience in aid work
a. identifying, preventing, addressing issues in secondary trauma, burnout, etc.
Staff guidelines/orientations on working with interpreters effectively
Other issues as identified by each organization’s particular situation

Currently, these SOP accompaniment components are a standard part of the training and

capacity-building projects that CCIP conducts with refugee organizations in the field.

11 Source document in CCIP administrative files
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2.6. Popular Education Frameworks

In this section I will review key concepts in popular education and critical pedagogy, so to
then review how CCIP has incorporated it in interpreter training and other organizational

technical assistance activities over time.

2.6.1. Critical Pedagogy

Critical pedagogy draws from a broad range of schools and radical theorists, including
Frankfurt School, Marxist critical theory, Antoni Gramsci, The New School, John Dewey,
bell hooks, Henry Giroux, and Peter McLaren, building the case for education as a
participatory process of liberation, to develop critical consciousness to analyze the power
structures at play in the “social enterprise” of humanity, and build individual and
collective capacity to change and transform that which is unjust (Mutnick, 2006).
Concepts and practices under the umbrella of critical pedagogy are diverse, but share
common threads that hold education as having - or needing to have - the urgent task of
getting people to analyse the world they live in for the purpose of improving it, and not

simply present “information” as unexamined facts to be absorbed by rote memorization.

Amsler (2006) argued that, “critical pedagogy is not merely a professional identity or body
of teaching methods, as it may sometimes be defined, but a name for the tradition of
cultural politics which takes education seriously as an important site of struggle for

freedom in any society,” (p. 20) and that,

Critical educators do not all speak the same theoretical language, and the term
“critical pedagogy” may refer to anti—capitalist education, anti-racist pedagogies
and feminist pedagogies; training in social activism and mastery of social theory;
individualised education in critical thought and community problem-solving;
studies of language and of social structure; education for raising consciousness and
for dismantling social boundaries; and pedagogical work inside the classroom and

in other public spheres. (p. 21)
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Two well-known thinkers in critical pedagogy literature provide a good example of this
diversity of thought and tension in approach toward education and society: Bourdieu and
Freire. In some areas of interpreting studies, the focus on Bourdieusian sociological
concepts has been a popular tool among researchers to explain power dynamics in the
social and community interpreting setting (Inghilleri, 2005), perhaps following the lead of
translation studies and the frequent use of similar analyses (for examples, see Charlston,
2013; Gouanvic & Moore, 2005; Krasnopeyeva, 2018). Much is made of Bourdieusian
concepts of habitus and field in the tensions that people in society navigate between
individual choice and individual action versus the limitations set by societal norms and
behaviours within theories of cultural capital and reproduction in society, and his
philosophies have had fundamental impact on sociological scholarship in the latter part of

the 20th century.

However, the comparison of Bourdieu and Freire regarding education is what I wish to
highlight in this section, as both were contemporaries writing during the same time
periods, both discussed the role of education in the reproduction of societal power and
dominance structures, both are housed within the large tent of critical pedagogy, and yet
their respective views took them to different conclusions regarding what education can
and should be doing. In this comparison, I rely heavily on the writing of Michael Burawoy

in his recent book, Symbolic Violence: Conversations with Bourdieu (Burawoy, 2019).

Both Bourdieu and Freire had terms to describe the power differential between dominant
and subordinate groups or classes of society. Bourdieu spoke of “symbolic violence” when
describing how the cultures and norms of the dominant elite marginalized those of the
subordinate classes; Freire described these dynamics in terms of the oppressor, the
oppressed, and the internalized oppressor within the oppressed’ s psyche (Freire, 1970).
Burawoy (2019) pointed out that this is a key point of similarity and difference between
the two thinkers, writing that,

at first blush this [Freirean internal oppression] is no different from Bourdieu’s
notion of social structure being inscribed on the body or internalized in the habitus.
Yet, of course, whereas Bourdieu does not see how education could ever liberate

the dominated, for Freire this is exactly the purpose of critical pedagogy. (p. 68)
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Both Bourdieu and Freire saw education being used as a tool for replicating domination in
social structures. Bourdieu viewed this role of education as inevitable and any alternative
pedagogy or democratization of education as utopian. For Bourdieu, the only way to
subvert dominant structures was to subsume the subordinate classes into them. While
Freire agreed with Bourdieu that current, conventional educational systems replicated
dominant structures, he believed that the true role of education should be to help the
oppressed to analyse and transform those structures, through the development of “critical

consciousness” (Freire, 1970). Burawoy (2019) summarized,

Where Bourdieu can only conceive of a countering of domination by creating
universal access to the cultural achievements of bourgeois society, that is, by
extending bourgeois civilization to all, Freire, on the other hand, sees in this the
perfection of domination. He seeks an alternative pedagogy that extricates and
cultivates the good sense that remains within the oppressed despite internalized

oppression — a pedagogy that starts out from lived experience. (p. 2)

Unsurprisingly, Freire’s optimism in his pedagogic analyses have found many admirers
among educators working in on the ground for social change, leading Freire to be perhaps
one of the most frequently cited thinkers in educational scholarship (Souto-Manning &
Smagorinsky, 2010). In Latin America, Freire’s writings have become synonymous with
educational practice taking place informally outside of institutional education systems,
operationalizing methodologies for critical consciousness and action through “popular

education.”

2.6.2. Popular Education

In some ways critical pedagogy is what happened to popular education when it was
taken to college... It's what happens to popular education when university people
read Paulo Freire. Nobody ever has been killed from practicing critical pedagogy,
but a lot of people were killed for doing popular education. (Pancho Argiielles

interview, September 3, 2018)
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Popular education is difficult to define, partly due to the very nature of its embracing of
diversity and inclusive participation in social transformation. As it works to build
collective critical consciousness for action in social change, everyone has their own sense
of how that process has looked for them, or in their context. Nevertheless, I will attempt to
review some of the more frequently cross-referenced descriptions of popular education

from among key practitioners on the ground.

Although currently popular education is closely associated with the work of Paulo Freire
in the latter part of the 20th Century, various forms of adult education, informal education,
and community education have been practiced in different areas of the world at different
points in time (Simon et al., 2014). The Latin American Freirean embodiments of popular
education are what informs CCIP’s current work and are also the most widely understood
and used framework for what popular education is today in other parts of the world,

especially in the Global South (Von Kotze & Walters, 2017).

From my research for writing this chapter, I have developed my own working description
of popular education, at least in terms of how I distinguish it from critical pedagogy. In my
understanding and practice of popular education, if critical pedagogy is the theoretical
foundation of how education and teaching and learning should function for social change,
then popular education is one way of operationalizing those theories into action on the
ground, in a particular given context. The circular feedback loop between evolutions of
critical pedagogy as theories and of popular education as practices could be understood as
a “praxis”, from Freire’s description of praxis as “reflection and action directed at the

structures to be transformed” (Freire 1970, p. 126).

As explained in the book, Educating for a Change (Arnold et al., 1991), popular education
starts with the experiences and concerns of the participants, builds a critical conscious
through reflection, dialogue, analysis, and action with the participants’ experiences at the
center of the learning, using the “slinky” repeating reflection/action spiral. Figure 3 further

in this section, is an illustration of the spiral from their book.

Freire’s popular education principles also rejected what he called the “banking” system of

education, a positivist view of knowledge transfer where learners are treated as vessels
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into which the teacher expert deposits knowledge for later use - and more often than not -
in conformity with the dominant cultural and societal reproduction mechanisms (Freire,

1970).

Popular education and similar critical pedagogies can be considered within socio-
constructivist approaches to knowledge creation and learning but taking a more overt

political and transformative stance. For critical educators and student participants,

this means helping them find their own words and language for understanding and
analyzing their world. It means starting from their own experience and acquired
knowledge, developing critical thinking skills to evaluate and draw on different
kinds of information and concepts, and developing and articulating knowledge,

analysis and action that can be applied to changing their world. (Missingham,

2013, p. 38)

Jim Crowther, of the Edinburgh University Morey House School of Education, articulated
a definition of popular education in “Why Critical Pedagogy and Popular Education
Matter Today” (Amsler et al., 2010), as follows:

Popular education is understood to be popular, as distinct from merely populist, in

the sense that it is:

° rooted in the real interests and struggles of ordinary people
® overtly political and critical of the status quo
° committed to progressive social and political change.

The process of popular education has the following general characteristics:

® its curriculum comes out of the concrete experience and material interests
of people in communities of resistance and struggle

° its pedagogy is collective, focused primarily on group as distinct from
individual learning and development

° it attempts, wherever possible, to forge a direct link between education and

social action. (p. 16 - 17)
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As the practice of popular education is largely associated with informal, community-based
educational practices occurring away from universities or other formal educational
institutions, much of the text explaining popular education comes from non-academic
sources, such as community action websites published by non-profit organizations or
practitioners and community facilitators. In addition, popular education holds these two
tenets dear: (a) a methodological principle of action-theory-action (a praxis spiral as
previously mentioned), and (b) a collective production of knowledge (Rodriguez, 1997). I
would argue that these two tenets have influenced knowledge production and distribution
about popular education, in that we find definitions of it discussed in community, popular
settings more than in indexed academic journals, and the propensity for collective
production of knowledge has meant that several times the publication or other document
about popular education that is on a website or in a practical manual, has either no
individual authors listed at all, or else in a commitment to be collectively inclusive, it has a
long list of authors and contributors that it reads like the rolling credits at the end of a film.
The variety of publication media has also meant that sometimes I have had trouble

discerning dates of publication for some materials.

The now archived website of the online newsletter, The Popular Education News was
edited for years by popular educator Larry Olds before he passed away in 2016.'> In 2005,
the newsletter published an issue containing the perspectives of several educational
practitioners on how had they defined popular education in their work over the previous
years (Olds, 2005). The newsletter’s online presence was no longer active at the time of
writing this, however an archived copy of the special issue on definitions of popular
education was maintained in the online library of the organization, Popular Education

South Africa”, which is where I was able to access the below excepts from the newsletter.

In the April 2003 newsletter, Olds quoted the Center for Popular Education and
Participatory Research (CPEPR), a student-led initiative at the University of California

Berkeley Graduate School of Education, who described popular education in this way:

While there is no single definition of popular education, CPEPR characterizes popular

12 Larry Olds Obituary: https://southsidepride.com/2016/11/07/1arry-olds-presente/

13 https://www.populareducation.org.za/definitions-popular-education,
https://www.populareducation.org.za/content/what-popular-education
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education according to three central themes. First, popular education is community
education, aimed at empowering communities through cooperative study and action.
Secondly, popular education is political education, with the goal of collective social
change toward a more equitable and democratic society. Finally, popular education is
people's education, traditionally aimed at those communities who are excluded or

marginalized by dominant society.

In the March 2003 newsletter, Olds highlighted a definition of popular education from the
Training for Transformation series of handbooks by Ann Hope and Sally Timmel (1999):

a. No education is ever neutral - education is either domesticating or liberating

b. Relevance - issues of importance now to participants - issues with strong feeling
- excitement, hope, fear, anxiety or anger

c. Problem-posing - contrasting to the banking approach to knowledge

d. Dialogue - co-learners, a mutual learning process

e. Reflection and Action (praxis) - the ACTION/REFLECTION SPIRAL

f. Radical transformation - of communities not only individuals

In the October 2005 newsletter, Old highlighted the social justice leadership development
center, Project South (n.d.) in Atlanta, Georgia, who had described its approach to popular

education as follows:

Popular Education is a learning process which:

- Is inclusive and accessible to people with a variety of education levels;

- Addresses the issues people face in their communities;

- Moves people toward a place of action;

- Develops new grassroots leadership;

- Is based on the lived experience of those participating in the learning;

- Incorporates non-traditional methods of learning — such as poetry, music or visual

arts

Popular education is closely associated with learning for action for social change, in

addition to its above mentioned aspects of creating a participatory interactive learning
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environment. However, Mirthela Rodriguez and the Instituto Cooperativo Interamericano
(ICI) hastened to remind that practicing popular education cannot be seen only as
conducting workshops and doing participatory style games (Rodriguez, 1997). A popular
education approach means that the educational process is designed to lead to a concrete
social justice change as identified and targeted by those most affected by a given situation,
working together with other actors and stakeholders outside the format of merely a
training classroom to achieve the change. These aspects are crucial ones when we examine

how CCIP has utilized popular education in our training project work.

2.6.2.1. Popular Education Examples of Practice

Popular education has been applied in a wide range of grassroots and community settings
in a wide range of issues, from labor organizing, to citizen participation and community
organizing, and a myriad of other social change movements. There are several
organizations around the world dedicated to promoting Freirean popular education in
social change movement building. The organization that has most influenced CCIP’s
popular education learning curve has been the Highlander Center in eastern Tennessee in

the US.

Highlander was started in 1932 by Myles Horton, Don West, and Jim Dombrowski,
inspired originally by Danish Folk Schools using popular education (Horton, 1998). In the
ensuing decades, Highlander served as a center of popular education learning and
organizing for many of the social movements in the US (Highlander Research and
Education Center, n.d.). In the 1940’s, Highlander focused on labor organizing and worker
unions. In the 1950s and 1960s, Highlander was a crucial meeting and learning point for
activists and initiatives in the Civil Rights Movement, including Martin Luther King, Jr.,
Rosa Parks and the Montgomery Bus Boycott, the Citizenship Schools led by Septima
Clark, and support for the foundation of the Student Non-Violent Coordinating Committee
(SNCC). From the 1970s to the 1990s, Highlander focused organizing support in the
Appalachian Mountain rural communities fighting degradations in environment and
worker safety from strip mining, toxic waste dumps, and building coalitions
internationally in fighting the abuses emerging with transnational globalization of

industry. Since the 2000s to the present, Highlander’s work has focused on immigrant and
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youth organizing, solidarity economic alternatives, fighting white supremacy, supporting
social justice movements working interracially and intergenerationally, and sharing

Highlander methodologies with movement organizers.

Myles Horton and Paulo Freire were aware of each other’s work and met off and on
during the 1970s and 1980s at different gatherings and conferences, and ultimately
decided to “speak a book™ together about their respective and intersectional learnings
about education for social change. The resulting book, Make the Road by Walking, was
produced from a series of recorded and transcribed conversations between the two
educators, organized over the period of a week when Freire was in residency at

Highlander in 1987 (Horton & Freire, 1990).

As immigration and movements for immigrants’ rights in the US built over the 1990s and
2000s, contacts and materials from more popular education organizations in Latin
America made their way to popular education efforts in the US. During my time working
at Highlander from 2002-2004, we regularly printed materials from popular education
organizations such as Asociacion Equipo Maiz (n.d.), Red Alforja (Red Mesoamericana de
Educacion Popular, n.d.), CEAAL (Consejo de Educacion Popular de América Latina y el
Caribe, n.d.), and IMDEC (Instituto Mexicano para el Desarrollo Comunitario, n.d.),
among others. It was during a jointly organized encuentro hosted by IMDEC in Mexico
City in 2003 that we first learned of the popular education processes of sistematizacion de

experiencias, which is the basis of the research method of this dissertation.

2.6.2.2. Popular Education in Social Justice Interpreting Trainings

One of the aims of this dissertation was to explore uses of popular education in interpreter
training in refugee aid settings in migration transit host countries, so I looked for other
examples of popular education used in interpreting training in similar settings. I have
found no examples of similar interpreter trainings using these popular education
approaches in refugee field settings. However, the Highlander Center was instrumental in
incubating ways of using popular education in interpreting training for social justice
movement work in the US, and again, this incubation cross-pollinated over to CCIP in

Cairo, which was already operating in a refugee rights movement framework.
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As immigration flows into the Southern US greatly increased in the early 1990’s, many
communities were faced with a rapid rise in language diversity that had not been there
before, especially small towns and rural areas. For example, in 1990, North Carolina’s
Hispanic population in the US Census was reported as being 1.4% of the total state
population (Tippett, 2014). By the year 2000, the percentage of the Hispanic population
had reached 4.71%, and by the year 2010, the Hispanic population made up 8.39% of the
total state population, making it the sixth fastest growing Hispanic demographic in the

country at that time (UNC Charlotte Urban Institute, 2012).

These demographic changes were not equally spread around all towns and cities in the
South, but rather concentrated in a number of small towns, usually with high availability
of jobs in chicken processing plants, hog farms, or other agribusiness or textile factory
employment (Wolfram & Reaser, 2014). According to 2010 Census data, there were 27
North Carolina towns with under 33,000 residents, of whom Hispanic population

percentages ranged from 20% to over 50% (UNC Charlotte Urban Institute, 2012).

These rapid demographic changes in the South served as catalyst for greater attention to be
paid to interpreting in public services such as schools, health centers, social services,
courts, and legal entities, and also with community non-profit organizations working for
social change at grassroots levels, not only Highlander. Because Highlander serves as a
gathering incubator for grassroots organizations around the South to come together and
learn from each other, the issue of being able to do social justice community work across
multiple languages surfaced for several community groups, as well as at Highlander
popular education workshops. In response to this, in the early 2000s, Highlander began a
program for Multilingual Capacity Building (MLCB), to help organizations collectively
analyse and take action to improve their interpreting and translation strategies for social

justice work, in ways that reflected their core values (Tijerina, 2009).

Around the same time, interpreting in social movements in other countries was also in a
heyday of activity, as manifested in the formation of Babels, the solidarity interpreter
collective that formed to ensure interpretation in the anti-globalization World Social

Forums, with a commitment to include language participation in the forums beyond
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conventionally used “colonial languages” of the West (Babels, n.d.). I also joined Babels
while I worked at Highlander in the MLCB program, and I have volunteered in several
Social Forums, so it can be said that these experiences also inform aspects of CCIP’s

approach to interpreting in social change and rights for refugees.

In the almost two decades since Highlander first held workshops on interpreting in social
justice, demographics and communication needs have evolved in the US South. Now there
are many more young people from immigrant families who have grown up in the US
South as both fluent English speakers and fluent Spanish speakers, and who have different
perspectives and face different power dynamics around language and social justice. Now
organizations working in social justice and interpreting speak in terms of “language
justice”, as an umbrella of critical analyses that are not only concerned with interpreting
and translation as tools in creating a social justice multilingual space, that is - an
interlingual dialogue space designed to facilitate full participation and inclusion across

language, culture, race, class, and other socially constructed power differentials.

The Language Justice Toolkit from CCHE (Communities Building Healthy Environments)
described a concept of language justice that illustrates this analysis beyond interpreting as
a tool for social change. The CCHE toolkit described language justice as a “powerful way
to describe individuals’ fundamental right to have their voices heard” (CCHE, 2012, p. 1).
For many who work in interpreting from a language justice perspective, the toolkit authors
explained that language justice work “affirms the fundamental rights of individuals and
communities to language, culture, self-expression, and equal participation” (p. 2). They
viewed language justice as being “rooted in a history of resistance by communities and
peoples whose voices and cultures have been suppressed for generations” and as a
“process of organizing and advocating to win proactive policies that will help achieve

equity and have meaningful impacts across race and language” (p. 2).

Many social justice interpreting groups in the US use this term, along with others, such as
“language access” or “multilingual justice,” and several groups and collectives produce
workshops and materials about interpreting under the umbrella concepts of language
justice. The Center for Participatory Change (n.d.) in Western North Carolina has

produced a series of language justice interpreting toolkit videos, and also a regular podcast
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discussing different issues of language justice work, Se Ve Se Escucha (Center for
Participatory Change, 2018 — present). Other groups doing similar interpreting and
training in language justice frameworks include the Boston Interpreter Collective (n.d.),
Antena Aire (n.d.), Caracol Language Co-Op (Vargas, 2017), and Cenzontle Language

Justice Coop (n.d.), among others.

2.6.2.3. Popular Education in CCIP Trainings

In CCIP, we have incorporated popular education approaches in the classroom, to foster
not merely participatory learning, but also the critical analysis in order to take action to
strengthen the rights-promoting capacity of their interpreter role, as interpreters who were
themselves vulnerable persons of concern, and who would then interpret for fellow
marginalized, oppressed, or persecuted communities fleeing conflict and who have had
their rights undermined, and facing power imbalances with the aid agency and other
institutional actors deciding their fate, assistance, refugee status, and international

protection.

CCIP’s practice of popular education has meant putting the students’ experiences as
refugees, asylum-seekers, and forced migrants at the center of the training’s knowledge
base and as the point of reference for critically analysing additional knowledge added
during the training on interpreting theory, skills, ethics and professional practices. It does
not mean reducing interpreting techniques, ethics, and protocols to be merely optional or
relative according to the challenges presented in refugee field aid. But it does mean
working with the students to collectively reflect on and weave theory and practice into
their own ‘praxis’, and to develop critical arguments of interpreter professional practice as

a tool of rights protection and promotion.

It also means working with the students to step back and analyse the overall political
system and power relations at play across the actors interfacing in the interpreted
encounter, and building the interpreters’ collective power to stand up for their professional
role, sometimes in the face of more powerful parties who do not understand why the
interpreter is setting ground rule limits and saying no to requests by parties to do things

that would go against interpreter ethics, or would muddy the distinctions between the
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interpreters in their role and the roles of the aid workers, decision makers, and members of

the communities of concern themselves.

Finally, incorporating critical pedagogies and popular education approaches into
interpreter training in CCIP has meant expanding the focus and scope of the training itself,
and incorporating action as part of the training cycle. Specifically, as the interpreters build
their capacity to become agents of change to improve the practices of multilingual
communication rights for both organizations and community, the CCIP trainers also
accompany the interpreters to advocate for improvements in interpreting systems at the
organization level, and for enhancements in the community’s understanding of the

interpreter’s roles and responsibilities.

These activities pose no fundamental contradictions to the rest of the interpreter training
curriculum, focused on interpreting theory, cognitive skills, techniques, note-taking,
glossary building, linguistic analysis, ethics, and self-care under the emotional load of
interpreting. On the contrary, we find that students engage more critically with the entirety

of the curriculum subjects when using a popular education approach in training.

2.6.2.4. Popular Education Spiral in CCIP Training

CCIP’s training process is guided by popular education principles aimed at building the
cohort for collective learning and action beyond the training. Although specific
exercises may vary from cohort to cohort as each training is tailored to the specific
participants in the room, the facilitation trajectory is based around the Popular

Education Spiral model in Figure 3, from Educating for A Change (Arnold et al., 1991).
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Figure 3: Popular Education Spiral

I present next a brief summary picture of how the CCIP facilitation process follows the

popular education spiral model.

2.6.2.4.1. Reflection - Start with the Experience and Knowledge of the People in

the Room

We open the space with ice-breakers and inclusive introduction games that bring everyone
fully into the learning space and elicit co-responsibility for creating and maintaining the

learning environment that the participants wish to establish for the duration of the training.
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Figure 4: Starting from Participants’ Experience in CCIP Training

Note. Left panel - CCIP ARLAN workshop in Indonesia 2011; Right panel - Cairo training with IOM Egypt 2015

We then move on to knowledge mapping of the refugee world they are living in, as a
foundation of the group’s knowledge of their context, upon which interpreting skills

content will be built in subsequent training sections.

Figure S: Knowledge Mapping in CCIP Training

Note. Left panel - Cairo training with [OM Egypt 2015; Right panel - Tanzania training with Asylum Access 2011

We do small group analysis and report backs that contextualize into that mapped refugee
setting the participants’ own experiences, skills, doubts, and questions. We do this through
facilitating a process of storytelling, sharing their personal experiences with interpreting in

refugee aid settings.
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Figure 6: Small- and Large-group Discussions in CCIP Training

Note. Left panel - Hong Kong training with HKRAC 2008; Right panel - Cairo training at AUC with IOM Egypt 2015

2.6.2.4.2. Look for Patterns and Analysis

We then facilitate a discussion to analyze these personal experiences and identify
commonalities between their stories and the challenges they experience as refugees
serving as interpreters. From analyzing the refugees own experiences as interpreters in
refugee aid, we draw out the abstract challenges that they face in common, to highlight
that there is a common pattern of shared difficulties that they face, and that they are not
alone. Identifying the challenges connects them to both each other and also to the larger

field of interpreters everywhere who face similar challenges.

Figure 7: Pattern Analysis in CCIP Training

Note. Cairo training at AUC with IOM Egypt 2015
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2.6.2.4.3. Add New Theory and Information, Linked to the Patterns in What
People Know

We then frame their interpreting experiences and challenges within the context of the
larger field and profession of interpreting, in order for the participants to see themselves
connected to a larger profession beyond just refugee aid setting. We add in technical
information about the broader world of professional interpreting and the group positions
their previously mapped refugee settings and experiences within that wider professional
field. Over the course of the next days in the training, we introduce technical concepts of
interpreting theory, cognitive skills in the interpreting mental process, techniques and
dialogue session protocols, linguistic analysis and equivalence strategies, glossary

building strategies, professional ethics, and emotional care as aid workers in the field.

Figure 8: Adding in New Theory and Information in CCIP Training

Note. Left panel - Cairo training 2011; Right panel - Thailand training with Asylum Access 2011

2.6.2.4.4. Practice Skills and Strategize a Plan for Action in CCIP Training

In each section where a new concept or skill is being introduced, we start that section as a
mini-version of the popular education spiral, beginning with the participants’ existing
knowledge and experience about the topic in that section, and connect the exercises that
practice that particular topic or skill back to the context of the group’s lived experience in

refugee field aid setting.
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Figure 9: Practicing Skills in CCIP Training

Note. Cairo training at AUC with IOM Egypt 2015

We also add in technical knowledge about the legal and organizational challenges of
refugee rights work at organizational, governmental, and international law levels. We
strategize how to apply professional interpreting practices in a refugee aid environment
that may not be fully ready to implement them, nor expecting that advocates for such
professionalization would be coming out of the refugee “beneficiary” population. To deal
with these larger system challenges or organizational power and expected norms of
behaviour from refugee beneficiaries, we role play out strategies for the participants to
successfully advocate for their professional roles, in order to test out the strategies,

rehearse and prepare to do them in practice.

2.6.2.4.5. Apply in Action Beyond the Training

The CCIP graduates go on to work as interpreters in the refugee aid organizations in their
area, and remain in contact with each other as colleagues on the job. The training
facilitation process closes with preparing them to support each other in the workplace to
promote and defend professional interpreting practices, as a group, and to continue to push

for ongoing professional development as interpreters and staff in the organizations.

In an example of this from Cairo, is Figure 10, a photo from AMERA of Amany Ahmed
(standing) facilitating an ongoing glossary building session with members of AMERA’s
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interpreting team and AMERA psychosocial staff, who worked together to develop the

appropriate terms and translations needed for multilingual psychosocial services.

Figure 10: CCIP Glossary Working Group Meeting at AMERA 2010

2.6.2.4.6. Analyse and Address Power Relations

Throughout the training spiral, popular education facilitation seeks to articulate power
dynamics and to address them within the group itself and in practice beyond the training.
In CCIP, we strategize and role play how the interpreters will address power imbalances
when they are pushing for professional interpreter ethics and practices to occur in refugee
aid organizations, where refugee interpreters may be vulnerable to being viewed as

“beneficiaries” rather than equal staff colleagues alongside the other employees.

To support this facilitation power analysis, and to bring the full presence of the
participants into the shared learning space, the different exercises and activities are
designed to call on the creativity of the participants. For instance, the role play exercises
of interpreting are adapted from actor improvisation exercises and games, some of them
learned from classes in the Theatre Department at the University of Tennessee at
Knoxville, which is the closest university to Highlander in Tennessee. Other activities are
built as games following the models from Augusto Boal’s Games for Actors and Non-
Actors (Boal, 1989), and from the interpreters’ own creative ideas and innovations for new

games and exercises in class.
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Figure 11 shows two photos of participant-led improvised role plays, where they are
playing out ways of dealing with the power dynamics between aid worker staff, refugee
beneficiaries, and refugee interpreters, who are trying to advocate for their professional
role against the social expectations and pressures put on the refugee interpreters from both
aid staff and fellow refugees in the community, and especially when these power
differentials put infringing pressures on the interpreter’s role boundaries and professional

ethics.

Figure 11: Participant-led Role Plays in CCIP Training

Note. Left panel - Hong Kong training 2008; Right panel - Thailand training 2011



112

3. Method and Design

In this chapter, I present the research method and design chosen for this study, including
the framework of a systematization of experiences, the sample data pool, data collection
instruments and procedures, data analysis methods used, and ethics factors considered in

the study.

3.1. Systematization of Experiences

The methodology for this research is based on a systematization of experiences of CCIP
from 2002 to 2018. A systematization of experiences is a multi-stakeholder participatory
method of analyzing experiences to extract and generate knowledge from practice; it has
been widely developed in popular education and development work in Latin America
since the 1960s. (Tapella & Rodriguez-Bilella, 2014). It focused on the process and
context in which a project was developed and implemented and draws its knowledge from
the memory and experiences of the direct participants in the activity, as an “exercise in the

production of critical knowledge through practice.” (Jara, 2012)

Systematization involves the detailed memory recovery, reconstruction, description,
analysis, and interpretation of the historical process of a development intervention,
conducted in a participatory research framework jointly with the stakeholders engaged in
the activity, so that theoretical learning may be extracted from their analysis of their
practice on the ground. In this research, the interpreters and organizations involved in the
history of CCIP training development are not only “subjects” or a “data sample”, but
rather they also participated in providing input for developing the research questions and
data collection process. The data collection instruments of survey and in-depth interviews
(described further on in this chapter) were also designed to elicit the stakeholder

participants’ analyses and interpretations of the experience being systematized — ie: CCIP.
3.1.1. Advantages and Disadvantages of Systematization

A systematization methodology is not a one-size-fits-all approach to research that could or
should be applied in every research endeavor. Hargreaves and Morgan (2009) describe it
as “a general framework for orientation rather than a manual or rigid guide. It can be

adapted to various contexts and particular institutional interests.” (p. 94) A systematization
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approach may produce an in-depth individual case study as an example for other
practitioners to compare themselves to, but it does not pretend to be representative of

similar practices elsewhere or produce replicable practices without contextual adaptation.

In this study, the case study produced from a systematization the experiences of CCIP will
not produce a knowledge product that another group on the ground elsewhere could pick
up and apply like a set of instructions. It does aim, however, to provide an example of the
types of reflections and analysis that another group could endeavor to engage in within
their own context, in order to abstract the theories and lessons from their own practice and

strategize how to apply that analysis to improving or changing practice in the future.

3.1.2. Researcher Positionality

Given the participatory tenets of a systematization, and the fact that the research is
facilitated by the stakeholders themselves, I — as director of CCIP and one of CCIP’s lead
trainers - am also a stakeholder in CCIP, as discussed in the first chapter. A
systematization approach to research does not hold to the view that researcher objectivity
is achievable only by a researcher acting as a detached external observer, nor that an

external observer is inherently positioned to be more objective.

I strove to ensure objective rigor in this study through the design of the data collection
plan and instruments, as well as the process of data analysis. The design of the survey
instrument went through various checks, discussion, and revisions between CCIP advisory
team members and me. Questions were also adapted from previously checked and
designed surveys, as explained below. Similarly, for the in-depth interviews, the interview
structure was designed to avoid “leading” interviewees to particular answers, and to give
the interviewees room to take the interview in the directions that they saw as relevant in
the research. As explained in the data analysis process, in particular the thematic analysis
process for the in-depth interviews, a systematic analysis was adhered to in order to
maintain vigilance about the level of subjective interpretation that I, as researcher, could

read into the interview contents.
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In addition to my positionality as both stakeholder in and researcher of the phenomenon
being examined in this systematization of experiences, my positionality as stakeholder
within CCIP also bears articulating. CCIP is designed to train refugees who interpret in
refugee aid in Egypt and other countries in the Global South. The original curriculum was
designed by a large team of refugees working on the ground in Egypt (plus one Italian and
one Egyptian). The advisory board at the time of the study consisted entirely of current
and former refugees, plus one Egyptian staff member of CMRS. I was the only central
member of CCIP who was an expat and not a refugee or host country national. Although
expats may be semantically considered a type of migrant, my experiences of migration in

this same field context has been very different from that of my refugee colleagues.

I am a Western, middle-class white woman born and raised in the US South, with the
privilege to travel to Egypt by choice on a university fellowship, and enjoy the freedoms
of international travel to come and go from Egypt, and to come and go from my home
country, without fear of harm or being denied entry or exit. I have no experience of being
persecuted nor of living in fear of myself or any family member being persecuted. I have
never had to flee a country out of fear for my life or that of my family. I have never been
unable to return home. I have worked and trained as an interpreter by choice, unlike many
refugees who may encounter interpreting as an initial means of survival after fleeing their
home country and finding their advanced degrees are unusable while in refugee limbo, due

to restrictions on their right to work in the refugee host country.

Therefore, my position vis-a-vis my refugee colleagues in CCIP and the refugee
interpreters that we train is that of an outsider to their lived experiences. Many times over
the last decade, my two closest colleagues, Mariam Hashim and Amany Ahmed, have had
to help me to grasp the importance of some incident or phenomenon happening in front of
my eyes, because as an outsider I did not know how to even perceive what I saw, much
less perceive what it meant. I am grateful to Mariam and Amany for their patience in
teaching me and re-teaching me over the years, both outside and inside the CCIP

classroom.
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My positionality in CCIP and in this study is that of embedded outsider--embedded for a
decade working in refugee field aid and in CCIP, so an insider to its workings--yet an

outsider to the lived experience of the target beneficiaries of the aid and of CCIP itself.

I have relied on both aspects of this position to enhance this study design. During my
years in the field as an embedded outsider stakeholder within CCIP, I have learned and re-
learned that an outsider’s perspective is not necessarily accurate nor objective, and that the
subjects of any lived experience are in the best position to articulate what the experience
means to them. This is precisely the reason why a systematization of experiences was

chosen as the methodological framework for this case study.

At the same time, over the years, | also have developed the social ties and trust among my
refugee colleagues to turn to them and for them to “check me” on blind spots in my
thinking or my assumptions as a non-refugee researcher leading the systematization of the
study. My long-term presence on the ground and my relationships of trust with CCIP
stakeholders, together with the aforementioned attention to methodical data collection and
analysis, using transparent and trackable design methods, forms the strength of this study’s

rigor and reliability.

3.2. Participants

Data in this study were collected from the following participant pool:

® Graduates of CCIP trainings from 2002 to 2018
® Key stakeholders in CCIP development and projects, including:
O CCIP trainers and CMRS staff
O Aid organization staff who have worked closely with CCIP

O Key popular educators who have informed CCIP’s pedagogic evolution

3.2.1. Graduates of CCIP Trainings from 2002 to 2018

The data sample of CCIP interpreter training participants from 2002 until 2018 included

1387 individuals who participated in CCIP interpreter training activities in one of nine
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countries: Egypt, Turkey, Lebanon, SAR Hong Kong, Thailand, Tanzania, Malaysia,
Indonesia, and the UK. The distribution of the 1387 CCIP graduates by training location
and cohort year from 2002 to 2018 is shown in Appendix A.

Although CCIP training has been conducted in nine countries during the period under
study, almost two-thirds of the trainees were located in Egypt at the time of training. This
is not surprising considering that CCIP was founded in Egypt and operated almost solely
in Egypt from 2002 until 2007. During those years, the only training conducted outside of
Egypt was done in Turkey in 2005.

In addition, the larger numbers of participants taking in training in Egypt could be
attributed to the larger intake groups that were part of CCIP early days. From 2002 until
2006, it was not uncommon to have class sizes of 40 to 50 trainees in a single training
intake. From 2007, the training team began working to lower the number of participants
per cohort, to reduce trainer-to-student ratios, going from approximately 30 participants

per intake from 2007 to 2011, down to current levels of 18 to 24 participants per intake.

In terms of which years saw the most CCIP trainees, the highest years were 2003 (14%),
2004 (12%), 2005 (13%), and 2015 (13%). These four years account for just over half of
all CCIP trainees (52%) between 2002-2018.

As seen in Appendix A, 45% of all CCIP graduates were trained during the initial era of
CCIP, from the five years of 2002 to 2006. Another 22% of all graduates come from the
five years between 2007 and 2011, and finally, 33% of the graduates are from the last
seven years of 2012 until 2018.

The training work of CCIP from 2002 to 2018 can be divided roughly into three eras,
marked by key changes or developments in CCIP itself or in the surrounding country
circumstances. The first CCIP era was from 2002-2006, marked by the time when CCIP
was led by one of its original founders, Daniele Calvani, together with the co-founding

team of Mariam Hashim and Amany Ahmed.

Daniele Calvani left CCIP in 2006, at the same time as I arrived in Cairo and stepped into
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his role as project director. Mariam, Amany, and I co-trained as a team from 2006 to 2011,

at the start of the Egyptian revolution periods of unrest.

Starting in 2012, Mariam and Amany stepped down as trainers and moved into advisory
board capacity, so from then on I became the primary trainer. This third era of CCIP, from
2012 until 2018, was marked by an increase in trainings conducted outside Egypt, as well
as an increasing focus on CCIP working with organizations to assess and enhance the
capacity of their interpreting systems, in addition to merely conducting interpreter

training.

3.2.2. Key Stakeholders in CCIP Work

I conducted in-depth interviews with 14 individuals closely related to CCIP’s work or
development. Of these, 12 were stakeholders in CCIP program activities in Egypt,
Indonesia, and Thailand, and two were popular education and language justice
practitioners who were key individuals in the historical development of CCIP’s
approaches involving popular education. Twelve of the interviews were conducted in

person, and two were conducted via Skype.

The length of each interview varied by participant, ranging from just under an hour, to up
to two hours. With two interviewees, the interview had to be divided into two separate
meetings, due to time constraints. With two different sets of interviewees, they opted to
hold their interviews in pairs together, since in each case, the pair had similar relationship

to CCIP, and they worked in similar contexts and roles.

3.2.2.1. Group Discussion on Language Justice

As I am a former Highlander staff person, and Highlander staff and board have continued
to be encouraging and express their enthusiasm to me about this research, and 1 was
invited to come to Highlander during one of the board meeting retreats so that I could
conduct interviews with Susan Williams (Highlander staff) and Pancho Argiielles
(Highlander board). I spent two days at Highlander during the board retreat held in
November 2018.
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While I was there, Susan proposed holding a group discussion with new staff and board
members to talk about Highlander’s involvement in language justice and social justice
interpreting, taking advantage of the fact that Pancho and I were both there, as we had
worked on Highlander’s first steps in social justice interpreting since the year 2000. At
this board retreat were new staff and board members who had joined Highlander in the
ensuing decades since that time, who might both benefit from hearing a historical
perspective of the work, and who could also share current insights of the state of language

justice interpreting and translating on the ground of social movement work today.

Susan, Pancho, and I facilitated this collective reflection discussion with current members
of the Education Team and Board of Directors, and I was invited to record the discussion
for the purposes of this research. The discussion provided valuable contextual insights
concerning CCIP’s methodological roots in popular education and interpreting in social

Jjustice movements.

Approximately 11 members of Highlander staff and board of directors joined the group
discussion, and they were aware of the fact that it was being recorded as part of this
research. However, as the discussion did not have the same interview structure and criteria
of participant selection as the individual interviews, I relied on the transcript data from the
discussion primarily to update my own understanding of current language justice issues in

the field. No one from the discussion was quoted for this research.

3.2.2.2. Selection of the Interviewees

Interviewees were identified and requested for interviews based on their long or close
connection to CCIP history or practice. A goal in identifying which individuals to
interview was to obtain a diversity of perspectives from (a) different CCIP stakeholders,
(b) CCIP trainers; (c) CCIP alumni now working as staff in NGOs; (d) other staff in NGOs
who were particularly involved in managing interpreters on a daily basis, or who had
collaborated closely with CCIP in the planning and implementation of CCIP training in a
particular country; and (d) broader perspectives of popular education and interpreter

training that had influenced CCIP’s approaches over time.
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Of the 14 interviewees, five of them were largely connected to CCIP from historical
development, having been former staff of CCIP itself or staff of CMRS, where CCIP is
housed at AUC. Another seven interviewees were largely connected to CCIP by virtue of
their work as staff in refugee field aid NGOs that had been heavily involved in CCIP
trainings in Egypt, Thailand, Indonesia, and the UK. As mentioned above, two
interviewees were selected for their historical knowledge of popular education in social
justice interpreting training, which informed CCIP’s incorporation of similar approaches

in its own work.

However, there was overlap between these roles, some individuals were at different times
both CCIP staff and then also later NGO staff, for example, and some NGO staff had
worked with CCIP trainings in more than one country. Additionally, several of the
interviewees who were staff somewhere else were also graduates of CCIP training itself.
Figure 12 shows the overlapping roles of the stakeholders who were interviewed for this

research.

Figure 12: Roles of Stakeholder Interviewees

Interviewees' roles

Popular Educators
8,0%

CCIP staff

8,0%

NGO staff
44,0%

CMRS staff
12,0%

CCIP alumni
28,0%
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Of the seven who were CCIP graduates, all of them were also staff in either a refugee aid
NGO, or in CCIP, or in CMRS, or in more than one of those at different times over the

years.

Table 7 and Figure 13 indicate the geographic locations and reference points of the

interviewees, which also includes some overlap.

Table 7: Interviewee Location

Interviewee location # of interviewees % of interviewees
Egypt 8 57%

Indonesia 2 14%

Thailand 2 14%

[N} 3 21%

Canada 1 7%

UK 1 7%

Figure 13: Geographic Locations of Interviewees

Eight of the 14 interviewees were connected in some way to CCIP history and practice in

Egypt, although three of those eight also had moved to another country (Canada, US, and
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UK). For this reason, their interview comments and insights contained reference points not
only regarding their perspectives in Egypt, but also comparisons with other refugee,
interpreting, and training experiences in the third country. Interviewees were not selected
with gender balance goals in mind; however, there were 11 female interviewees (76.8%)

and three interviewees were male (21.4%).

3.3. Collection Instruments and Procedures

In this section I describe the survey and interview instruments that I used in data collection

and the procedures undertaken in collecting the data.

3.3.1. Survey of CCIP graduates

I designed and conducted an online survey for all participants who had taken CCIP
interpreter trainings between 2002 and 2018, with the following objectives in survey data

collection:

® to collect basic demographic data on the sample of CCIP graduates over the years

® to gather feedback on their perspectives about CCIP training and its impact

The survey collected basic demographic and background data on the graduates, in order to
establish a profile of community interpreters working in the context of this study sample
who they are, where they are now, and what they were doing. The survey also gathered

respondents’ reflections on the impact of CCIP for them in their lives since training.

3.3.1.1. Pilot Survey Phase

The global survey of CCIP graduates was first designed and tested in a pilot phase from
October 2017 to April 2018. I drafted a survey in Google Forms and shared it online with
15 CCIP stakeholders: 11 individuals from the CCIP advisory board and CCIP training
graduates and four NGO organizational staff who have worked with CCIP training
projects in the past. The 11 graduates were requested to fill the pilot survey as a test, and

the four organizational staff were asked to review the survey for feedback on overall
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structure and format, but they were not requested to fill the pilot survey if they had not

themselves participated in a CCIP training as an interpreter.

3.3.1.1.1. Pilot Survey Design Sources

The questions and structure of the survey largely followed the formats of three survey and

feedback instruments that had been tested and used previously:

* CCIP’s regular end-of-training survey that we had begun administering to
graduates approximately three months post-training, since 2014

* an unpublished global survey that CCIP had begun in 2011 but not launched

* survey instruments utilized in the joint CMRS-Tufts University research project on

Sudanese Remittances conducted from 2009 to 2012 (Jacobsen et al., 2012)

CCIP post-training survey forms 2014-present

CCIP began including post-training surveys in 2014, as part of the director’s master’s
degree research study on CCIP training modules concerning uses of applied drama in the
classroom to address issues of emotional load in the interpreters in this field. The post-
training questions had been tested in at least seven post-training surveys conducted since
2014, and so questions taken from those surveys to include in the current global survey
were considered tested and valid for the context, and we wanted to be able to put some of

those same questions to the larger pool of interpreters who had graduated prior to 2014.

CCIP 2011 Global Survey plan

In 2011, CCIP had begun the process of designing and launching a set of global surveys
for interpreters and organizations in refugee and migrant aid in transit countries. The
advisory team had drafted, reviewed and translated two surveys into four languages
(English [EN], Arabic [AR], French [FR], Spanish [ES]) - one survey for interpreters and

one survey for organization staff who rely on interpreters.
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Those surveys from 2011 did not get launched due to various interruptions to CCIP
programming during the Egyptian revolution instabilities of that year. However, some of

the questions from those surveys were modified to include in the current research.

Cairo Sudanese Remittances Survey 2009-2011

From 2009 to 2012, key members of the CCIP advisory board and I participated in the
field research team for the large study on Sudanese remittances that was conducted jointly
by CMRS and Tufts University Feinstein Center (Jacobsen et al., 2014). This survey was
administered to approximately 565 Sudanese residents in Cairo, Egypt between 2009 and
2011, during the field phase of that study. Some of the questions were also relevant if
adapted for interpreter respondents, and since the CCIP team had confidence in the
questions’ validity, having already tested and applied them in the previous study, it was
determined to include some of the questions in the current study. In particular, the
questions in this present study’s survey that asked about incidents of risk and harm that the
interpreters faced in the country of training were first asked in the Sudanese Remittance
Study, as well as the social capital questions regarding ongoing contacts with CCIP
graduates maintained over time as some graduates moved to different countries after

training.

3.3.1.1.2. Pilot Respondent Data Analysis

A pilot data analysis of the survey responses was conducted, to make sure that the
structure of the questions elicited answers in formats that could be analysed reliably. The
pilot survey was distributed using Google Forms, which is a free online tool for creating
surveys and collects the survey responses into online Google Sheets. This format had been
used for several previous CCIP post-training surveys, as well as for all CCIP course

applications since 2012.

The pilot data analysis process primarily allowed me to test whether certain response data
should be collected using multiple choice answer formats that allowed for single or
multiple selection of responses to an individual question. It was determined that the

question formats that solicited a single response selection per question were easier for me
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to analyse and code, and so the final survey format did not contain any close-ended
question formats that allowed for more than one response to a single question. It did,
however, contain open-ended text boxes to collect qualitative written responses to various

questions.

3.3.1.1.3. Limitations of the Pilot Survey Phase

I attempted to utilize a selection sample for the pilot survey test phase that at least partly
mirrored the full research sample. The majority of the pilot sample participants were from
CCIP activities in Cairo: of the 11 individuals invited to participate in the pilot survey,
nine of them (82%) were from Cairo. However, the pilot sample was not a perfect mirror
of the full research sample, as there were 919 CCIP training participants from Cairo within
a total CCIP participant research sample of 1387 (67%). This means that the pilot phase
included proportionally more feedback from Cairo respondents than from those in other
countries, and this may have biased the instrument designs to meet Cairo respondent needs
more than those from other countries. However, as the CCIP program overall is
considered to have originally developed as a product of the Cairo migrant and refugee aid
sector context, we believed that a small potential bias toward Cairo respondent needs was

justified.

3.3.1.2. Global Survey Launch Phase

The launch of the global survey for all CCIP training graduates began June 1, 2018. The
launch was conducted in phases utilizing both CCIP’s Facebook page, which is open only
to CCIP graduates, as well as direct emails to CCIP graduates and to organizations’
interpreter focal points, with the request for all email recipients to forward the survey link
on to any other CCIP graduates in their contact list. As the data sample was a fixed and
known set of individuals, reaching them through snowball techniques of social circles was
not deemed to negatively bias the sample, given that everyone in the sample was already a

known stakeholder in the CCIP program.

Every few weeks while the online survey was open, I would post on the CCIP Facebook

page brief updates about the number of responses received so far, so as to keep the survey
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in the attention of potential respondents and to encourage more graduates to fill it out. The
survey online access was closed on March 31, 2019, so that data could be coded and

analyzed.

3.3.1.3. Data Analysis of Survey

The survey data was conducted using Google Forms, which collects all the responses into
a spreadsheet in Google Sheets. The responses were either multiple choice responses to
close-ended questions and Likert scales, or were free writing response spaces to open-

ended questions.

For the multiple choice and Likert scale responses, I conducted cross tabulation queries
and produced contingency tables (pivot tables) for each question. For the write-in
responses, I followed a thematic analysis process as laid out by Braun and Clarke (2006). I
first analyzed the responses for each open-ended question separately on its own. I
identified some themes that appeared to run through and across different questions, and
then I re-analyzed all the question responses as a single data set, to extract the themes

running across the open-ended questions as a whole.

3.3.2. Stakeholder Interviews Data Analysis

The interviews with stakeholders were conducted in a semi-structured, open-ended format.
The question guide contained a set of basic questions to start the conversation and to allow
the participants to speak at length about their memories and views about CCIP training
and the context in which it has operated. The template guide of questions for the
interviews is shown in Appendix B. All the interviews were recorded and transcribed for

data analysis.

To analyse the interview data, I conducted a thematic analysis following steps as laid out

in Braun and Clarke (2006, p.35) shown in Figure 14.



126

Figure 14: Phases of Thematic Analysis

Table 1: Phases of Thematic Analysis

Phase Description of the process

1. Familiarising yourself with your data: Transcribing data (if necessary), reading and re-

reading the data, noting down initial ideas.

2. Generating initial codes: Coding interesting features of the data in a
systematic fashion across the entire data set,

collating data relevant to each code.

3. Searching for themes: Collating codes into potential themes, gathering all
data relevant to each potential theme.

4. Reviewing themes: Checking in the themes work in relation to the coded
extracts (Level 1) and the entire data set {Level 2},

generating a thematic 'map’ of the analysis.

5. Defining and naming themes: Ongoing analysis to refine the specifics of each
theme, and the overall stery the analysis tells;
generating clear definitions and names for each

theme.

. Producing the report: The final opportunity for analysis. Selection of vivid,
compelling extract examples, final analysis of
selected extracts, relating back of the analysis to the
research question and literature, preducing a

scholarly report of the analysis.

In the following sections, I briefly describe the steps I undertook with this data set, in each

phase of the analysis.

3.3.2.1. Familiarizing Oneself with the Data

The interviews were recorded, and a transcription company was contracted to produce the
written transcripts of each interview'!. Although hiring the services of a transcription
company was helpful in the first stages of data preparation for analysis, I still had to
review and proofread each transcript and re-listen to the audio recordings several times in
making any corrections to the transcript. The majority of the audio for all interviews was
in English, but some interviews mixed English and Arabic or English and Spanish. The
Spanish sections of audio were transcribed by the transcription company, but I transcribed
and translated the interview sections with Arabic audio. This process of transcription

review and correction was very helpful in familiarizing myself with the data and listening

14 The transcription company that I hired was GoTranscript Europe, last accessed June 5, 2020 https://gotranscript.com/
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for potential codes or themes across different interviewees reflections.

After re-reading each transcript several times, I then marked each one noting specific
dialogue sections or quotes that were potentially interesting data extracts. Since I was not
certain what would be most relevant from the data, I marked extracts on anything that
appeared to be commenting about CCIP training, or context, or impact, or any other
reflection that seemed like a nuanced insight on the phenomenon of refugees and/or

refugee aid.

Once all the transcripts had been marked up, I then copied all extracts from all transcripts
into an Excel spreadsheet that I created for the purpose of generating codes and themes.
Each extract was inserted into the spreadsheet with basic data of the transcript, including
data of transcript, name of interviewee, their role, and geographic location. Initially, 381
extracts were inserted into the spreadsheet, but after re-reading the extracts once all
together, some of them ended up either being merged or determined as less relevant than
they originally appeared, or there was an accidental duplicate, etc. In the end, 336 extracts
were used for the rest of the thematic analysis. A copy of the data analysis spreadsheet

used is in Appendix C.

3.3.2.2. Generating Initial Codes

Once all the extracts were in the spreadsheet, I added a column in which I wrote the main
gist, or main point, of each extract, containing my notes of why I thought it should be
considered a relevant data extract. This was important as part of stepping back from the
transcripts a bit; several extracts were lengthy text, up to a page long. Others were shorter,
just a few sentences, but I inserted the extracts in their context within the interview

dialogue, including my questions and responses within the extracted dialogue.

One characteristic of the style of interviews that I conducted is that I allowed the
interviewees to talk freely and did not try to steer them to stay on a particular topic about
CCIP or interpreting training or refugees. This resulted in some very rich data, but also
long stories and examples used to make their point, instead of pithy short quotes in many

cases.
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Once I had completed the column of the main point of each extract, I then created another
column in which to put an initial take at organizing the main gists into basic codes. From
this basic code column, I looked for themes among the basic codes, and organized each
code into its own separate column in the spreadsheet. This process was iterative and
involved re-reading the 336 extracts dozens of times. In the end, I had created 46 basic

theme tags or codes, as can be seen in Table 8.

It is worth noting that this process was extremely labor intensive and to track my work and
not get disoriented in which phase I was in at a given moment, I also maintained a separate
Interview Tracker Excel spreadsheet, where I tracked and checked off the completion of
each task in each phase of analysis for each interview. A copy of the interview tracker is

attached in Appendix D.

3.3.2.3. Searching for Themes

3.3.2.3.1. Basic or Specific Themes and Tags

Once I had determined the basic theme tags and had each one in its own column in the
spreadsheet, I read through each extract again and coded that extract with a “1” in the
column of basic themes that I identified with that extract. Extracts could be tagged with
more than one basic theme. As I read through the interview transcripts and began coding
them for specific theme tags, this was also an iterative process, in which I created draft
theme columns as I went along, and sometimes one column would split into two if the
theme contents started to appear sufficiently heterogeneous. In review, sometimes two
columns would get merged into one, if after review I failed to find sufficient heterogeneity
to justify having them as two separate themes. The coding process involved several read
throughs of the transcripts, to make sure that any newly added coding columns were
accounted for in all the transcripts. In this process, the highest number of distinct coding
tag columns I had was 57 basic themes, and in the merging process, these were eventually

merged down to 46 basic theme tags.
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3.3.2.3.2. Organizing Themes

Once all the basic themes had been identified and all extracts tagged with those basic
themes that they corresponded to, I then inserted a header row above the header row of the
basic themes, in order to begin to group the basic themes into organizing themes. This
process evolved over various phases, such that the initial organizing themes that I wrote
ended up being re-organized and re-named as I progressed with refining the overall global
themes. I ended up with 23 organizing themes, though in the analysis process, I had at one

drafting stage up to 26 organizing themes before consolidating some of them.

3.3.2.3.3. Global Themes

After an initial take at assigning organizing themes, I then started to group them together
according to their similarity of topic. For instance, all organizing themes related to CCIP
(whether an organizing theme of “CCIP oral history”, or “CCIP method and approach”, or
“CCIP training content specific to interpreting”, etc.) were grouped together under a

global theme (in this example, the global theme was “CCIP”).

This process also involved re-reading all the extracts again, as the coding and organizing
process went along, so to ensure that I was not inadvertently “drifting” away from the

contents of the extract as I abstracted out themes.

3.3.2.4. Reviewing Themes

Initially, I identified 11 global themes, but upon review and refinement, I realized that
they were a bit too distinct from each other and was able to consolidate them to nine
themes. Of those nine themes, eight of them are really operational, and the ninth theme is
a bit of a catch-all of descriptions that seemed useful to have tagged in case I needed to
refer to them, but are less coherently cohesive as a theme, when compared to the other
themes. I put the ninth “catch-all” theme in a back burner file and proceeded with the

stronger eight themes.

Table 8 shows the thematic analysis “in progress”, reflecting draft (non-final) naming



attempts of themes and a larger number of organizing themes than what I ended up with

after review and consolidating the thematic configurations.

Table 8: Thematic Analysis in Progress
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# * Constellation ~ Global Theme Organizing #
theme tags
8.10 A.1 Our Story CMRS Organizing Basic / specific theme tag 37
theme
8.13 CMRS history  Dr. Barbara Harrell-Bond 8
8.11 CMRS history AMERA oral history 17
8.14 CCIP-CMRS  CMRS view of CCIP
8.12 CMRS CMRS relation with
relation with refugees
Refugees
.10 A.2 Our Story CCIP Organizing Basic / specific theme tag 139
theme
1.11 CCIP-CMRS  CCIP oral history 42
context
1.12 CCIP CCIP training facilitation/ 32
approach methodology / process /
design
1.13 CCIP CCIP accompaniment / 14
approach outreach with organizations
1.14 Comparisons  Other prof development 14
trainings for refugees in
field
1.15 CCIP CCIP training. professional 13
approach development aspects not
specific to interpreting
1.16 CCIP CCIP training interpreting 11
approach content / skills
1.17 Comparisons  Other interpreter trainings 9
elsewhere in world
1.18 CCIP future Desires for CCIP in future 4
2.10  B.1 Our Context Refugee Field Organizing Basic / specific theme tag 123
Context theme
2.11 Organizations  Refugee aid sector. 28
in this context  observations from the field
2.12 Interpreting in ~ Quality of interpreting. 26
this context examples of good/bad
2.13 Refugee Refugee experiences in 18
experiences country of CCIP training
2.14 Law. policy. International Refugee Law. 4
trends observations from the field
2.15 Refugee Refugee experiences in 13
experiences third country
2.16 Refugee Power dynamics: POC. 8
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experiences Refugee Staff. Non-refugee
staff
2.17 Law. policy. Migrants versus Refugees 8
trends and related funding
pressures
2.18 Refugee Mental health of refugees 6
experiences (trauma. depression)
2.19 Interpreting in  Interpreter role / boundaries 5
this context
7.10  B.2  Our Context Refugee Rights  Organizing Basic / specific theme tag 42
theme
7.11 Work. labor Worker Rights / Labor 17
Conditions (for refugee
interpreters)
7.12 General Refugee Rights in general 8
7.13 Work. labor Right to Work (for 7
refugees)
7.14 Action Refugees participating as 5
active agents in aid sector
7.15 General Rights Based Approaches 4
7.16 Protection Protection for refugee 1
interpreters
4.10 C.1 Our Impact Professionalism  Organizing Basic / specific theme tag 84
theme
4.11 Opportunity Development of 37
professional opportunities
4.12 Practice Professionalism in 32
behaviour
4.13 Opportunity Door Opener 15
5.10  C.2  Our Impact Impact on alums Organizing Basic / specific theme tag 81
theme
5.11 Action Empowerment / Advocate 21
for selves & for interpreting
5.12 Action CCIP alums active in their 16
communities as leaders
5.13 Self & Dignity / Respect / Pride / 14
Community Confidence
5.14 Self & Transformative experience 13
Community as a person. built character
5.15 Self & Sense of community / 9
Community connection / social
network-capital
5.16 Self & Humanizing. breaking 6
Community alienation
5.17 Financial Financial stability 2
3.10  C.3 Our Impact Organizational Organizing Basic / specific theme tag 104
Development theme
3.11 Practice SOPs for interpreting 49
coordination in
organizations
3.12 Planning Organizational planning & 22

support for interpreters
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3.13 Change Organizational change at 19
system level

3.14 Financial Budget for interpreters / 14
training

6.10 D.1 Our Approach Theoretical Organizing Basic / specific theme tag 58

Framework theme

6.11 Praxis Popular Education 31

6.12 Theory Critical Pedagogy 10

6.13 Social Justice ~ Language Justice 17

3.3.2.5. Defining and Naming Themes

In first drafts of writing up the themes, I found even these eight themes to be too detailed
for extracting an overall analysis, and so I looked for commonalities between the eight
themes and grouped them in one more layer, which I called “thematic constellations”, of
which I identified five constellations. These “thematic constellations” are the final themes

that I analyzed and present in the next section.

This stage of thematic analysis involved making draft attempts at an analysis write-up,
seeing where there were gaps or duplications in the thematic breakdown, and then
returning to the data and re-checking and correcting thematic consistency. To assist in
laying out my analysis narrative of the data themes, at this stage I also had to “let go of”
my beloved Excel spreadsheets, which I clung to for their symmetry and sense of order,
and I had to start laying out the themes in relation to each other in a mapping visualization
process. I did this using first pencil and paper, and then using Mindmeister, an online
concept mapping tool (https:/www.mindmeister.com/). Figure 15 shows a midway draft
of the mapping visualization that I used to help structure the narrative write-up of the

thematic analysis.
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Figure 15: Midway Draft of Mapping of Themes

The thematic map visualization in Figure 15 represents the analytical consolidation while
still in-progress. The two themes on the right side of the map have been consolidated in
their write-up and therefore have fewer sub-themes displayed. The two themes on the left
side of the map were still in the write-up finalization stage at the moment this visualization
was created, so they still show more parsed out sub-themes than the processed themes on

the right side of the map.

3.3.2.6. Producing the Report

Braun and Clarke (2006) referred to this phase in thematic analysis with the term,
“producing the report”. However in the case of this dissertation, what Braun and Clarke
refer to as a “report” is the presentation of the thematic analysis that I conducted with this

set of interview data, and which I present below.

Distilling over 14 hours of interview conversation and over 380 pages of transcript quotes
into a cohesive thematic analysis was not a simple task. This is especially true when the
interviews were part of the systematization of a program that I am deeply involved in, and

the interviewees are my colleagues and I found everything they said to be extremely
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fascinating concerning this common experience that we share that is CCIP.

In determining an appropriate level of direct quotations to include in this thematic
analysis, I relied on the study, Using verbatim quotations in reporting qualitative social
research: researchers’ views (Corden & Sainsbury, 2006). This study of qualitative social
researchers’ views on direct quotation categorized some commonly used strategies for
quotation use, and highlighted some debates among the researchers regarding the

strategies’ perceived pros and cons.

For social researchers engaged in participatory research frameworks, such as a
systematization of experiences, using quotations as illustrative examples within the larger
thematic analysis often served as a means to “enable the voice” of participants in a
participatory research paradigm (Corden & Sainsbury, 2006, p. 13). With this goal in
mind, and to foreground the voices of the stakeholders in the systematization of
experiences of this dissertation, I have included a large number of direct quotations from

the stakeholder interviewees.

3.4. Ethical Considerations

The research design addressed four considerations in research ethics:

protection from harm

informed consent

right to privacy

honesty with participants and colleagues

3.4.1. Protection from Harm

The research method and data collection process were designed to ensure that anyone’s
participation in the study did not expose them to physical, psychological, or emotional
harm. Participants responding to the global survey were able to do so online, via their
phone or a computer near them, to reduce physical risk of traveling to an interview

location in cases where they might be subject to detention and arrest, in those countries
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that may not recognize their legal refugee status and detain them as an “illegal migrant”.
The same caution for physical safety was considered for in-depth interviews. Interviews

were conducted in person only when distance and ground safety permitted.

3.4.2. Informed Consent

The data collection procedures provided clear advertisement of the academic research
nature of the study, and included clear and explicit notices of the participants’ right to
withdraw from the data collection at any time and that their participation or non-
participation would have no positive or negative impact on their ability to participate in

CCIP activities in the future.

This was provided in clear written format in the introduction to the global survey. This
information was provided orally in recorded interviews and verbal informed consent was
recorded on the interview audio. As an additional step in participant privacy, I elected not
to create a paper trail of written consent forms for the in-depth interviews, allowing the

recorded verbal consent to search as sufficient record.

3.4.3. Right to Privacy

Participant confidentiality and data protection in this study were ensured through
adherence to standard protocols of research security. All written data were filed in
password-protected computer filing systems. If a print-out copy was needed for any
reason, it was then either shredded when no longer needed or was filed in a locked file

cabinet with key access limited only to me.

In the data analysis and write-up, participants were referenced using anonymized
pseudonyms that would not identify them. Participants were also informed that their data
included in the study would be anonymized so that their identities could not be figured out
from reading the analysis, unless they explicitly gave their consent to be quoted on a case-

by-case basis.
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3.4.4. Honesty and Integrity with Participants and Colleagues

As the refugee sector in Cairo has been a center for field research and knowledge
production for decades, it has been subject to a wide variety of research integrity practices
on the ground, some good and some not so good. Subjects of research in Cairo have
complained on various occasions about research fatigue, of being the objects of research in
studies that produce knowledge that does not get applied back for any useful change for
the refugees on the ground. They have expressed their frustration that refugees participate
in study after study that fill the resumes of researchers whose professional careers and
economic living standards may increase with each article produced on the data and lived
experiences of participants whose lives and futures remain in indefinite limbo (Jacobsen et
al, 2012). However, while not meaning to undermine the validity of these criticisms, it is
also possible that it may be difficult to perceive the longer term effects or broader
implications and policy changes that may eventually result from the research, and that may
not be immediately felt on the ground among those participants who directly contributed

data to a particular study.

In this study, I made conscientious efforts to adhere to the following integrity principles in
the communication with participants and in the handling of participants’ data in analysis

and publication:

® ensure transparency of research objectives and purpose
® not promise more than could be delivered

® include participants in the analysis and interpretation of their own data

3.4.4.1. Transparency of Research Objectives and Purpose

In all communications and calls for participation in the study, I made sure that participants
understood in clear terms the purpose and objective of the research and the questions
being asked. This was to avoid misunderstanding or false expectations of the scope of

outcome or impact resulting from the study.
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3.4.4.2. Not Promising More Than We Could Deliver

Along those same lines, I was careful not to unintentionally give an impression of being
able to deliver any individual benefit to participants in the study, such as increased
certification or employment opportunities. In the course of the research, however, no
participant requested any additional benefit from the study. One reason for this may be
that the participant sample pool was composed entirely of people who were already very
familiar with CCIP, and with CCIP’s long standing efforts to maintain ethical integrity
with its students, so they already knew what ethical standards to expect from a research

study coming out of CCIP.

3.4.4.3. Including Participants in the Analysis and Interpretation of Their
Own Data

In conducting a qualitative, participatory study built on a systematization of experiences
approach, we were aware of the importance of including participants and sample pool
respondents in each phase of the study, including the analysis of data and interpretation of

findings.

Originally I had intended to conduct a series of in-person workshops to share the data back
with the participants and get their feedback on interpreting it. However, this proved not
possible due to the extended research and write-up timeframe, which overlapped with the

2020 Covid-19 coronavirus pandemic and travel restrictions.

However, the in-depth interviewee data were shared with each one of the interviewees,
within the context of how the data were presented and interpreted in the data analysis
section, and they were given the opportunity to comment on and offer clarification or

elaboration on their data.
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4. Findings

In this chapter, I present the findings from the data analysis of the survey responses and
the stakeholder interviews. The chapter is divided into two sections. Section 4.1 presents
the data analysed from the survey, and section 4.2 presents the thematic analysis of the

stakeholder interviews.

4.1. CCIP Graduates Survey 2002 - 2018

From CCIP records on file, we know that 1387 participants have gone through CCIP base
training in one aspect or another from 2002 until 2018. As part of the study’s research
questions examining CCIP’s history, development, impact, and what could be learned
from its practice, the survey was designed to (a) collect a descriptive profile of CCIP
graduates’ demographics and interpreting experiences after training, and to (b) gain an
understanding of their views on the impact that CCIP training has had on them since

taking the training.

As explained in the data collection description of Chapter 3, I drafted, pilot-tested, and
launched a global survey for all graduates of CCIP trainings during this time period. The
description of the collection process was detailed in Chapter 3, and the survey form itself

is in Appendix E section of this dissertation.

In the sections below, I first present a description of the sample pool and respondents,
followed by a presentation of the profile data questions from the survey. Then I present in

a separate section the open-ended question responses from the survey.

4.1.2. Respondents’ Demographic Profile

The survey gathered demographic information from the respondents in terms of gender,
age, country of origin, education level, legal status, and languages interpreted at time of
training. It also gathered information regarding the respondents’ roles in refugee aid
organizations at the time of starting training. I present this information below, together

with the response rates to the survey by year and country of training.
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4.1.2.1. Gender.

A total of 154 respondents filled the CCIP Graduates Global Survey overall, the gender

breakdown of these responses overall is found in Appendix A.

Of the 154 respondents, 39 were female (25%) and 115 male (75%). One respondent
wrote in “a fabulous unicorn :D” but it was not clear if their response was meant to
indicate a gender identity different than from when they took CCIP training. That said,
refugees and asylum-seekers who identify as gender fluid, gender non-conforming or non-

binary are regularly participants and graduates of CCIP trainings.

On average, the gender ratio of the respondents is roughly consistent with gender ratios in
most CCIP trainings. However, looking at country by country breakdowns, the country
with the highest gender ratio imbalance was Egypt (17% female, 83% male), followed by
Indonesia (24% female, 76% male), and Thailand (33% female, 67% male). The other
country respondent ratios appear more ratio balanced; however, this would appear to be
coincidental in the low numbers of respondents from these countries. In the original
cohorts, there were generally a few more males than females, with the exception of the
Lebanese University cohort, which had eight females and one male, but none of that

cohort responded to this survey.

4.1.2.2. Age at Time of CCIP Training

Respondents were asked to indicate the year in which they were born, and I was then able
to cross-tabulate this against the year in which they reported taking CCIP training, in order
to calculate their age at the time of training. The table breakdown of this question is in

Appendix A.

In general, the majority of the survey respondents were in their 20s at the time of their
CCIP training: 65% of Indonesia trainees, 50% of Thailand trainees, 55% of trainees in
Egypt, 70% of trainees in Malaysia, 40% of those in the UK, and 33% of those in Hong

Kong. The next highest number of age range was the 30s, as follows: Indonesia 19%,
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Thailand 22%, Egypt 30%, Malaysia 20%, Hong Kong 17%. Cumulatively, only 11% of
the respondents were in their 40s at time of training, and only 3% were in their 50s or

older at time of training.

4.1.2.3. Countries of Origin

In the survey, respondents were asked to indicate their country of origin. Roughly 43% of
the respondents were originally from one of three countries: Sudan, Somalia, and
Afghanistan. Another roughly 37% were originally from six countries: Eritrea, Ethiopia,
Pakistan, South Sudan, Iran, and Myanmar. Finally, roughly 20% of respondents were
from 16 different countries. A table breakdown detail of the respondents’ countries of

origin is in Appendix A.

Various respondents indicated that although their families were from one country, they
were born and raised in a different country, most notably: Afghanis born and raised in
Iran, Eritreans and Ethiopians born and raised in Saudi Arabia, Vietnamese born and
raised in Cambodia, Palestinians born and raised in Iraq. This factor also affected which
language they spoke best, and which language group they were assigned to in CCIP
training. In terms of their movement after CCIP training, if they returned to the country
where they were born or raised, it was considered as “returned to home country” even if
that country did not “match” their family ethnic background, it would be considered the

country of their “previous habitual residence”.

4.1.2.4. Respondents by Year of Training
In the survey, the respondents were asked to indicate in what year they took CCIP
training. The training years with the highest representation among the respondents were
the years of 2015 (21% of responses), followed by the years of 2018 (17%), 2017 (16%),
and 2016 (10%).

4.1.2.5. Respondents by Country of Training

Respondents were asked to indicate in which country they took CCIP training, their
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responses are in Table 9.

Table 9: Country of CCIP Training, 2002 - 2018

by Country of #responses  # trainees in  # trainings % response rate from

Training from that that country  held in that trainees in that
country country country

Egypt 76 919 26 8%

Indonesia 37 99 7 37%

Thailand 18 95 5 19%

Malaysia 10 66 3 15%

Hong Kong 6 74 4 8%

UK 5 43 3 12%

Turkey 2 47 2 4%

Tanzania 0 35 2 0%

Lebanon 0 9 1 0%

Totals 154 1387 53 11%

The responses from Egypt accounted for almost half of all responses received (76 of 154,
49%). However the response rate of all trainees from Egypt was lower, given that there
have been 919 CCIP graduates in Egypt since 2002, and 76 respondents from 919

graduates is a response rate of 8%.

The training country with the highest response rate was Indonesia, in that over 37% of all
trainees from Indonesia responded to the survey (37 responses out of 99 graduates, 37%).
Indonesia CCIP trainings began in 2014, so the range of time passed for some of the
respondents had been up to five or six years since they took the training. Although five or
six years is not as long since training as compared to the first trainees from Egypt who
graduated 16 and 17 years ago, five or six years is still not a short period of time, and the
difference in response rate between Egypt and Indonesia trainees is still noteworthy (8%

versus 37%).

In addition, other relatively higher response rates come from Thailand (18.9%), Malaysia
(15.2%), and the UK (11.6%). The vast majority of the training cohorts in Thailand,
Malaysia, and the UK were conducted during CCIP’s post-revolution period from 2012-
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2018. It was somewhat surprising that Hong Kong’s trainees returned a higher percentage
response rate than the UK, considering that the Hong Kong trainings were conducted

much longer ago (in 2008 and 2011) compared to the UK trainings (in 2016).

Although the survey was distributed to participants and the partnering organizations with
whom CCIP conducted trainings in Tanzania (in 2011) and Lebanon (in 2013), I did not
receive any responses from these two countries. This may be attributable to two possible
factors. In the Tanzania case, due to turnover in the host organization staff, I had only one
contact point remaining with the organization at the time of the survey collection with
whom to liaise for contacting participants from those cohorts. In the case of the Lebanon
training, that cohort was a special training that was conducted with Lebanese master’s
students in the Lebanese University Masters in Conference Interpreting, and not directly
with refugees working in aid organizations. It is possible in both cases that the weaker
communication links with the Tanzania host organization, and the weaker field
connections of the master’s students in Lebanon may have contributed to the lower
response rate from these two sites. The response rate varied greatly across the different
“eras” of CCIP evolution between 2002 and 2018, as will be shown in the subsections

below.

4.1.2.6. Response Rates by Year

Table 10: Response Rate by Year

Year # responses # participants responses as % of participants
2002 1 50 2%
2003 1 200 1%
2004 3 160 2%
2005 3 180 2%
2006 1 35 3%
2007 3 37 8%
2008 8 65 12%
2009 6 26 23%
2010 4 51 8%
2011 8 123 7%
2012 9 37 24%
2014 10 35 29%
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2015 32 176 18%
2016 15 86 17%
2017 24 76 32%
2018 26 50 52%
Totals 154 1387 16%

In Table 10, the lowest response rates were from the years 2002 to 2006, averaging a
response rate of about 1% for those years. The years from 2007 to 2011 had more
variation in their response rates, ranging from 7% from the 2011 trainees, up to 23% from
the 2009 trainees. The more recent years, from 2012 to 2018 all had response rates in the
double digits, ranging from a low of 17% from the 2016 trainees, up to 29% from 2014,
32% in 2017, and 52% from the 2018 trainees.

It would seem that the longer time had passed since a CCIP training was held, the
response rate tended to trend lower (1% from 2002 compared to 52% from 2018). In Table
11 is an averaging of the response rates aggregated by CCIP “eras” of 2002-2006, 2007-
2011, and 2012-2018.

Table 11: Response Rate by Era

Eras # responses from era # participants responses as % of participants
2002-2006 9 625 1%

2007-2011 29 302 10%

2012-2018 116 460 25%

The highest concentration of response rates was observed in the cohort era starting from
2012 until the present (25% response rate). The lowest response rate was observed from
the earliest cohort era from 2002 to 2006 (1% response rate). Response rates from the
middle years of CCIP (2007-2011, before the Egyptian Revolution) reflected a 10%

response rate.

4.1.2.7. Roles in Refugee Aid Work at Time of Starting CCIP Training

Respondents were asked what they considered their primary activities and roles related to
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refugee aid work to be at the time they began training in CCIP. In the survey question,
respondents were allowed to indicate, or mention, more than one primary role, as broken

down in Table 12.

Table 12: Role at Time of Training

Role at time of training ~ Count % of Respondents % of Mentions
Interpreter in NGO 88 57% 36%
Teacher 52 34% 21%
Community leader 33 21% 14%
NGO worker 24 16% 10%
No role in NGO 18 12% 7%
Volunteer 8 5% 3%
Training 6 4% 2%
Other activities 5 3% 2%
Church 4 3% 2%
Business 2 1% 1%
Research 2 1% 1%
Journalism / Writing 1 1% 0%
Translator 1 1% 0%
Total 244 100%

Among the respondents’ primary roles at time of CCIP training, over half of the
respondents mentioned that it was being interpreter (57%), followed by being a teacher
(34%), being community leader (21%), and being an NGO worker (16%). The majority of
the other activities and roles mentioned shared in common some aspect of social human
interaction or communication (church, business, research, journalism, translation,

volunteering).

4.1.2.8. Education Level at Time of CCIP Training

In the survey, respondents were asked to indicate the highest level of education that they
had at the time that they took CCIP training. The table breakdown of this question is in
Appendix A.
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Of the 154 respondents, over half reported having their university bachelor’s degree
partially or fully completed at the time they took CCIP training (55%). Another 12% had
fully or partially completed post-graduate studies at the master’s or doctoral level. The
remaining 32% reported having high school level education (26%) or post-high school

vocational courses (6%), and 2% reported no formal education.

4.1.2.9. Legal Status at Time of Training

The respondents were asked to indicate their legal status at the time they took CCIP
training, vis-a-vis refugee or asylum claims or other migration residency pattern in the
country of training. As a reminder from Chapter 1’s glossary of terms, in this thesis the
term POC (Person of Concern) refers to any person who has approached an international
protection body to request refugee recognition, regardless of the status of their case file as

“recognized”, “in process”, or “closed file”.

At the time of CCIP training in each of the countries in Appendix A, UNHCR was the
entity with the mandate to process refugee claims in all of the countries except the UK.
This included Hong Kong, who at the time of CCIP trainings there in 2008 and 2011, had
a dual procedure, where those seeking refugee recognition would register their claim at
both UNHCR to be processed under the 1951 Convention, and also in the Hong Kong
relevant ministry, which processed claims under the Convention Against Torture.

Appendix A shows the respondents’ answers, broken out by country of training.

An average of 84% of the CCIP graduates who responded to the survey had some stage of
international protection file with UNHCR at the time they took CCIP training (ie: POC,
Persons of Concern). The average was even higher in some key countries, such as Egypt
(89%), Thailand (89%), and Indonesia (95%) had international protection claims in some

stage with UNHCR.

Appendix A presents further details about the respondents’ POC versus non-POC status.
Eight of the 154 respondents reported having a “closed file” with UNHCR at time of their
CCIP training. A “closed file” means that an individual’s first instance RSD interview

with UNHCR had resulted in them not being recognized as a refugee. However,
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sometimes closed file individuals could be in a process of appealing their RSD decision or
presenting new information for their case to be reopened. So having a closed file at time of
training does not definitively determine that the individual was not a refugee deserving of
international protection. So for the purposes of this research, we refer to POC as anyone
who had self-identified a need for international protection by virtue of their having
approached UNHCR with a refugee claim, regardless of UNHCR’s RSD decision to
recognize that claim or not at the time that the individual was taking CCIP training. In
other words, we included “Closed Files” with UNHCR within our categorization of POC

in the data analysis of the survey.

4.1.2.10. Language Groups

In CCIP trainings, the students were assigned subsections within the training according to
their working languages; these sections were referred to in the training as the students’
“language groups” - Somali language group, Amharic language group, etc. In the survey,
respondents were asked to indicate their language group assignment in their CCIP

training. A table breakdown of their responses is in Appendix A.

Among the 154 respondents, 28 languages were mentioned. Of these, the highest
percentage mentioned was the Arabic group (23%), followed by the Somali language
group (16%), then Urdu and Oromo (7% each). Therefore, we can say that 53% of the
respondents reported being in one of four language groups, while the other 47% of the
respondents reported being in one of the following 24 language groups in the training:
Farsi Irani (6%), Dari Afghani (6%), Hazaragi (5%), Tigrinya (5%), Tamil/Sinhalese
(3%), Ambharic (2%), Bilen (2%), Fur (2%), Dinka (2%), Burmese languages (2%),
Indonesian (2%), Massalit (1%), Moro (1%), Nuer, (1%), Bambara (1%), Ede (1%),
Khmer (1%), Punjabi (1%), Rohingya (1%), Swahili (1%), Tagalong (1%), Thai (1%),

Vietnamese (1%).

4.1.3. Life Experiences After CCIP Training

The third section of the graduates’ survey contained questions related to the respondents’

experiences in life after CCIP training, as well as some reflection questions on the impact



147

of CCIP training on some of their later life experiences.

4.1.3.1. Work in the Country Post-training

The survey asked about respondents’ work in refugee aid organizations as interpreters or

otherwise, after they had taken CCIP training. The responses are in Appendix A.

A high percentage of CCIP graduates continued on from training to serve refugee
communities as interpreters, either full-time or part-time (Egypt 87%, Hong Kong 83%,
Indonesia 89%, Malaysia 80%). Thailand respondents reported only 72% working as
interpreters full- or part-time, but 28% reported serving in other capacities in refugee
organizations after CCIP training. Both UK and Turkey respondents reported 100%
interpreting rates, but the response levels for these two countries was too low to

generalize.

4.1.3.2. Other Work Besides Interpreting After CCIP Training

A number of respondents indicated that, over time, they went on to other or additional job
positions after interpreter training. The most frequently mentioned of these jobs were:
psychosocial worker (19%), program officer (13%), caseworker (11%), and interpreter
coordinator (9%). Appendix A contains a summary of other jobs as percentage of all

respondents from each country of training.

The highest number of other jobs besides interpreting were reported in Turkey (100%),
Hong Kong (67%), and Malaysia (60%). About half of the respondents from Egypt
reported additional jobs (49%), while respondents from Thailand trainings and Indonesia

trainings reported the fewest number of additional jobs (39% and 19% respectively).

It is important to emphasize that the respondents reported that these additional job
opportunities were not mutually exclusive to their interpreting work. All of the above jobs
were reported as occurring in refugee organizations and international agencies, unless

otherwise specified.
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I analysed the responses according to respondents’ indicated legal status, in order to see if

POC respondents reported different rates of other job opportunities after interpreter

training than did non-POC respondents, as seen in Appendix A.

In Egypt, the responses of other jobs after/in addition to interpreter was slightly higher for
POC than non-POC (49% to 44%), and in Malaysia it was even higher (63% to 50%). In

Thailand the ratio was reversed, in that 50% of non-POC reported other job opportunities

compared to 38% of POC respondents. The numbers for Hong Kong and Turkey were all

non-POC, so a comparison was not possible. Finally, in the UK, only one of the five

respondents mentioned another job opportunity, but the response rate was too low to

generalize.

4.1.3.3. After CCIP Training, What Type of Organization did You Interpret

in the Most

Respondents were asked to indicate what kind of organization they interpreted in the most,

in the country where they took CCIP training. Their responses are presented in the Table

13.

Table 13: Organizations Where Respondents Interpreted the Most

Type of Organization Number % of all responses
For international agencies: UNHCR, IOM, RSC, etc. 58 38%
For legal aid NGOs, such as AMERA, RLAP, Asylum 43 28%
Access, SUAKA, BPSOS/CAP, etc."”
For social service NGOs, such as Saint Andrews, MSRI, 26 17%
JRS, NNREF, etc.
I did not serve as interpreter after CCIP training 12 8%
For health care NGOs, such as MSF, Caritas, Tzu Chi, etc. 12 8%
For community, family, or local CBOs 2 1%
Governmental departments 1 1%
Total 154 100%

15 See list of acronyms for organization names
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Over a third of the respondents (38%) reported interpreting in international agencies such
as UNHCR, IOM, and so on, and over a quarter (28%) reported interpreting in aid NGOs
that provided legal aid, such as AMERA, Asylum Access, and so on. Considering that the
international agencies in refugee aid provide legal protection services, and the legal aid
NGOs also focused on legal aid services, this suggests that almost two thirds of the

respondents (66%) interpreted in legal settings in refugee aid.

In addition, 17% of the respondents reported interpreting in NGOs that provided social
services aid, such as psychosocial services, referrals for financial, social, or educational
programming, and so on. It should be noted that some of the social services NGOs listed

also provided legal aid services within their programming.

Another 8% of the respondents reported interpreting in NGOs that provided medical or
healthcare services to refugees, such as Médecins sans Frontiéres (MSF), Caritas, and so
on. An additional 2% reported interpreting for community-based organizations (CBOs) or
governmental departments, and 8% reported that they did not interpret regularly after
taking CCIP training. Overall, the responses underscored a tendency for interpreting in

refugee aid to be closely associated with legal protection services to refugees.

4.1.3.4. If You Left the Country of CCIP Training, Where Are You Now?

Respondents were asked to indicate their current location, either still in the same country
as CCIP training, or if they had returned to their home country (or country of previous
habitual residence), or if they had moved on to a third country. Their responses are

presented in Appendix A.

Overall, 73% of all respondents reported that they continue to be in the same country
where they took CCIP training. Looking at this rate in detail by country, all of the
respondents from the UK and Turkey training locations reported still being in the same
country (100%). This was followed by the respondents in Thailand and Indonesia, of
whom 94% and 92% respectively reported being in the same country as where they took
CCIP training. For responses from Egypt, only 57% reported still being in the same

country.
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The highest number of respondents who reported now being in third country originally
took CCIP training in Egypt (37%). This was followed by 17% from Malaysia and 10%
from Hong Kong. The table breakdown of this question is in Appendix A.

Of the 31 respondents who have moved on to a third country post-CCIP training, 28 of
them moved on from Egypt, representing 90% of all who reported moving to a third
country. The third countries with the highest levels of CCIP graduates in them are the US
(39%), Canada (19%), and Australia (16%).

4.1.3.5. If You Have Moved to a Different Country, How Did You Travel

There?

For those respondents who indicated that they had traveled from the country where they
took CCIP training, either returning to their home country or traveling to a third country,
they were asked by what means they traveled there. Table 14 shows the responses for all
respondents who said they had traveled either to a third country (31) respondents or

returned to their previous home country (10 respondents).

Table 14: How Respondents Traveled Onward from the Country of CCIP Training

How did you travel there? Count % of responses
Official resettlement (through UNHCR, IOM, RSC, etc.) 19 46%
Country-specific immigration or sponsorship program 7 17%
Visa was not needed 7 17%
AVRR (Assisted Voluntary Return and Repatriation 2 5%
program)

Family reunification visa 2 5%
Prefer not to answer 2 5%

I had resident visa 1 2%
No answer 1 2%
Total 41 100%

Of the 31 respondents who had traveled away from the CCIP country of training, almost
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half (46%) reported traveling onward through official resettlement arranged through
UNHCR, IOM, and so on. An additional 17% traveled onward through immigration
programs specific to particular countries, and 5% did so through family reunification visa

programs.

Of the rest, 17% reported that a visa was not needed for their travel route (presumably
back to one’s home country), 5% reported traveling through a support program of AVRR,
2% reported having a resident visa for the country they traveled to, and another 2% did not

answer the question.

4.1.3.6. Years in Country Post-CCIP Training

Respondents indicated what year they left the country of CCIP training, if they had left it.
I then calculated their reported year of departure against their reported year of training, in
order to estimate the length of time that the individual was on the ground in the country of
training, and therefore available to provide trained interpreting services to the migrant and
refugee aid sector there. This was in order to have an idea of the extent to which the transit
country refugee aid sector “benefited” from the interpreter training, or whether these
training skills were being essentially siphoned off by onward migration or resettlement.

The calculations are presented in Appendix A, broken down by country of training.

Hong Kong and Turkey reflect high numbers of years in the country after training, in that
all the participants in those two countries were non-POC long-term residents of the
countries, who took CCIP training in 2010 and 2011. The same could be said for the
respondents in the UK training cohorts, and their years in country after training were

fewer because the training took place in 2016.

The Egypt cohort respondents had naturally the widest range of years on the ground post
training, but even here the response rate was biased toward the more recent training
cohorts. Fully 78% of the respondents had been in Cairo fewer than five years, only 22%
had been in Cairo six or more years. The tables in Appendix A included all respondents,

whether they were still in the country or had left.
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4.1.3.7. What is Your Current Job?

Respondents were asked what their job occupation was currently, and the reported
responses were coded and shown in Appendix A The data were also broken down
according to respondent’s indicated location, whether they were still in the same country
of CCIP training, or if they had moved on to a third country, or had returned to their

previous home country.

Of the respondents still in the same country as their CCIP training, 35% of them reported
interpreting work as their main job, 19% reporting working in NGOs in a capacity besides
interpreting, 16% reported working as teachers, 9% reported volunteering, and 10%

reported working in areas not related to migrant, asylum, and refugee sectors.

Of those responding from their locations in third countries, none reported interpreting as
their primary current job, 39% reported working in areas not related to migrant, asylum,
and refugee sectors, 29% reported in NGOs, and 16% reported that they were students or
studying.

Of those responding from their locations having returned to their home countries, none
reported interpreting as their primary current job, 30% reported working in NGOs, 30%
working as teachers, and 30% reported working in areas not related to migrant, asylum,

and refugee sectors.

Of the 17% of respondents who indicated work activities not specific to migrant, asylum,
and refugee sectors, there was a wide range of specific jobs mentioned from in the
resettled country: being elected as City Councillor, work as GIS technician, phlebotomist,
nurse, university professor, web developer, driver, and cashier. Jobs mentioned in the
same country as training included businessmen, marketing manager, and journalist. Those
who returned to their home countries mentioned jobs as salesman, consular officer, or

homemaker. The table breakdown of this question is in Appendix A.

4.1.3.8. How Much Do You Interpret These Days?
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Respondents were asked how much they interpret currently, regardless of whether it was
their primary work activity or whether it occurred within other work responsibilities or
other settings. Their responses are presented in Appendix A, broken down by their current

location.

For those respondents still located in the same country as CCIP training, a total of 65%
reported interpreting at least monthly (26% daily, 22% weekly, and 17% monthly). For
respondents located in third countries, 39% reported interpreting at least monthly (10%
daily, 10% weekly, and 19% monthly). For respondents located back in their home
countries, 40% reported interpreting at least monthly (20% daily and 20% monthly).

4.1.3.9. How Much Written Translation Do You Do These Days?

Respondents were asked how much written translation they were currently doing,
regardless of whether it was their primary work activity or whether it occurred within
other work responsibilities or other settings. Their responses are presented in Appendix A,

broken down by their current location.

For those respondents still located in the same country as CCIP training, a total of 41%
reported doing written translation at least monthly (9% daily, 10% weekly, and 22%
monthly). Another 36% reported doing written translation rarely to a few times a year, and

the final 23% reported not having the chance or need to do written translation.

For those respondents who returned to their home country, a total of 60% reported doing
written translation at least monthly (30% daily, 10% weekly, and 20% monthly). Another
20% reported doing written translation rarely to a few times a year, and the final 20%

reported not having the chance or need to do written translation.

For those respondents now located in a third country, a total of 9% reported doing written
translation at least monthly (0% daily, 3% weekly, and 6% monthly). Another 46%
reported doing written translation rarely to a few times a year, and the final 45% reported

not having the chance or need to do written translation.
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4.1.3.10. Additional Interpreting Training in the Time Since CCIP Course
Taken

In the survey, we also asked respondents about their access to additional interpreting
training in the time since they completed CCIP, and they were asked in a follow-up
question to make any remarks to further describe the additional training they received. The

responses are presented in Table 15 as well as in Appendix A.

Table 15: Access to Additional Interpreting Training

Yes, additional training received in # of yes % of yes % of all
this location: (n=21) (n=154)
in 3rd country 4 19% 3%
in same country 15 71% 10%
location unclear 2 10% 1%
total additional training 21 100% 14%

Of the 154 respondents, 21 (14% of total respondents) reported receiving additional
training specific to interpreting after completion of the CCIP foundation training. In their
descriptions of the additional trainings, the location of the additional training was usually

indicated, except in two responses where the location was unclear, as listed in Table 15.

Of the 21 responses reporting additional training, 71% of the additional training occurred
in the same country as where they had taken CCIP training, 19% occurred in the third
country where some had traveled onward to, and no one reported receiving additional

interpreting training after return to their home country.

Of the 21 responses indicating additional training received after CCIP foundation training
(whether in same or third country), 6 responses (29% of 21) described additional trainings
conducted either by CCIP trainers directly or in NGOs and agencies where CCIP
graduates themselves were in charge of the interpreting coordination and development in

the organization.

The data from this set of questions indicate that for 86% of the respondents, the CCIP

foundation training was the only interpreting training they had taken. The survey question
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asked for further details about the additional training received, and the responses indicated
that - even for those who had access to additional training (in same or third country) - 29%
of any additional training received was also from CCIP itself or from organizations in

which CCIP graduates coordinated the interpreters and interpreter development activities.

4.1.3.11. Did CCIP Certificate Help You Get a Job?

Respondents were asked whether they felt that having the CCIP certificate assisted them
in some way in accessing job opportunities in the country where they took training, and
when applicable, in another country that they may have moved on to. The responses are

presented in the Appendix A.

Of the 154 responses overall, 86 of them (56%) reported that their CCIP training helped
them get a job in the country where they took CCIP. However, when this number is
broken down across the different countries where respondents took training, there is some
variation. The highest rate of yes response was in the UK, where 80% of the respondents
reported that the CCIP training helped them access jobs there. However, this figure may
be an outlier, given the fact that the CCIP training in the UK was conducted specifically as
part of a program in a local refugee NGO designed to create interpreting jobs for refugees,
and so participants in that particular training cohort was part of a thorough and successful

job creation follow-up program.

The next highest rate of yes responses was from Egypt, where 68% of the respondents
reported that the CCIP training helped them access jobs there. This was followed by
Indonesia (46% yes), Malaysia (40% yes), and Thailand (39% yes). In Hong Kong, 33%
of the respondents there reported the CCIP training as helping them access jobs, and in
Turkey, both respondents indicated that the question was not applicable to their situation,
given that they took the training because they were already staff interpreters in the

international aid agency that hosted the CCIP training in the first place.

In general across all 154 respondents, 28 of them (18%) reported that the job access
question was not applicable to their situation, and 40 of them (26%) reported that the
CCIP did not help them access jobs. The limitation of this question is that I did not ask the



156

respondents whether they had been looking for jobs, nor whether they had presented their
CCIP certificate as part of their credentials in any job they may have applied for. This was
brought to my attention in some of the respondents’ remarks in a follow-up question about
jobs access, where one respondent specifically stated No because she had never presented
her CCIP certificate in a job application, and another applicant mentioned that they were

not seeking work, so the CCIP training did not apply to their circumstances.

Those who had moved to a different country were also asked whether the CCIP certificate
helped in attaining a job in the other country moved to, whether a third country or a return
to home country. Of the 41 respondents who had left the transit country where they had

taken CCIP training, their responses are presented in Appendix A.

Of the respondents who answered this question, the rate of Yes and No responses was
evenly split: 16 responded Yes and 16 responded No (39% each). Another 9 respondents
(22%) indicated that the question did not apply to their particular situation for one reason
or another. Of those who responded Yes, 13 were from the Egypt trainings, two from the
Hong Kong trainings, and one from the Thailand trainings. Of those who responded No,
12 were from the Egypt trainings, three were from the Indonesia trainings, and one was

from the Malaysia trainings.

4.1.3.12. Level of Risk, Threat, or Harm Experienced in Country of CCIP

Training

Respondents were presented a list of nine possible incidents of harm or risk and asked if
any of them had ever happened to them, and how many times. They were asked about the
same nine item list regarding the country of CCIP training, and also for the country moved
to for those who had left the country of CCIP training. This question was asked because
refugees in Egypt have frequently mentioned the challenges of living in the country in
terms of these types of risks, threats, and harms, and we wanted to know the extent to
which refugee interpreters also experienced these phenomena, given that refugee
interpreters were usually perceived to be less vulnerable than other refugees, due to their
language skills, education levels, social capital access to organizations, and professional

work settings.
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Another purpose of this set of questions was to compare risk and harm exposure in transit
countries versus third or home countries, and to get a sense of life conditions for refugee
interpreters in transit countries, to perhaps put into perspective their reflections on the
impact that CCIP had in their lives personally and professionally. The nine types of harm

or risk incidents that the respondents were asked if they had experienced are in Table 16.

Table 16: Incidents of Risk or Harm

Incidents of risk or harm

Harassed by local community

Harassed by migrant / refugee community

Harassed by local authorities

Physically threatened / attacked by local community

Physically threatened / attacked by migrant/refugee
community

Arrested / held in detention
Robbed on the street
Robbed in your flat / where you live

Evicted or kicked out of your flat / where you live

Table 17 contains the overall number of respondents reporting any one of the listed harm

incidents in the questions.

Table 17: Country Where Experienced Harm Incidents

Experienced one of insame  home country in 3rd
the harm incidents country n=9* country n=31
n=154

# % # % # %

yes 9 64% 2 22% 3 10%
no 55 36% 7 78% 28 90%

Note. 1 of the 10 returnees did not answer this question
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For all of the respondents while in the same country where they took CCIP training
(n=154), 64% indicated that they had experienced at least one or more of the harm
incidents listed in the question, and 36% reported not experiencing any of the harm
incidents listed. For those respondents who returned to their country of origin after CCIP
training (n=9'°), 22% reported experiencing at least one of the harm incidents after
returning to their country of origin, and 78% reported not experiencing any of the harm
incidents. For those respondents who had moved on to a third country after CCIP training
(n=31), 10% reported experiencing at least one of the harm incidents while in the third

country, and 90% reported experiencing none of the harm incidents in the third country.
Table 18 shows response rates broken down for each harm incident asked about in the
survey. The complete tables for each harm incident, broken down by the number of times

experienced by the respondent, are listed in Appendix A.

Table 18: Response Rate for Harm Incidents

% POC respondents /

location 95% 89% 89% 80% 60% 0% 0%
Indonesia  Thailand Egypt Malaysia UK Hong Kong  Turkey

1 or more times

Harassed by local community 9 24% 8 44% 48 63% 5 50% 1 20% 1 17% 0 0%

Harassed by migrant / 7 19% 4 22% 28 37% 1 10% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

refugee community

Harassed by local authorities 9 24% 9 50% 35 46% 8 80% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

Physically threatened / 3 8% 4 22% 37 49% 5 50% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

attacked by local community

Physically threatened / 4 11% 2 11% 22 29% 2 20% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

attacked by migrant / refugee

community

Arrested / held in detention 4 11% 7 39% 16 21% 3 30% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

Robbed on the street 3 8% 3 17% 41 54% 9 90% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

Robbed in your flat / where 4 11% 5 28% 26 34% 5 50% 1 20 0 0% 0 0%

you live

Evicted or kicked out of your 4 11% 5 28% 23 30% 2 20% 1 20% O 0% O 0%

flat / where you live

16 1 of the 10 returnees did not provide a response to this question.
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The respondents located in Egypt, Thailand, Malaysia, and Indonesia reported the highest

levels of harm incidents. These four countries were also the ones where a higher

percentage of the respondents were POC receiving international protection —Egypt 89% of

respondents were POC; Thailand 89% of respondents were POC; Malaysia 80% were

POC; and Indonesia 95% were POC. In most cases, when comparing the responses from

these four countries, respondents from Indonesia tended to report slightly lower levels of

harm incidents than those from the other three countries. The highest reports of harm

incidents were split between Egypt and Malaysia (each having four of the highest

reporting levels), with the exception of reports of arrest and detention, which were the

highest in Thailand:

1.

Reports of harassment by the local community were highest in Egypt (63%),
followed by Malaysia (50%) and Thailand (44%).

Reports of harassment by the migrant and refugee community were highest in
Egypt (37%) followed by Thailand (22%) and Indonesia (19%).

Reports of harassment by local authorities were highest in Malaysia (80%),
followed by Thailand (50%) and Egypt (46%).

Reports of physical threats and attacks by the local community were highest in
Malaysia (50%) and Egypt (49%), followed by Thailand (22%).

Reports of physical threats or attacks by the migrant and refugee community were
highest in Egypt (29%) followed by Malaysia (20%).

Reports of being arrested and held in detention were highest in Thailand (39%),
followed by Malaysia (30%) and Egypt (21%).

Reports of being robbed in the street were highest in Malaysia (90%), followed by
Egypt (54%) and then Thailand (17%).

Reports of being robbed in one’s home were highest in Malaysia (50%), followed
by Egypt (34%) and Thailand (28%).

Reports of being evicted from one’s home at some point were highest in Egypt

(30%) and Thailand (28%) followed by Malaysia (20%) and the UK (20%).

Of the respondents in the UK (60% POC), 20% reported being harassed by the local

community, 20% robbed in their homes, and 20% had been evicted or kicked out of their
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homes at some point, but no respondent in the UK reported any of the other harm
incidents happening to them. In Hong Kong (0% POC refugees, but all were immigrants),
17% reported being harassed by the local community, but no other respondent in Hong
Kong reported any of the other harm incidents happening to them. In Turkey, (0% POC
refugees, all were either immigrants or nationals of Turkey) no respondent reported any

harm incident happening to them.

4.1.3.12.1. Reference Comparison of Similar Data from Sudanese Refugee Study
in Egypt

As mentioned in the method section of Chapter 3, this set of questions regarding incidents
of risk or harm were adapted from a previous study conducted jointly between AUC’s
Center for Migration and Refugee Studies and the Feinstein International Center of Tufts
University, of which I was part of the research team. That study examined remittances
strategies of Sudanese refugees living in Egypt. Its research method included a survey, and
a similar question of risk or harm incidents was part of that survey. The remittances study
received 565 responses to the survey, and that question. Figure 16 shows the responses as

published in the CMRS study report.

Figure 16: Harm or Risk Reports from Jacobsen et al., 2012

Have you or your family experienced any of the | % saying yes (M-
following in the past year? 565)

1 | Did not have enough to pay the rent B5%

2 | Harassment from authorities 24%

3 | Arrested or detained by police 18%

4 | Harassment from local community B2.5%

5 | Robbery 35.6%

& | Physical assault 35.9%

7 | denied or unable to pay for health services 2B%

& | couldn’t send children to school 3%

The question was adapted to be slightly different in the survey of CCIP graduates, in that

the Sudanese remittances survey asked about incidents occurring in the year prior to the
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survey, and the CCIP survey asked about occurrence at any time in the respondent’s time
in Egypt. This was because the CCIP survey participants lived in Egypt at different times
between 2002 and 2018, not all of them were in Egypt at the same time. The remittances
survey sampled only Sudanese in Egypt, and the CCIP survey included refugees
originating from multiple countries in addition to Sudan, though most respondents located
in Egypt were from countries in the eastern part of Africa. The remittance survey question
also asked if the incident had occurred to the respondent or anyone in their family, and the

CCIP survey only asked if the incident had happened to the respondent.

The two survey questions also differed in level of detail differentiation in some harm
incidents, in terms of whether the incident was done by the host community or to the
migrant/refugee community. The CCIP survey differentiated out in more detail these
factors in terms of harassment, physical assault, and location of robbery, and the
remittances survey did so less. The Sudanese remittances study, on the other hand,
included other economic-related risk incidents that the CCIP survey did not include. For
those harm incidents included in both surveys, a breakdown comparison of the responses

is in Table 19.

Table 19: Comparison of Responses between this Study and Sudanese Remittances
Study

CCIP graduates in Sudanese refugees in
Egypt, refugees from Egypt in Remittances
1 or more times multiple countries, study 2009-2012
2002-2018
Harassed by local community 63% 82.5%
Harassed by migrant / refugee 37% (not asked)
community
Harassed by local authorities 46% 24%
Physically threatened / attacked by 49%
local community 35.9%
Physically threatened / attacked by 29% (not differentiated by who)
migrant / refugee community
Arrested / held in detention 21% 18%

Robbed on the street 54% 39.6%
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Robbed in your flat / where you live 34% (not differentiated by
where)
Evicted or kicked out of your flat / 30% (not asked)

where you live

Respondents from both surveys reported generally high rates of risk and harm incidents,
although some response rates for harm incidents differed somewhat. For example, the
remittance survey respondents reported much higher rates of harassment by the local
community (82.5% versus 63%). Although exact reasons for this difference may be due to
many factors, one factor of note is that the remittances study respondents were 49%
female, and the CCIP survey respondents were 25% female. Female sexual harassment in
Egypt is notorious, and the higher rates of reported harassment from the remittances
survey may be reflecting the experiences of the higher proportion of respondents in that
survey that were female. However, even with some gendered variation in rates of reported
harm incidents, overall rates of harassment, assault, arrest, detention, robbery were high,
especially when compared to the experiences of CCIP graduates in countries where fewer

of the respondents were refugees.

4.1.3.13. Incidents Due to Your Interpreting

Respondents were asked to indicate if the incidents were related to their interpreting, and

20 respondents indicated Yes, indicated in Table 20.

Table 20: Responses of Harm Incidents Due to Interpreting

% POC 95% 89% 89% 80% 60% 0% 0% Total
Location Indonesia Thailand  Egypt Malaysia UK Hong Turkey

Kong
Yes count 2 2 15 1 0 0 0 20
n per 37 18 76 10 5 6 2
country 154
Yesas % of 5% 11% 20% 10% 0% 0% 0% 13%
n per
country

All of the respondents who reported Yes had done CCIP training in Indonesia, Thailand,
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Egypt, and Malaysia. No respondent from the UK, Hong Kong, or Turkey reported Yes.
Of the 20 Yes responses, 75% (15 of 20) of them were from the Egypt cohorts, even
though respondents from the Egypt training cohorts accounted for 49% of the survey

respondents.

4.1.3.14. If Yes, What Makes You Believe It Was Due to Your Interpreting?

Of the 20 respondents who answered that the risk/harm incident was owing to their
interpreting, 16 of them also answered the follow-up question to provide further context to
their answer. Their follow-up responses are in Appendix A, and in all but one of them, the
respondents explained that their interpreting activities had placed them at risk of harm

from other members of the refugee community itself.

The one exception to this was a response describing the risk of arrest and detention they
faced because their interpreting activities had them out in public spaces where local
authorities could detain them, which can happen in the countries in this study that were not
signatories to the 1951 Refugee Convention and that considered all refugees to be illegal
migrants. In similar instances, in two different cohort years of CCIP training in Thailand,
two of the interpreter graduates were caught up in police raids of immigrant spaces and
arrested. One was detained for less than a week, but the other one was detained for over
nine months, until voluntarily returning to his country of origin became his only option for
getting out of detention, regardless of whether he would have faced harm of persecution in
his home country upon return. This longer detention occurred in 2016, during a period
when the bail money arrangements to get immigrants out of detention had been suspended,
in spite of the international refugee agencies and organizations’ best efforts and advocacy

to get them released.

4.1.3.15. Level of Risk, Threat, or Harm Experienced in Country Moved to
After CCIP

As a comparison, the same questions regarding risk, threat, or harm were asked regarding
experiences in the countries that any respondents had moved to after the country of CCIP

training, whether a third country or back to their previous home country (or country of
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previous habitual residence).

Table 21 includes the responses for those who returned to their home country (or country
of previous habitual residence), which for these respondents are the following countries:
Sudan, Saudi Arabia'’, Pakistan, Somalia, and Afghanistan. There were ten respondents
who reported having returned to these countries, and nine of those answered this question

(n=9).

Table 21: Harm or Risk Experienced After Returning to Home Country

Risk 1 or more %
times

Harassed by local community 1 11%
Harassed by migrant / refugee community 0 0%
Harassed by local authorities 2 22%
Physically threatened / attacked by local community 2 22%
Physically threatened / attacked by migrant/refugee 1 11%
community

Arrested / held in detention 1 11%
Robbed on the street 0 0%
Robbed in your flat / where you live 1 11%
Evicted or kicked out of your flat / where you live 0 0%

Note. n=9. One of the 10 returnees did not answer this question.

Among these respondents who had returned back to their home country or previous
country of habitual residence, 11% reported being harassed by the local community, 22%
reported harassment by local authorities one or more times, and 22% reported being
physically threatened or attacked by the local community. An additional 11% reported
being physically threatened or attacked by the migrant or refugee community, being

arrested or held in detention, and being robbed in their home.

Of the nine respondents who answered this question, five identified as non-POC and four

identified as POC, having previously approached UNHCR for international protection

17 Although no respondents were of Saudi Arabian nationality, one respondent reported that their country of previous habitual
residence was Saudi Arabia, and they had returned there at some point after CCIP training.
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claim in the country where they had taken CCIP training. Of the five non-POC, one of the
five (20%) reported repeated incidences of harm or risk happening to them after returning
to their previous country of residence. Of the four who had returned home but who had
identified as POC in the transit country, one of the four (25%) reported repeated incidents
of harm or risk happening them after returning to their home country. The types of harm

or risk that these two respondents reported in the survey are shown in Table 22.

Table 22: Number of Harm Incidents After Returning to Home Country

Harm or risk POC returned to home  non-POC returned to a country of
experienced country previous habitual residence
Harassed by local more than 5 times
community

Harassed by local 1 time more than 5 times
authorities

Physically 2-3 times more than 5 times

threatened / attacked
by local community

Arrested / held in 2-3 times
detention
Robbed in your flat / 1 time

where you live

The POC respondent (female) reported being physically threatened or attacked by the
local community two or more times and being harassed by the local authorities one time.
The other respondent was not a POC (male) but was a migrant who returned to his country
of previous habitual residence, which was not the country of his ethnicity. He reported
being harassed by the local community, by local authorities, and being physically
threatened or attacked by the local community, each one more than five times. In addition,
he reported being arrested or held in detention two or three times and being robbed in his
home one time. I point this out to underscore the fact that, while it may appear that on the
surface that only two out of nine returnees reported experiencing the harm incidents listed
in the survey questions, the two that did experience harms did so in high levels, they were

not one-off incidents.
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It is also important to view these responses within the limited scope of the survey
question. The question was not designed to screen for experiences of persecution based on
grounds in the 1951 refugee definition. It is possible that others respondents may have
experienced other harm or human rights violations that would fall under the refugee
definition and persecution nexus grounds, but those experiences were not captured by this
survey question. Further, the sample size of respondents is too small (9 responses) to
generalize about the overall safety of conditions in the countries of origin for refugees and
asylum-seekers who may choose to return home. The responses to this limited survey
question should not be misconstrued to give a blanket impression that it was safe for

refugees and asylum-seekers to return home.

Respondents who had traveled to third countries were also asked to answer the same risk /
harm incident questions about their experiences in the third country. For this question,
there were 31 responses from the following third countries: Australia, Belgium, Canada,
the US, Northern Ireland and the UK, Germany, and Norway. Their answers are presented

in Table 23 (n=31).

Table 23: Harm or Risk Experienced in Third Country

1 or more %
times

Harassed by local community 3 10%
Harassed by migrant / refugee community 1 3%
Harassed by local authorities 0 0%
Physically threatened / attacked by local community 0 0%
Physically threatened / attacked by migrant/refugee 0 0%
community

Arrested / held in detention 0 0%
Robbed on the street 0 0%
Robbed in your flat / where you live 0 0%
Evicted or kicked out of your flat / where you live 1 3%

Note. n = 31
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In this set of respondents who had moved to third countries, none reported incidents of
harm or risk except in three areas. Ten percent (three of the 31) reported being harassed by
the local community; 3% (one respondent) reported being harassed by the migrant or
refugee community, and 3% (one respondent) reported having been evicted or kicked out
of their home at some point. None of the respondents in third or home countries reported

that any of the incidents had occurred as a result of their interpreting.

4.1.3.16. Number of CCIP Colleagues You Are Currently in Touch With

Respondents were asked to indicate how many CCIP colleagues they remained in contact
with, whether from the same CCIP cohort as them or CCIP trainees from different years.
The responses are presented in Table 24, with data broken down according to the current

location of the respondent.

Table 24: Number of CCIP Colleagues in Contact With

Number of colleagues 3rd country  same country home country total

1-4 19 61% 36 32% 5 50% 60 39%
5-10 6 19% 27 24% 4 40% 37 24%
11-15 2 6% 14 12% 16 10%
16-20 1 3% 3 3% 4 3%
More than 20 3 10% 10 9% 13 8%

I am not sure 11 10% 11 7%
Zero / none 12 11% 1 10% 13 8%
total 31 100% 113 100% 10 100% 154 100%

For respondents still in the transit country of training, 56% reported remaining in contact
with 1-10 CCIP colleagues (1-4, 32% and 5-10, 24%). For respondents in third countries,
the rates reporting contact with 1-10 CCIP graduates was 80% (1-4, 61% and 5-10, 19%)).
For those in returned home countries, 90% reported remaining in contact with 1-10 CCIP

colleagues (1-4, 50% and 5-10, 40%)

However, for those in the same transit country, 15% remained in contact with 11-20

colleagues, and 9% remained in contact with more than 20 CCIP colleagues. For those in
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third countries, 9% remained in contact with 11-20 CCIP colleagues, and 10% remained in
contact with more than 20 CCIP colleagues. For those returned to home countries, none

reported being in contact with 11 to 20 or more colleagues.

For those in transit countries, 11% reported zero contact with CCIP colleagues. In third
countries, no one reported zero contact with CCIP colleagues. In home countries, one

reported zero contact with CCIP colleagues.

4.1.3.17. Locations of the CCIP Colleagues That You Are in Touch With

Respondents were asked to indicate the locations of those CCIP colleagues that they are in
contact with, to get a sense of the directionality of the social networks, i.e., were the
contacts all back and forth to the transit country, or across to the third countries, or other

communication configurations.

Overall, respondents reported being in contact with CCIP colleagues in the following

response counts shown in Table 25:

Table 25: Location of CCIP Colleagues in Contact With

CCIP colleagues who are now located in

Respondents who are now 3rd same home country ~ Total
located in country country contacts
3rd country (n=31) 26 20 6 52

same country (n=113) 32 67 10 109
home country (n=10) 5 8 4 17
Total contact activity 63 95 20 178

Table 26 presents the same data but calculated by percent of overall contact activity (# of

contacts / total contact activity of 178).

Table 26: Location of CCIP Colleagues Shown as Percentage

CCIP colleagues who are now located in
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Respondents who are now 3rd country same home Total contacts
located in country country

3rd country (n=31) 15% 11% 3% 29%

same country (n=113) 18% 38% 6% 61%

home country (n=10) 3% 4% 2% 10%

Total contact activity 35% 53% 11% 100%

The majority of contacts occurred among colleagues within the same country of training
(38%), followed by contact rates between those in third countries and the transit country
(18%), and contacts among colleagues third country to third country (15%). The lowest
levels of contact were reported by those who had returned to their home countries, varying

from 3-6%.

4.1.3.18. How Do You Stay in Touch with These CCIP Colleagues?

Respondents were asked what mechanisms the respondents used to stay in touch with
CCIP interpreter colleagues. Respondents were allowed to select as many of the
communication mechanisms as applied to them, so various respondents mentioned more

than one means for staying in touch. The table of these responses is in Appendix A.

Not surprisingly, Facebook was reported as a significant means of communication and
contact, with 69% of the 154 respondents citing it as a means of maintaining
communication with other CCIP colleagues. Facebook was followed by phone messaging
apps such as IMO, Viber, and WhatsApp, with 57% reporting using one of these to
communicate with CCIP colleagues. A bit over half (51%) reported maintaining contact
with CCIP colleagues face-to-face in-person. Lower levels of contact mechanisms
reported were by telephone (39%), email (24%), Instagram (20%), and finally Twitter and
Skype were only cited by 5% of the respondents.

The 154 respondents reported, on average, using 2.7 different kinds of communication
mechanisms to stay in touch with each other (for example: Facebook, along with

WhatsApp, along with in-person contact).
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4.1.3.19. What is Your Education Level Now?

Respondents were asked about their level of education now, in order to compare it with
the level they had during CCIP training and to get a sense of the extent to which CCIP
participants went on to further their education or not. Table 27 shows the comparison of

changes in education level since time of training.

Table 27: Current Education Level Now

Highest education level now # % Highest education level at time # %
of CCIP training

PhD (completed or partial) 7 5% PhD (completed or partial) 4 3%

Master Degree (completed or partial) 24 16%  Master Degree (completed or 14 9%
partial)

Post-graduate diploma 2 1% Post-graduate diploma 0 0%

Bachelor degree (completed or partial) 77 | 50% | Bachelor degree (completed or 84  55%

partial)
Vocational courses 11 7% Vocational courses 9 6%
High School (completed or partial) 30 19%  High School (completed or 40  26%
partial)
No formal education 3 2% No formal education 3 2%
Total 154  100% = Total 154  100%

The table indicates that 10 individuals furthered their education past the high school level,
seven moved past the university level, and additional 12 moved to the master’s degree
level, and an additional three moved to the PhD level. In general, CCIP graduates tended
to be educated to university or graduate school level (67% university bachelor’s degree
level or higher, at time of training), and continued their education after training (72%

university bachelor’s degree level or higher, at time of survey response).

4.1.4. Views of Future

4.1.4.1. Interest in Interpreting Activities in the Future
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Respondents were asked about their interest level in a series of potential future
interpreting and translation related activities. The purpose of this question was to gage
their continued interest level in interpreting and translation as a field of practice or
possible career, bearing in mind that the majority of refugee interpreters in transit
countries did not focus on interpreting as a career or education before beginning working
as interpreters in refugee field aid NGOs in the transit country. The respondents were
given the opportunity to indicate as many areas as interested them, and were not restricted

to only selecting one. Their responses are in Table 28.

Table 28: Interest in Interpreting Activities in the Future

What activities would you personally be motivated to do in the future? Yes % of

n=154
Work with colleagues to improve / expand online glossaries and 110 71%
dictionaries in refugee languages (for example: improving Google
Translate in your language, or other online dictionaries, etc)
Study additional advanced courses in community interpreting 100  65%
Training of interpreter trainers for migrant/refugee context in 97  63%

DESTINATION / RESETTLEMENT countries

Training of interpreter trainers for migrant/refugee context in TRANSIT 92  60%
countries

Work full-time as an interpreter (freelance, in an organization, or through 92  60%

an agency)

Study for a degree in conference interpreting in your language 80  52%
Work full-time as a written translator (freelance, in an organization, or 75 49%
through an agency)

I am not interested to do anything with interpreting now 11 7%

I am not interested to do anything with refugee/migrant issues now 8 5%
average number of topics of interest mentioned per respondent 4,3  topics

In the above table, respondents were able to indicate their interest in as many activities as
they would like, so the percentages add up to more than 100%. The activity that garnered
the highest interest (71% responding Yes) was that of working with colleagues to improve
glossaries and dictionaries in refugee languages. This was followed by high interest in

additional advanced community interpreting courses (65%). A total of 63% of the
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respondents indicated interest in participating in training for interpreter trainers for refugee
context in destination or resettlement countries, and 60% expressed interest for the same
but located in transit countries. In addition 60% expressed interest in working as a full-
time interpreter, 52% expressed interest in studying for a degree in conference
interpreting, and 49% expressed interest in working as a full-time written translator. Only
7% responded that they were not interested to do anything with interpreting now, and only
5% responded that they were not interested to do anything with migrant or refugee issues
now.
4.1.4.2. What Are Your Goals or Plans for Your Life Over the Next S To 10

Years?

Respondents were asked about their life goals and plans over the next five to 10 years. The
question was formatted in the survey such that respondents could write in whatever open-

ended text response that they liked. A total of 112 respondents answered this question.

I conducted a content analysis of the responses to identify similarities among the
comments and organize them into common topic areas and categories. I identified 174

goals and plans mentioned by the 112 individuals who responded to this question.

The full list of 112 responses is listed in Appendix A. From the responses, which could list
more than one goal per response, over half (56%) mentioned goals related to work or jobs.
Of these, 27% mentioned a specific job goal that was in addition to or other than
interpreting. Some mentioned working with computers, as surveyors, as registered nurses,
as business owners, and so on. An additional 10% mentioned work in general without
specifics. Also, 18% specifically mentioned a goal to work professionally as an interpreter
in the future, whether as a full-time job or in combination with other career plans, and 1%

simply mentioned a goal to make money.

Fully a third mentioned education in their future goals (17% specifically mentioning post-
graduate PhD or master’s degrees, and 16% mentioning further study in general terms),
and 7% mentioned specifically studies in translation or interpreting. A quarter of the
responses mentioned service or advocacy in their future plans. Specifically 16% referred

to plans to serve the community, 6% mentioned plans to advocate for refugee rights in the
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future, and 3% mentioned future plans to volunteer in a social setting.

In terms of general life plans, 8% mentioned goals to be resettled to third country, 6%
mentioned plans to build a better life, 3% specifically mentioned goals to be safe and live
in dignity, another 3% mentioned goals to be able to travel and move about freely, and 3%
mentioned future plans to marry and have a family. Two percent of the responses included
mention of adding languages, 1% mentioned plans to build their vocabulary, and 6%
stated that their plans were limited by their situation and they had no hope for future plans

due to the refugee situation.

4.1.4.3. What Device Used to Fill the Survey

Respondents were asked what kind of device they used to fill the survey, a laptop
computer, desktop computer, mobile smart-phone, tablet, etc. The reason for this question
was to get a sense of what kind of technical mediums the respondents used for the survey,
so to bear this in mind when preparing future online communication and interaction tools.

The table breakdown of this question is in Appendix A.

The respondents tended to use their smart-phones or mobile phones (55%) to access the
survey and to fill it out. Those mentioning responding to the survey via laptop computer

were 29% and via desktop computer were 11%.

This question was interesting in the research because it (a) helped give a sense of how
communication works with the target group - if everyone accesses things via their mobile,
then it would be important to bear this in mind when designing applications, surveys,
websites, and so on; and (b) it helped me as researcher to understand the context of some
of the typographical errors in the responses, which seemed in keeping with the type of
typos that occur when typing on a small screen of a phone and/or with the help (or
interference) of mobile phones’ auto-correct spelling features. For this reason, most of the
time I have corrected typos as needed for clarity when quoting the respondents’ answers in

the survey, to avoid confusion and for smoothness of reading.
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4.1.5. Reflections on Training Impact

In this section, I present the analysis of the responses regarding the training’s impact on
the graduates. The survey in this section contained two Likert scale questions and five
open-ended questions, in which respondents could write as much response as they wanted.
The open-ended questions were not mandatory to answer, so the response rate for each
one varied. Because the questions were open-ended and respondents were asked to write
out their responses without multiple-choice prompts, they were able to bring up topics and
thematic areas as they liked in each question. The purpose of this was so to not “lead”

respondents to give particular responses or comments. The questions were:

o  Q28: When you think about your experience in CCIP training, please describe
anything that has left a particular impact on you over time, be it personal, social, or
professional.

O Q46: To what extent do you feel like the CCIP training helped you to access other
opportunities for career or study or leadership development?

0 Q47: Follow up question to Q46 regarding career/study/leadership development
opportunities: Please comment more about this, if you would like

O Q48: To what extent did taking the CCIP training give you the opportunity for any
of the following things (list of items, see below)

0 Q49: Follow up question to Q48 regarding other skills development: Anything else
(positive or negative), in addition to the above? Please comment.

O Q50: Please comment on any way in which the CCIP training affected your
general life in the country where you took the training (Egypt, Indonesia,
Malaysia, Thailand, etc.)

0 Q61: Any advice for future interpreters working in the migrant and refugee aid

organizations in transit countries?

I present the findings from the two Likert scale questions below (Q46 and Q48), followed

by a presentation of the thematic analysis of the other open-ended questions.
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4.1.5.1. Extent of Professional and Leadership Development from CCIP

Training

Respondents were asked about seven different aspects of professional and leadership
growth aspects that CCIP trainers hoped would result from CCIP training, in order to gain
the graduates’ impressions on the extent to which they felt they had grown from CCIP
training. Respondents were asked to answer on a Likert scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being “not
at all helpful” and 5 being “extremely helpful!” The overall mean ranking score for each

area is ranked in Table 29, from highest to lowest score.

Table 29: Level of Professional and Leadership Development from CCIP Training

Helpful in this area Extremely Very Total
Positive
Increase your confidence in yourself 30% 61% 91%
Increase professional respect you receive from 26% 58% 84%
others
Strengthen your assertiveness to advocate for 31% 53% 84%

proper interpreting roles and ethics in the
organizations

Sharpen your analytical and critical thinking skills 27% 60% 88%

for ethical problem solving

Improve your linguistic analysis skills of 35% 52% 87%
ENGLISH

Improve your linguistic analysis skills of your 26% 55% 81%
NATIVE language(s)

Open the door to other professional opportunities 21% 47% 69%

for you beyond interpreting

Of this list of development areas from training, self-confidence, critical thinking for

ethical problem solving, and linguistic analysis skills in English scored the highest.
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Ninety-one percent of the respondents indicated that CCIP training was extremely (30%)
or very (61%) helpful increasing their confidence in themselves. Eighty-eight percent
indicated that the training had been extremely (27%) or very (60%) helpful in sharpening
their analytical and critical thinking skills for ethical problem solving. Another 87%
indicated that the training had been extremely (26%) or very (55%) helpful in improving

their linguistic analysis skills in English.

In terms of increasing respect from other colleagues, 84% indicated that the training had
been extremely (26%) or very (58%) helpful. Also, for the area of strengthening
assertiveness to advocate for proper interpreting roles and ethics in the organizations, 84%

indicated that the training had been extremely (31%) or very (53%) helpful.

Another 81% indicated that the training had been extremely (26%) or very (55%) helpful
in improving their linguistic analysis skills of their native languages. Finally, a little over
two-thirds (69%) indicated that the training had been extremely (21%) or very (47%)

helpful in opening doors to other professional opportunities beyond interpreting.

4.1.5.2. Extent to Which CCIP Helpful in Accessing Career, Study, Or
Leadership Development Opportunities

Respondents were asked about the extent to which they felt that taking the CCIP training
was helpful to them to access other opportunities related to career or study, in general,
without specifying if in the country of training or elsewhere. Respondents were asked to
answer on a Likert scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being “not at all helpful” and 5 being “extremely

helpful!” The table breakdown of this question is in Appendix A and Table 30.

Table 30: Extent to Which CCIP Training was Helpful to Access Other
Opportunities

Extremely Very Tally
Indonesia 12 32% 9 24% 57%
Thailand 4 22% 9  50% 72%
Egypt 22 29% 28 37% 66%

Malaysia 2 20% 4 40% 60%
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UK 3 60% 60%
Hong 1 17% 2 33% 50%
Kong

Turkey 1 50%  50%
Total 44 29% 53  34% 63%

In summary, 63% of the respondents felt that taking CCIP training was either extremely
helpful (29%) or very helpful (34%) in accessing further career, study, or leadership
development opportunities. The respondents from Thailand reported the highest level of
helpfulness (72%), followed by Egypt (66%), Malaysia and the UK (60%), and Indonesia
(57%).

4.1.5.2.1. Thematic Analysis from Open-Ended Questions

To analyse the free-writing responses to the open-ended questions, I followed a thematic
analysis process as laid out by Braun and Clarke ( 2006), which I also used in analysing
the in-depth interview data of this study. A full description of the thematic analysis

process used is presented in the Chapter 3 methods section of this study.

I first analysed the responses for each open-ended question separately to identify thematic
topics within each discrete set of question responses. That write-up can be found in
Appendix A. Then I re-analyzed all the question responses as a single data set, to identify
thematic topics running across more than one set of question responses. In doing this, |
identified these six thematic topics running between, through, and across the responses to

the open-ended questions:

1. Reflections on training contents
Reflections on training process
Personal impact from training
Professional impact from training

Social impact from training

A

Contextual impact from training

Below, I describe each theme and provide illustrative examples from the responses in the
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survey.

4.1.5.3. Training Itself

The survey asked for respondents’ current impressions concerning 12 areas of the CCIP
training curriculum, looking back on it over the years since training. Respondents were
asked to answer on a Likert scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being “not at all helpful” and 5 being
“extremely helpful!” The full table of responses is in Appendix A, and the tally of positive

responses of “extremely helpful” and “very helpful” are presented in Table 31.

Table 31: Extent of Helpfulness of CCIP Curriculum Components

Area of Training Curriculum Extremely Very Total
1) Interpreter Professional Ethics 44% 49% 93%
a) Interpreter Theory & Cognitive Skills Building 38% 55% 93%
g) Role Plays and Practical Sessions 42% 49% 91%
b) Rules and Protocols of Behaviour in Session 37% 53% 90%
d) Glossary Building 33% 56% 89%
c¢) Linguistic Analysis and Translation Equivalence 36% 49% 85%
1) Group energizers and warm-up games 37% 48% 85%
j) Balancing interpreter role with community 29% 54% 83%
expectations

k) Cultural sharing activities in class 28% 51% 79%
h) Emotional Self-Care for Interpreters and Aid 33% 45% 78%
Workers

e) Presentations on International Refugee Law 27% 51% 78%
f) Presentations on Healthcare, Counseling, Mental 28% 43% 71%

Health, SGBV

A total of 93% of the respondents rated the curriculum area of interpreter professional
ethics as being extremely (44%) or very (49%) helpful, and also 93% rated the area of
expertise interpreter theory and cognitive skills building as being extremely (38%) or very

(55%) helpful.
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The next highest ranked components were the role plays and practical sessions at 91%
being rated extremely (42%) or very (49%) helpful, and the sections on rules and
protocols of behaviour in session at 90% being extremely (37%) or very (53%) helpful.

The area of glossary building received a rating of 89% being extremely (33%) or very
(56%) helpful, and the linguistic analysis and translation equivalences sections of training

received a rating of 85% being extremely (36%) or very (49%) helpful.

The curriculum areas of warm-up games and group energizers were rated as being 85%
helpful (extremely 37%, very 48%), and the section dealing with balancing interpreter role

and community expectations was rated as being 82% helpful (extremely 29%, very 54%).

The activities of cultural sharing were rated as being 79% helpful (extremely 28%, very
51%), and the area addressing emotional self-care for interpreters and aid workers was

rated as being 78% helpful (extremely 33%, very 45%).

Finally, the presentations on international refugee law were rated as being 78% extremely
(27%) or very (51%) helpful, and the presentations on healthcare, mental health
counseling, and SGBV were rated as being 71% extremely (28%) or very (43%) helpful.

4.1.5.3.1. Training Contents

Table 32: Reflections on Training Contents

Reflections on Training Contents Q28 Q47 Q49 Q50 Q61 Totals
Techniques: Cognitive skills building, Consecutive 18

Note-taking, Simultaneous 18
Procedures in session 17 17
Ethics 15 15
Glossary building and Linguistic analysis 9 9
Role boundaries 8 8
Self-care, resilience under emotional load 5 5

Totals 72
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Note. 72 = 21% of 338 responses

Table 32 shows the reflections on training contents. Eighteen responses included mention
of interpreting techniques such as consecutive, simultaneous, note-taking, and cognitive
skills building for interpreting. One respondent shared this recollection about his attempt
to perform a long consecutive speech using notes, which he had originally thought that he
would be unable to do, “Making notes while interpreting long speeches as we watched an
example in a movie for a female interpreter in a press conference for Almaliki and Obama,
and it just looks impossible for me to act like that, but I was picked by Alice and I did it
perfectly.” (Male, Arabic, Indonesia 2018, same country)

Another respondent recalled his memory of trying to do simultaneous interpreting for the
first time in class, “Simultaneously interpreting it was very hard, I remember I totally

blacked out.” (Male, Hazaragi, Indonesia 2017, same country)

Various respondents mentioned their memories of the cognitive skills building games and
exercises done in class to increase the capacity of interpreters’ memory cache and ability
for rapid mental recall. One respondent summed up his impressions of this part of the
training by simply responding, “I love cognitive skills building.” (Male, Burmese

languages, Malaysia 2015, same country)

Procedures in Session

Seventeen responses included mention of the procedures that interpreters followed in an
interpreted session. For example, one respondent wrote, “I apply the training [topics]
covering on seating position, specific narration in the victim's own language, convey
emotional tone of the victim, to preserve accuracy and to correct errors on a regular basis

& maintain linguistic standard.” (Male, Tamil/Sinhalese, Hong Kong 2011, same country)

Another respondent recalled the following as impo