ABSTRACT

HERNANDEZ, JESSICA ANN. Training to Work with Interpreters in U.S. School Psychology
Graduate Programs. (Under the direction of Dr. Kate Norwalk).

An increasing number of English language learners (ELLs) are entering the U.S.
education system. Despite this, surveys of practicing psychologists conducting assessments with
ELLs indicate a lack of knowledge and training in the use of interpreters (O’Bryon & Rogers,
2010), which has led to invalid assessment results, erroneous conclusions, and
disproportionalities of ELLs in special education (Vega et al., 2016). Utilizing survey
methodology, this study examined school psychology graduate students’ training in and
preparedness to work with interpreters, as well as their knowledge of best practices in the use of
interpreters. Current graduate students and interns enrolled in school psychology master’s,
specialist, and doctoral programs in 36 states throughout the U.S. (n = 364) responded to the
survey. The majority of participants were White (61.5%), monolingual (70.3%), and seeking a
master’s or specialist degree (71.2%). Survey responses suggest that graduate student and
interns’ training, knowledge, and preparedness to work with interpreters is lacking. A qualitative
analysis of an open-ended question revealed that first-hand experience working with interpreters
was among the most beneficial types of training experiences for graduate students and interns.
Implications for how program directors and graduate-level faculty can provide better training for

their students in the use of interpreters are discussed.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
The percentage of individuals from diverse racial, ethnic, and linguistic backgrounds in
the United States is growing every day, due to immigration and higher birth rates among families
of color (Colby & Ortman, 2014). This growth is also reflected in U.S. public schools, as an
increasing number of English language learners (ELLs) enter the education system. Between
2000 and 2016, the number of school-aged children who spoke a language other than English at
home rose from approximately 3.8 million to 4.9 million (U.S. Department of Education, 2019).
Despite growing linguistic diversity within U.S. public schools, the majority of
psychoeducational evaluations with ELLs will be completed by monolingual, English-speaking
school psychologists (NASP, 2015), underscoring the need for school psychology graduate
programs to provide training in nondiscriminatory assessment practices with ELLs. The present
study focused on one specific aspect of nondiscriminatory assessment, working with interpreters.
More specifically, the purpose of this study was to examine school psychology graduate
students’ training experiences, knowledge of encouraged and discouraged practices, and
preparedness regarding working with interpreters.
Disproportionality of ELLs in Special Education
The disproportionate representation of culturally and linguistically diverse students in
special education has been a controversial issue for decades. Due to limited publicly available
data, limitations in the process by which ELLs are assessed and identified, and the treatment of
ELL students as a homogenous group, the exact number of ELLs receiving special education
services under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) is unclear (Counts et al.,

2018). However, several studies suggest that ELLs may be at-risk for both over- and



underrepresentation in special education, depending on grade-level, geographic location, and
disability category. Many teachers lack the training needed to differentiate between a disability
and factors related to the language acquisition process and may therefore delay referral of ELL
students for evaluations. Consequently, ELLs may be underrepresented in special education
during younger grades but overrepresented in later grades (Samson & Lesaux, 2009; Sullivan,
2011). Studies have likewise found overrepresentation of ELLs in more restrictive learning
environments, within the disability categories of intellectual disability and specific learning
disability, and in districts serving a larger percentage of ELL students (Artiles et al., 2005;
Shifrer, Muller, and Callahan, 2011; Sullivan, 2011). Conversely, ELL students tend to be
underrepresented in gifted education programs and within emotional and behavioral disability
categories (Gage & MacSuga-Gage, 2014; Sullivan, 2011).

Disproportionality is a complex, multidimensional issue that likely results from varying
cultural, linguistic, and sociodemographic factors as well as systemic issues of bias within U.S.
school systems (Counts et al., 2018). One proposed explanation for the disproportionate
representation of ELLs in special education is poor psychoeducational assessment practices
(Counts et al., 2018). These include failing to consider how relevant cultural and linguistic
factors, such as language acquisition and acculturation, influence both learning and test
performance for ELL students; utilizing standardized assessment measures that are not normed
for a student’s cultural or linguistic background or that have high cultural loading or linguistic
demands; and modifying testing conditions in ways that may invalidate assessment results
(Chamberlain, 2005; Elizalde-Utnik & Romero, 2017; Rhodes et al., 2005; Vega, Lasser, &
Afifi, 2016). Unfortunately, studies examining common assessment practices with ELLs suggest

that school psychologists frequently engage in these discouraged practices. For example, in their



analysis of the psychoeducational reports from practicing school psychologists in one
southwestern state, Harris and colleagues (2015) found that the majority failed to assess and
describe the effect of acculturation on testing performance and educational experiences.
Moreover, the majority of reports did not address the limitations of interpreting assessment
results from tests that were not normed for a student’s cultural or linguistic background.
Similarly, Figueroa and Newsome (2006) found that the school psychologists surveyed in their
study did not report their clients’ degree of English proficiency (e.g., basic interpersonal
communicative speech, cognitive academic language proficiency, limited in both languages, etc.)
or discuss the shortcomings of instruction or curriculum for ELL students in their reports.
Nondiscriminatory Assessment Practices with ELLs

In an effort to create more equitable assessment practices for ELL students, a number of
provisions have been added to federal legislation and to the professional and ethical guidelines of
professional organizations involved in the assessment of children. For example, the 1997 and
2004 reauthorizations of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) included several
provisions to support appropriate service delivery and assessment practices for ELL students,
including providing assessment and evaluation materials in a child’s native language when
feasible, providing an interpreter for parents in eligibility and IEP meetings, and barring a child
from being found eligible for a disability if the determining factor is limited English proficiency.
Further, professional organizations such as the National Association of School Psychologists
(NASP) and the American Psychological Association (APA) have included in their ethics
statements that assessments must be comprehensive and fair and that instruments must have
demonstrated reliability and validity with the student’s cultural and linguistic background (APA,

2002; NASP, 2010).



These sources of guidance, while important, unfortunately lack specific approaches,
methods, and practices for conducting valid assessments with ELLs. To address this limitation,
nondiscriminatory assessment has been proposed as a systematic framework for ensuring that all
students, regardless of race, culture, or linguistic background, are assessed in a manner that is
fair, equitable, and more likely to produce valid results (Ortiz, 2014). The nondiscriminatory
assessment framework provides guidance for school psychologists to assess student learning
within the context of linguistic and cultural factors (e.g., acculturation, language proficiency),
using a variety of methods and procedures including interviews with students, parents, and
teachers; formal and informal observations of native and English language use; and
administering both curriculum-based and standardized measures in a student’s native language,
English, or both (Elizalde-Utnick & Romero, 2017). Conducting a comprehensive
nondiscriminatory assessment requires that a psychologist have proficiency in all domains of a
student’s native language (Rhodes et al., 2005); thus, when assessing ELLs, it is best practice for
a monolingual practitioner to obtain the services of a bilingual school psychologist familiar with
the clients’ language and cultural background. Unfortunately, given the severe shortage of
bilingual school psychologists (Walcott et al., 2016), this is often unrealistic necessitating the use
of an interpreter (O’Bryon & Rogers, 2010; Lopez, 2008). The use of interpreters has therefore
been identified as a critical skill in working with ELLs and their families that both monolingual
and bilingual practitioners should acquire (Blatchley & Lau, 2010; Rhodes et al., 2005).

Despite the importance of developing knowledge and skills regarding working with
interpreters, some research suggests that practicing school psychologists often lack this important
skillset. For example, in a study of practicing bilingual school psychologists’ assessment

practices with ELLs, participants reported that they were only somewhat comfortable in their



ability to use interpreters (O’Bryan & Rogers, 2010). Even more troubling were the findings that
participants reportedly engaged in a number of discouraged practices when working with
interpreters, including using untrained interpreters, employing relatives or friends to interpret,
using interpreters to translate standardized measures, and failing to report the use of an
interpreter in a psychological report. Vega and colleagues (2016) similarly found that more than
35% of the school psychologists surveyed in their study reported working with an interpreter that
was poorly or very poorly trained.
Recommendations for Working with Interpreters

Several recommendations have been put forth by researchers within the fields of clinical
and school psychology, as well as professional organizations such as the American Educational
Research Association, American Psychological Association, and the National Council on
Measurement in Education, on best practices when working with interpreters. These
recommendations generally fall under one of three broad areas: (1) interpreter qualifications, (2)
general practitioner behaviors, and (3) discouraged practices when working with interpreters.

Interpreter qualifications. When selecting an interpreter, school psychologists must
ensure that individuals meet the necessary qualifications for education and training. At the most
basic level, interpreters must be fluent in both English and the student’s native language;
however, other important qualifications include adherence to the legal and ethical guidelines
underlying assessment, an understanding of terminology related to assessment and special
education, the ability to facilitate communication between psychologists and their clients, and an
understanding of the cultural and linguistic background of the student (AERA et al., 2014;
Rhodes et al., 2005; Lopez, 2008). Interpreters must understand and adhere to legal and ethical

guidelines regarding assessment, such as working within the bounds of their competency,



maintaining neutrality when working with clients, protecting the confidentiality of students and
their families, and refraining from providing any assistance that may compromise assessment
results. Similarly, interpreters must be trained to understand and interpret important education,
special education, and assessment terminology (e.g., IEP, least restrictive environment, standard
score) in order to provide school-based interpretation (Lopez, 2008). Interpreters must also be
trained in the rationale for the assessment and assessment procedures to ensure that they are
interpreting appropriately and maintaining standardization. Lastly, interpreters should be
knowledgeable of the critical issues that occur when interpreting from one language to another
(Rhodes et al., 2005).

Practitioner behaviors. Rhodes and colleagues (2005) provide several additional
recommendations for practitioners to follow when working with an interpreter. Prior to meeting
with students or their families, practitioners should provide interpreters with documents to
examine and translate (e.g., permission forms for testing). When speaking to students and their
families, practitioners should speak in short, clear, complete statements, as it is more difficult for
interpreters to remember and accurately convey a long message. To maintain rapport,
practitioners should speak directly to the student or parent, not the interpreter, monitor facial
expressions for confusion or unease, and observe body language for discomfort or aversion.
They should also ask if the student, parent, or interpreter has questions or needs clarification to
ensure understanding during the interpretation process. Practitioners should allow extra time for
interpretation and clarification since sessions with interpreters take longer. Finally, practitioners
should supervise all activities with the interpreter, and interpreters should be encouraged to take

breaks because interpreting is mentally and physically demanding.



Discouraged practices. A number of discouraged practices related to working with
interpreters have also been identified. First, school psychologists should not employ the services
of untrained interpreters, including peers and relatives of a student (Blatchley & Lau, 2010).
Using an untrained interpreter increases the chance that an error or misunderstanding will occur,
and compromises confidentiality, the validity of evaluation results, and the appropriateness of
decisions made about the student’s academic services (Ochoa et al., 2004). Moreover, peers and
relatives may not have the language skills or knowledge of important terminology needed to
deliver an accurate interpretation, and their personal connection to the student and family may
inhibit them from being objective (Lopez, 2008). Second, practitioners should not use
interpreters without being trained in their appropriate use or recording their use in psychological
reports (O’Bryon & Rogers, 2010). Finally, school psychologists should not use interpreters to
translate standardized instruments (O’Bryon & Rogers, 2010; Ochoa et al., 2004). No test exists
that is standardized for an interpreter to translate test items from English to another language;
therefore, this practice invalidates test scores and can lead to erroneous conclusions (Vega et al.,
2016).

Training Need in School Psychology

Despite the growing number of ELLs in U.S. schools and the importance of working with
interpreters when assessing ELLs, most school psychology graduate programs are not training
their students to work with interpreters. For example, in a survey of 276 NASP-member bilingual
school psychologists, only 5% reported that they were trained to work with an interpreter in their
graduate program; continuing education (e.g., workshops, reading in professional outlets, etc.)
was the biggest predictor of following best practices when screening and using an interpreter

(O’Bryon & Rogers, 2010). Additionally, participants reported that they were only “somewhat



comfortable” working with interpreters, on average (O’Bryon & Rogers, 2010). This finding is
commensurate with the reported lack of training.
The Current Study

School psychology graduate students must be trained to work with interpreters in order to
provide adequate services to linguistically diverse learners in their future careers. Previous
studies with respect to working with interpreters have focused primarily on practicing school
psychologists; thus, the extent to which working with interpreters is being addressed within
school psychology graduate programs is unclear. Understanding this is critical to ensure that
students are being adequately prepared to provide appropriate services to an increasingly diverse
student population. Thus, the purpose of this study was to examine graduate student training,
knowledge, and preparedness in this area by surveying current school psychology graduate
students and interns. The specific research questions were as follows: (1) What types of training
are school psychology graduate students receiving regarding working with interpreters? (2) What
level of knowledge do school psychology graduate students have of encouraged and discouraged
interpreter practices? (3) What are school psychology graduate students’ perceptions of their

preparedness to work with interpreters?



CHAPTER 2
METHOD
Participants
The sample in this study included current graduate students and interns enrolled in school
psychology master’s, specialist, and doctoral programs in 36 states throughout the U.S. (n =
364). Table 1.1 provides a full summary of participant demographic information. The majority of
participants were White (61.5%), monolingual (70.3%), and seeking a master’s or specialist
degree (71.2%). On average, participants had completed 3.2 semesters as a school psychology
graduate student (SD = 2.5) and 37.4% were on internship at the time of the survey. Other than
English, the most commonly spoken languages reported by participants were Spanish, Chinese
languages (i.e., Mandarin, Taiwanese, Cantonese, and Hmong), French, and American Sign
Language.
Measures
Data were collected via an online survey that was created for this study. Survey
development took place in multiple steps. First, initial survey items were developed based on an
extensive literature review of nondiscriminatory assessment practices with ELLs at the
practitioner level and training at the graduate level, as well as recommendations for best
practices in working with interpreters. Other activities at this step included viewing examples of
existing surveys within similar topic areas and consulting with two professionals in school
psychology with research expertise regarding culturally and linguistically diverse students and
educational equity. Next, the initial survey was administered to current school psychology
graduate students and interns at North Carolina State University to collect pilot data and solicit

feedback on survey items. These data were gathered solely for the purpose of improving survey
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items, and student responses were not included in the primary analyses. Finally, modifications
were made to the survey items based on pilot data results. Specifically, three questions were
removed from the survey, two new questions were created, and the format of six questions was
changed. Examples of format changes included breaking a question down into multiple
questions, making a question open-ended, and rewording a question.

The final survey is presented in Appendix A. The format of the final survey items
included multiple choice questions, Likert scales, and one open-ended question. Items were
presented in three sections. In the first section, participants reported demographic characteristics,
such as racial/ethnic background and number of languages spoken. Additional items assessed
characteristics of the graduate program in which participants were enrolled, including which type
of degree they were seeking (i.e., master’s, specialist, or doctoral degrees), program
accreditation/approval, the U.S. state or territory in which their program was located, and how
many semesters they had completed in their program at the time of the survey.

The second section included 10 items asking about student and interns’ training
experiences and level of preparedness to work with interpreters. Through Likert scale and
multiple-choice questions, participants rated the extent to which working with interpreters had
been covered in their graduate program coursework, pre-internship practicum experiences, and
professional development activities. An open-ended question also asked participants to identify
the types of training regarding working with interpreters that were most helpful to them and why.
Additionally, participants were asked to rate the extent to which they felt their graduate training
program prepared them to complete eight different responsibilities in working with interpreters,

on a scale ranging from 1 (Not at all Prepared) to 5 (Extremely Prepared). Finally, participants
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were asked to rate their level of confidence in using interpreters in psychoeducational
evaluations of ELLs on a scale ranging from 1 (Not at all Confident) to 5 (Extremely Confident).

The last section of the survey examined participants’ knowledge of best practices in
working with interpreters. Participants were asked to read eight items and rate their level of
agreement with each on a Likert-scale ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree).
Participants were also given the option to select “Not Sure.” Each item had a preferred response
(Strongly Disagree or Strongly Agree) based on published recommendations for encouraged and
discouraged practices. Participant knowledge was evaluated depending on if the preferred
response was selected.
Procedure

Prior to data collection, approval for this study was granted through the Institutional
Review Board (IRB) at NC State University. To identify potential participants, a list of known
school psychology programs in all 50 U.S. states and territories (Puerto Rico), regardless of
approval/accreditation, was obtained from NASP’s website. An email was sent to the program
directors of all identified school psychology graduate programs, which included a brief
description of the study and a link to the survey to forward to their graduate students. A reminder
email was sent three weeks later to encourage program directors to forward the survey invitation
to their students and interns if they had not done so already. It is unknown how many program
directors forwarded the survey to their students and interns. Additionally, a link to the survey
was advertised within a Facebook group for school psychology interns.

Surveys were completed electronically through Qualtrics with a consent form built into
the online survey. The survey took approximately ten minutes to complete. Participants had the

option to provide their email address at the end of the survey if they wanted to be entered into a
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drawing for a $50 Amazon gift certificate. Their email addresses were not linked to their survey
responses in any way. The winner was contacted and sent their gift certificate via email.
Data Analysis

Descriptive statistics including frequency counts, means, standard deviations, and
bivariate correlations were conducted on multiple choice and Likert scale survey questions. A
series of ANOV As (Analysis of Variance) were additionally utilized to explore if there were
differences in training experiences, knowledge of best practices, and level of preparedness by
degree type, number of semesters, program approval/accreditation, and geographic location.
All qualitative responses to the open-ended survey item were reviewed and assigned codes by the
lead researcher and a graduate advisor. Responses were initially organized into broad categories
to begin to form a qualitative coding scheme, with each broad category representing a type of
training activity (e.g., coursework, practicum). Next, in a series of iterative steps, responses in
each broad category were assigned more nuanced codes to capture specific training activities
(e.g., course lecture; practicum supervision) and the context in which these training activities
occurred (e.g., assessment, parent meetings). Finally, responses were assigned codes to identify
the reasons why a particular training activity was helpful (e.g., learning about best practices). All
responses were independently coded, and then compared and discussed to ensure consensus

between coders. The coding manual is presented in Appendix B.
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CHAPTER 3
RESULTS

Types of Graduate Training Experiences

To address the first research question, which related to the types of training experiences
that graduate students were receiving regarding working with interpreters, participants were
asked to rate the extent to which working with interpreters had been covered in their school
psychology graduate program coursework and practicum experiences. On average, participants
reported that working with interpreters had been covered “Very Little” in their graduate
coursework (M = 2.06, SD = .81). Similarly, while the majority of participants (60.3%) reported
that they had participated in or independently completed five or more psychoeducational
evaluations as part of their pre-internship practicum experiences, only 27.9% had the opportunity
to work with an interpreter on any of these evaluations. Of these participants, the majority (60%)
reported working with an interpreter in only one to two of their pre-internship psychoeducational
evaluations (16.5% cumulative). An additional 9.6% of participants indicated that an interpreter
was needed for at least one evaluation, but that they were unable to work with one. The most
frequently reported reason an interpreter was needed was because a student, parent, or guardian
had limited English proficiency (7.4%). Other reasons included improving the quality of
assessments (3.6%), bridging a cultural gap (3.3%), and increasing trust and rapport (2.5%).

Participants were also asked to indicate the types of professional development activities
they had participated in related to working with interpreters during their graduate studies. The
majority of respondents (58.5%) reported they had not participated in any professional
development activities. The second most frequent answer (22%) was reviewing books, journals,

or manuals, followed by attending workshops or conferences (11.8%), completing online
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modules (11.8%), presenting a workshop or training (2.5%), and conducting empirical research
or contributing to a professional publication (2.2%). Participants were given the option to write
in other professional development activities they have participated in regarding working with
interpreters. These responses included consulting with professionals, including online
consultation through platforms such as Facebook.
Level of Knowledge

The second research question concerned the level of knowledge that graduate students
and interns have of encouraged and discouraged interpreter practices. Participants were asked to
rate their level of agreement with various statements related to best practices. For three of the
eight knowledge questions, a majority of participants chose the preferred answer: 73.9%
indicated they “Strongly Disagree” that school psychologists do not have to report the use of an
interpreter in a psychological report; 67.6% indicated “Strongly Agree” that during a meeting or
testing, the practitioner should talk directly to the student or parent, not the interpreter; and
58.9% indicated they “Strongly Disagree” that relatives or family friends of a client can interpret
for psychoeducational testing. For the remaining five statements, there was greater variability in
participants’ responses (See Table 2.1). For example, close to half (47.0%) responded “Agree,”
“Strongly Agree,” or “Not Sure” when asked if interpreters should translate test items on
standardized measures from English to another language (item 5). Similarly, almost a third of
participants (30.6%) responded “Strongly Disagree” or “Disagree” when asked if school
psychologists should only use an interpreter if they have been trained to do so (item 3), another
16.3% responded “Not Sure.” Finally, 31.8% of participants agreed or strongly agreed that

relatives/family friends of a client can interpret for school-based meetings (item 2). Overall,
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these results indicate a lack of knowledge among students and interns about basic best practices
in working with interpreters.
Perceptions of Preparedness

The third research question was concerned with graduate student and interns’ perceptions
of their preparedness to work with interpreters. Across all items assessing preparedness, more
than half of the sample indicated that they felt “Not at all Prepared” (see Table 3.1). Participants
indicated that they felt least prepared to evaluate an interpreter’s proficiency in the student’s
native language (71.3%), followed by evaluating the interpreter’s proficiency in English (65%).
Areas in which participants indicated feeling most prepared were in evaluating the interpreter’s
understanding of ethical guidelines surrounding assessment and understanding of legal
requirements of unbiased assessment; however, even in these areas, only 8.1% of participants
indicated that they felt very or extremely prepared. Finally, one item asked participants to rate
how confident they felt in using an interpreter in psychoeducational evaluations of English
language learning students. On average, participants indicated that they were only “Slightly
Confident” (M = 1.92, SD = 91).

Additional analyses were conducted to determine if training experiences (i.€.,
coursework, practicum, and professional development) were associated with increased
perceptions of preparedness. An overall preparedness score was calculated for each participant
by averaging their responses across all items assessing preparedness. Bivariate correlation
analyses revealed a positive and statistically significant association between preparedness and
the number of pre-internship psychoeducational evaluations students had participated in or
independently completed with an interpreter (r = .11, p = .044). Similarly, there was a positive

and statistically significant association between preparedness and graduate coursework (r = .47,
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p <.001); the more that working with interpreters was covered in participants’ graduate
coursework, the more likely they were to report a higher level of preparedness.
Exploratory Analyses Examining Group Differences

Additional exploratory analyses were conducted to determine if variability in training
experiences, knowledge of best practices, and level of preparedness existed by degree type,
number of semesters completed, program approval/accreditation, or geographic location. Degree
and number of semesters completed were combined into one variable by comparing three
groups: master’s/specialist students, doctoral students who had completed 1-4 semesters, and
doctoral students who had completed 5 or more semesters. Groups were organized in this way
because master’s/specialist students typically complete four semesters of coursework before
completing an internship and are therefore most similar to doctoral students in their first four
semesters. NASP approval and APA accreditation were collapsed into one variable to create four
groups: programs with NASP approval only, APA accreditation only, both NASP approval and
APA accreditation, or neither. Finally, for geographic location, participants selected in which
U.S. state or territory their program was located, and responses were collapsed to create a new
variable based on the U.S. region: northeastern, southeastern, midwestern, southwestern, and
western regions.

Results of a one-way ANOVA revealed a statistically significant main effect for degree
and number of semesters completed on the extent to which working with interpreters was
covered in graduate coursework, F(2, 359) = 4.44, p = .012, n?> = .02. Post hoc analyses using a
Bonferroni correction indicated a statistically significant difference (p = .012) in the extent to
which master’s/specialist students (M = 2.13, SD = .81) and doctoral students who had

completed 1-4 semesters (M = 1.79, SD = .88) reported that working with interpreters was
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covered in their coursework. Similarly, a second ANOVA model revealed a statistically
significant main effect for degree and number of semesters completed on the number of
evaluations involving interpreters that students had completed as part of their pre-internship
training, (2, 353) =9.12, p = .003, n> = .03. Post hoc analyses using a Bonferroni correction
indicated that doctoral students who had completed 5 or more semesters reported participating in
or independently working on significantly more evaluations with interpreters (M = 2.09, SD =
1.98) than master’s/specialist students (M = 1.51, SD = 1.19, p = .013) and doctoral students who
had completed 1-4 semesters (M = 1.25, SD = .52, p = .003). No significant group differences
emerged among the accreditation groups or by geographic location.
Qualitative Analyses

In addition to the primary research questions, additional qualitative analysis was
conducted to gain insight into the types of training experiences related to working with
interpreters that graduate students and interns found most helpful. Specifically, participants were
asked to respond to one open-ended question, “Of the different types of training you have
received to work with interpreters (i.e., coursework, practicum experiences, internship, and
professional development), which have been the most helpful to you, and why?”” A total of 259
participants provided a response to this question. Nine responses could not be coded because
they did not directly answer the question, and therefore were excluded from qualitative analysis.
Of the remaining 250 usable responses, 38.4% of participants indicated that they had not
received any graduate training or experience working with interpreters, or that none of their
training had been helpful, and 16% indicated that they had limited exposure, meaning only one
type of training (i.e., coursework). Of these participants, 10 provided responses illustrating what

they thought would be helpful training, and seven provided responses about what has been
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helpful outside of their graduate training. Many participants (33.2%) identified training activities
falling into one of four broad categories as most helpful: (1) professional development; (2)
practicum experiences; (3) internship; and (4) coursework. These activities are described in more
detail below.

Professional development activities. A total of 23 participants identified professional
development activities as being the most helpful in learning about working with interpreters. The
most common types of activities identified were reading (i.e., reviewing literature, books,
journals, articles, and/or manuals), online modules, and attending conferences. For example, one
participant stated, “I think the online modules I completed as part of a course that addressed
assessment concerns were the most helpful. At the end, I was able to view a meeting that
included an interpreter. It was nice to see it play out, and I think it will help me know what to
expect when I do have to work with an interpreter.” Participants also mentioned workshops
17.4% of the time. Among the responses that identified professional development activities,
learning about best practices in working with interpreters was the only reason provided as to why
the activities were helpful. The following quote from one participant illustrates this: “Online
modules explained that when working with interpreters what the polite way to speak with
individuals was.”

Practicum and internship experiences. A total of 19 participants identified their
practicum experiences as being the most helpful type of training in learning to work with
interpreters. Additionally, 18 participants identified their internship experiences as most helpful,
nine identified a combination of both practicum and internship experiences, and eight described
activities that typically occur within the context of either practicum or internship (e.g.,

mentioning supervision without specifying if the supervision occurred as part of their practicum
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or internship experiences). Among these responses, most (38.9%) specifically mentioned first-
hand experience in working with an interpreter as being the most helpful. This included learning
how to access an interpreter, using an interpreter for assessment purposes, and using an
interpreter in parent meetings (e.g., IEP meetings). Participants also reported observing
assessments and parent meetings with interpreters. Finally, 22.2% mentioned supervision, that is,
asking their supervisor questions or talking to them about their experiences working with
interpreters.

In terms of the reasons why these experiences were helpful, participants most frequently
listed learning about best practices in working with interpreters. One participant specifically
mentioned their practicum supervisor explaining “how to interact with interpreters in the room
such as ensuring you are still looking at and talking to the parent, not the interpreter.” Other
participants reported learning about the benefits and limitations to working with interpreters such
as the importance of working with interpreters, how to use them in family outreach, and how to
use them to build trust and rapport with clients. For example, one participant described their
internship experience in the following way: “Internship allowed me to understand how
interpreters can assist with different meetings to bridge the gap and improve the understanding of
the parent with special education and questions they may have with their child.” Another
participant identified “practicum experiences and supervision on how to navigate interpreter
relationships to maintain relationships with interviewees” as most beneficial.

Coursework. Among the participants who said coursework was the most helpful type of
training (n = 23), the majority (60.9%) mentioned class discussion and guest speakers. Regarding
discussion, one participant noted, “Conducting case consultations with my fellow cohort

members during class time to discuss varieties of interpreter experiences was helpful.”
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Regarding guest speakers, another participant stated, “I loved hearing from a practicing bilingual
school psychologist. She shared her experience of working with interpreters and being one
herself, and she shared some tools to use for future evaluations as well!” Participants most
frequently reported that coursework was helpful due to learning about best practices in working
with interpreters. For example, one participant specifically noted, “In my cognitive assessment
course, we discussed the importance of testing in the primary language or having an interpreter
to assist.” Participants also reported learning about the benefits of working with interpreters in
their coursework, including using interpreters to build trust and rapport with clients, as well as
the limitation that interpreters may not deliver the intended message with integrity.

Responses from participants who shared what has been helpful outside of their graduate
training, and those who shared what they thought would be helpful, were flagged for additional
analysis (n = 17). These participants overwhelmingly (82.4%) shared that first-hand experience
working with interpreters was or would be most beneficial. For example, one participant wrote,
“I have not received any training in using interpreters in my graduate program, but I work with
interpreters daily as a special education teacher. The most helpful information I've received has
come directly from the interpreters. It's helpful to do a debrief after meetings to discuss what
went well, and how we can better support the family and the student in the future.” Another
stated, “Actually working with an interpreter would have been most beneficial. Reading about it

isn’t the same as experiencing it.”
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CHAPTER 4
DISCUSSION

The number of culturally and linguistically diverse students entering the U.S. education
system is rapidly growing, underscoring the need for school psychologists to be trained in
culturally responsive and nondiscriminatory assessment practices. Given a significant shortage of
bilingual school psychologists, training in the appropriate use of interpreters for the assessment
of ELLs is essential to preventing invalid assessment results and erroneous conclusions that can
ultimately lead to disproportionalities in special education (O’Bryon & Rogers, 2010; Vega et
al., 2016). Previous research has demonstrated that practicing school psychologists use
interpreters in ways that are discouraged by experts, suggesting a lack of adequate graduate
preparation and training in this area; however, few studies have directly examined the extent to
which school psychology graduate programs are preparing students to work with interpreters.
The present study fills this gap by examining school psychology graduate student and interns’
training experiences, knowledge, and level of preparedness regarding the use of interpreters.
Overall, the findings suggest a lack of training, knowledge, and preparedness among graduate
students and interns.
Training Experiences

Participant reports of their graduate training experiences revealed that working with
interpreters is being covered minimally, if at all, in school psychology graduate programs, with
more than half of participants reporting that they had not received any graduate training to work
with interpreters or that their training had been limited. These findings are consistent with
O’Bryon and Rogers (2010) who found that only 5% of practicing school psychologists in their

sample reported being trained to work with interpreters during their graduate preparation. On
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average, participants in the present study reported that working with interpreters had been
covered “Very Little” in their graduate coursework, although this finding varied by degree type.
Compared to doctoral students who had completed 1-4 semesters, students in master’s/specialist
programs reported that working with interpreters had been covered to a greater extent in their
coursework; however, this difference was between “Not at All” and “Very Little.” Collectively,
these findings suggest that training related to working with interpreters is lacking within the core
coursework for all types of school psychology graduate programs.

Similar to the findings for coursework, the majority of graduate students and interns
reported that they had minimal or no opportunities to work with interpreters in their pre-
internship practicum experiences. Although the majority had completed five or more
psychoeducational evaluations prior to internship, only 27.9% had been given the opportunity to
work with an interpreter in these evaluations. This finding varied by number of semesters
completed, such that advanced doctoral students had participated in or independently completed
significantly more psychoeducational evaluations with interpreters than master’s/specialist
students or doctoral students who had completed 1-4 semesters. This finding is not entirely
surprising, as doctoral programs typically have more stringent practicum requirements than
master’s/specialist programs, and advanced doctoral students have had more time within their
program to complete a greater number of psychoeducational evaluations as part of these
requirements. Nonetheless, even advanced doctoral students reported limited opportunities to
work with interpreters, with 53.3% reporting that they had not participated in any evaluations
with interpreters. For a small percentage of students (9.6%), the services of an interpreter were
needed but unavailable; however, for the remaining majority, opportunities to work with

interpreters in pre-internship practicum experiences were not available or provided. Interestingly,
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the extent to which working with interpreters had been covered in participants’ coursework and
practicum experiences did not differ based on program accreditation or geographic location.
Collectively, these results point to a significant lack of training experiences across school
psychology graduate programs in the U.S.

A troubling finding was that participants did not appear to be supplementing a lack of
coursework and practicum experience with additional professional development activities. The
majority of participants reported that they had not participated in any professional development
activities related to working with interpreters at the time of the survey. Of those that had, the
most frequent type of professional development that students participated in was reviewing
books, journals, or manuals, whereas few participants reported that they had presented a
workshop/training, conducted empirical research, or contributed to a professional publication
regarding working with interpreters.

Knowledge and Preparedness

Given their relative lack of training experiences, it is perhaps unsurprising that
participants in the present study demonstrated an overall lack of knowledge regarding best
practices in working with interpreters. There were some areas in which participants demonstrated
more knowledge than others. For example, the majority of participants recognized that relatives
or family friends should not interpret for psychoeducational testing, practitioners should talk
directly to the student or parent, and school psychologists should report their use of interpreters.
However, almost half agreed with or were unsure of the statement that interpreters should
translate test items on standardized measures from English to another language. As noted by
Vega et al. (2016), this practice violates standardized administration procedures and invalidates

test scores, as no test has been standardized for translated use by interpreters. Additionally,
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almost half of the participants strongly disagreed, disagreed, or were unsure when asked if school
psychologists should use an interpreter without being trained to do so. Without this training,
school psychologists may use interpreters inappropriately and compromise the academic services
and well-being of ELLs (O’Bryon & Rogers, 2010). A significant number of participants also
agreed or strongly agreed that relatives/family friends can interpret for school-based meetings.
Peers and relatives may not have the language skills to deliver an accurate interpretation, they
may compromise confidentiality, and a personal connection may interfere with objectivity
(Lopez, 2008; O’Bryon & Rogers, 2010).

The majority of graduate students and interns also reported a lack of preparedness to
complete any of the activities related to finding, selecting, and practicing with interpreters. Some
of these activities include evaluating an interpreter’s proficiency in the student’s native language,
evaluating their familiarity with education and special education, and pre-interpretation practice
and review of materials. Learning to select/evaluate interpreters is important, as not every school
district has an Office of Interpretation and Translation Services available to assist with finding
and vetting interpreters. Moreover, many practicing school psychologists may have to find
interpreters outside of the school system or their district for languages not commonly spoken in
their area.

Level of preparedness was positively associated with students’ graduate training
experiences. Students in graduate programs that covered working with interpreters in their
graduate coursework reported a higher level of preparedness to find, select, and practice with
interpreters. Similarly, students who had participated in a greater number of psychoeducational

evaluations with interpreters reported a higher level of preparedness. This finding demonstrates
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the importance of providing students with multifaceted training experiences that couple content
knowledge from coursework with applied practice (e.g., practicum and internship).
Qualitative Findings

Responses to an open-ended question provided additional insight into the types of
training activities that graduate students and interns found most beneficial. Over half of the
participants indicated in their responses that they had not received any training or that their
training to work with interpreters had been limited to one context or activity, most commonly
coursework. Of those that indicated coursework as being the most helpful, class discussion and
guest speakers were identified as specific activities that were most beneficial. Additionally,
participants who noted that professional development was the most helpful type of training
indicated that online modules and reading were most beneficial. Across all training activities,
participants reported that first-hand experience was or would be most beneficial. Those who
described first-hand experience in the context of their practicum and internship experiences
reported learning about important practices and skills that will guide their future practice, such as
how to access an interpreter and how to work with them to facilitate communication during
parent meetings. Additionally, responses showed that participants want first-hand experience to
be part of their graduate training because they are not getting opportunities for applied practice
with interpreters.
Recommendations for Training Programs

Without adequate training, knowledge, and preparedness to work with interpreters,
school psychology graduate students are prone to engaging in discouraged practices that can
ultimately compromise test scores, evaluation results, and decisions about a student’s academic

services (O’Bryon & Rogers, 2010; Vega et al., 2016). Thus, school psychology graduate
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students and interns must be trained to use interpreters in all aspects of assessment with ELLs
(NASP, 2015), ideally within a larger framework of multicultural school psychology training.
Newell et al. (2010) identify several key strategies that school psychology graduate programs can
use to improve multicultural training, which include (a) providing independent courses that focus
on multicultural school psychology, as well as integrating multicultural issues throughout the
core curriculum; (b) helping students to apply their knowledge of education and psychology to
their work with children and families from culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds; (c)
ensuring that students have ample opportunities to work with students and families from
culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds; and (d) formally evaluating students’
multicultural competencies.

From these recommendations, school psychology graduate programs should ensure that
working with interpreters is included in coursework related specifically to cultural and linguistic
diversity, as well as integrated into core assessment and intervention courses. Based on the
present findings, areas in which graduate students likely need more targeted training include
basic best practices regarding legal and ethical guidelines underlying assessment with culturally
and linguistically diverse students and finding, selecting, and practicing with interpreters. School
psychology faculty can introduce new pedagogy that were identified as most helpful by
participants in their coursework when learning about this topic, such as bringing in guest
speakers and having class discussions about working with interpreters. Additionally, by
providing hands-on opportunities to work with interpreters during their pre-internship practicum
experiences, graduate students can apply what they learn through their coursework to the
assessment of culturally and linguistically diverse clients. Further, students should be provided

with opportunities for mentoring by practitioners who are experienced in working with culturally
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and linguistically diverse students and have demonstrated competency in culturally responsive
assessment, intervention, and consultation. Lastly, the majority of graduate students and interns
are not participating in professional development regarding working with interpreters. This is of
particular concern in conjunction with their lack of training, knowledge, and preparedness.
Previous research has shown professional development to be the leading way to learn and follow
best practices in working with interpreters (O’Bryon & Rogers, 2010); thus, graduate students
and interns should be given greater opportunities to engage in professional development
activities by receiving information from faculty about online modules, conference sessions, and
workshops related to this topic.

It is important to note that nondiscriminatory assessment of ELLs is multidimensional
and working with interpreters represents just one narrow but important aspect of that. Using
bilingual school psychologists or interpreters does not excuse graduate students, interns, or
practitioners from studying professional and research-based knowledge on appropriate
assessment practices with ELLs (Figueroa & Newsome, 2006). In addition, it is critical for
school psychology students and interns to build cultural humility, which encompasses individual
and institutional accountability, as well as ongoing learning and critical reflection (Fisher-Borne
etal., 2015).

Limitations and Future Directions

The results of this study must be interpreted in light of some limitations. Because it was
unknown how many program directors forwarded the survey link to their graduate students, a
response rate could not be calculated. As in all survey research, it is possible that those who
responded are dissimilar to those who did not in potentially confounding ways. Similarly,

although there was good representation from respondents across the U.S., responses were not
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collected from every state, which may limit the generalizability of the findings. Future research
should target programs in states that did not respond to the survey in this study. Secondly,
participant demographic data was slightly skewed toward early-career graduate students.
Although knowledge and preparation in the present study did not differ significantly by degree
type or number of semesters completed, future research should target more advanced graduate
students to ensure the applicability of these findings. Thirdly, data collection for this study took
place during the COVID-19 global pandemic, which paused students’ ability to engage in
practicum experiences. Nonetheless, the findings are consistent with prior research that included
retrospective accounts of graduate training from practicing school psychologists prior to the
pandemic. Finally, this study focused primarily on the quantity, rather than quality, of graduate
training experiences. Future research can provide a more in-depth, qualitative analysis of the
quality of training experiences within coursework, professional development, and practical

experiences related to working with interpreters.
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Table 1.1

Student and Intern Demographics

Question Responses
Race/Ethnicity
American Indian/ Alaska Native 0.3%
Asian 6.0%
Black or African American 4.9%
Hispanic, Latinx, or Spanish Origin 17.0%
Middle Eastern or North African 0.8%
White 61.5%
Multiple Heritage 8.5%
Prefer Not to Answer 0.8%
Number of Languages Comfortable Speaking
One 70.3%
Two 26.9%
Three 2.2%
Four or More 0.5%
Degree Sought
Master’s or Specialist 71.2%
Doctoral 28.3%
Other 0.5%
Program Location by Region
Northeast 23.4%
Southeast 15.1%
Midwest 20.1%
Southwest 12.4%
West 29.1%
NASP-Approved Program
Yes 87.1%
No 7.4%
I don’t know 5.5%
APA-Accredited Program
Yes 60.7%
No 12.6%
I don’t know 26.6%
Currently on Internship
Yes 37.4%
No 62.6%
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Table 2.1

Knowledge of Encouraged and Discouraged Interpreter Practices

Strongly Strongly  Not
Statement Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Sure

Relatives or family friends of a client can

interpret for psychoeducational testing.
Answer = Strongly Disagree 58.9% 294% 4.4% 0.6% 6.7%

Relatives or family friends of a client can

interpret for school-based meetings.
Answer = Strongly Disagree 28.6%  30.6%  28% 3.8% 9%

School psychologists should only use an

interpreter if they have been trained to.
Answer = Strongly Agree 4.7% 259% 332% 19.8% 16.3%

During a meeting or testing, the practitioner
should talk directly to the student or parent,
not the interpreter.
Answer = Strongly Agree 0.9% 4.1%  204% 67.6% 7%

Interpreters can translate permission forms
for testing from English to another
language.
Answer = Strongly Agree 5% 82% 49.6% 14.7% 22.6%

Interpreters can translate test items on a
standardized measure from English to

another language.
Answer = Strongly Disagree 24% 29% 23.8% 4.7% 18.5%

School psychologists do not have to report
the use of an interpreter in a psychological
report.
Answer = Strongly Disagree 73.9% 20.2% 1.2% 0.6% 4.1%

Interpreters should take breaks when

providing services in a meeting or testing.
Answer = Strongly Agree 3.2% 13.5% 402% 11.7% 31.4%




Table 3.1

Perceptions of Preparedness

35

Question

Not at
all

Slightly Moderately
Prepared Prepared Prepared

Find an interpreter

Evaluate the interpreter’s
proficiency in English

Evaluate the interpreter’s
proficiency in the student’s native
language

Evaluate the interpreter’s
familiarity with the student’s
cultural and/or linguistic
background

Evaluate the interpreter’s
familiarity with education and
special education

Evaluate the interpreter’s
understanding of ethical guidelines
surrounding assessment

Evaluate the interpreter’s

understanding of the legal
requirements of unbiased

assessment

Participate in pre-interpretation
practice and review of materials
with the interpreter

52.1%

65%

71.3%

59.6%

55.2%

53.8%

59%

59.9%

29.2%

17.8%

15.5%

22.3%

22.4%

20.9%

17.4%

17.7%

15.2%

10.9%

9.2%

13.5%

15.7%

17.2%

15.4%

15.1%

Very  Extremely
Prepared Prepared

2.5% 0.9%
4.9% 1.4%
3.2% 0.9%
3.4% 1.1%
5.8% 0.9%
5.8% 2.3%
6.1% 2%
6.1% 1.2%




APPENDICES

36



37

Appendix A

Interpreter Survey

You are being asked to complete a survey for research purposes. The survey is about graduate
training in the use of interpreters in psychoeducational evaluations. Participation is voluntary and
you can stop at any time by exiting the survey. You must be 18 years of age or older, reside in
the United States, and be currently enrolled as a student or intern in a school psychology
graduate program to participate in this study. There are minimal risks associated with your
participation. Demographic data will be reported on the aggregate to protect the identity of
individuals and their programs. Additionally, you may enter into a drawing to win a $50 Amazon
gift card for completing this survey. In order to enter the drawing, you will need to provide your
email address at the end of the survey; however, your email address will not be linked to your
responses in any way.If you have any questions about the survey itself, how it is implemented, or
survey compensation, please contact Jessica Hernandez (primary investigator),
jaherna7@ncsu.edu, or Dr. Kate Norwalk (faculty advisor), 919-515-1709, knorwal@ncsu.edu.
Please reference study number 22424 when contacting anyone about this project. If you have
questions about your rights as a participant or are concerned with your treatment throughout the
research process, please contact the NC State University IRB Director at IRB-
Director@ncsu.edu, 919-515-8754, or fill out this confidential form online. If you consent to
complete this survey, please click the “Agree” button.

Agree

Disagree

Are you currently enrolled as a student or intern in a School Psychology graduate program?
Yes
No
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Which categories best describe you? Select all that apply.
American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian
Black or African American
Hispanic, Latinx, or Spanish Origin
Middle Eastern or North African
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
White

Some other race, ethnicity, or origin (Please specify):

I prefer not to answer

How many languages, including English, are you comfortable speaking?
One
Two
Three

Four or more

Please list the languages, including English, that you are comfortable speaking.

Which degree are you currently working toward in your School Psychology graduate program?
Master's or Specialist (e.g., MS, MEd, EdS, CAS)
Doctoral (e.g., PhD, PsyD, EdD)
Other (Please Specify):




Where is your current graduate program located?
Select a U.S. state or territory

V Alabama ... I prefer not to answer

Is your program NASP approved?
Yes
No

I don't know

Is your program APA accredited?
Yes
No

I don't know

Are you currently on internship as part of your School Psychology program?

Yes
No

39

Prior to the current semester, how many semesters have you completed as a School Psychology

graduate student? This can include semesters completed in a different School Psychology
program than the one in which you are currently enrolled.

If you are enrolled in your very first semester, please select 1.

Select a number

V1. 10+
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To what extent has working with interpreters been covered in your School Psychology graduate
program coursework?

Not at all
Very little
Some

A great deal

How many psychoeducational evaluations have you participated in or completed independently
as part of your pre-internship graduate practicum experiences?

This can include indirect services such as observing or shadowing another clinician, and direct
interaction with clients such as interviewing and administering tests.

**This does not include activities that were solely part of an assessment class (e.g., practice
administrations).
Select a range

VY O0..20+

In how many of these evaluations did you work with an interpreter?
Select a range

VY O0..20+

In any of these evaluations did you need an interpreter, but were unable to work with one?

Yes
No



Why did you need an interpreter? Select all that apply.
A student, parent, or guardian had limited proficiency in English
To bridge a cultural gap
To increase trust and rapport
To improve the quality of assessments

Other (Please Specify):

What types of professional development activities have you participated in related to working
with interpreters? Select all that apply.

Attending workshops or conferences

Completing online modules

Presenting a workshop or training

Conducting empirical research or contributing to a professional publication
Reviewing books, journals, or manuals

Other (Please specify):

I have not participated in any professional development

Of the different types of training you have received to work with interpreters (i.e., coursework,
practicum experiences, internship, and professional development), which have been the most
helpful to you and why?




To what extent do you feel your graduate training prepared you/ is preparing you to do the
following?

Not at all Slightly Moderately Very prepared Extremely
prepared prepared prepared prepared

Find an
interpreter

Evaluate the
interpreter's
proficiency in
English

Evaluate the
interpreter's
proficiency in
the student's
native language

Evaluate the
interpreter's
familiarity with
the student's
cultural and/or
linguistic
background
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To what extent do you feel your graduate program prepared you/ is preparing you to do the
following?

Not at all Slightly Moderately Very prepared Extremely
prepared prepared prepared prepared

Evaluate the
interpreter's
familiarity with
education and
special education

Evaluate the
interpreter's
understanding of
ethical guidelines
surrounding
assessment

Evaluate the
interpreter's
understanding of
the legal
requirements of
unbiased
assessment

Participate in pre-
interpretation
practice and
review of
materials with the
interpreter

Rate your level of confidence in using an interpreter in psychoeducational evaluations of English
Language Learning students.

Extremely confident
Very confident
Moderately confident
Slightly confident

Not at all confident



Rate your level of agreement with the following statements.

Strongly
disagree

Relatives or family
friends of a client can
interpret for
psychoeducational
testing.

Relatives or family
friends of a client can
interpret for school-
based meetings.

School psychologists
should only use an
interpreter if they have
been trained to do so.

During a meeting or
testing, the practitioner
should talk directly to
the student or parents,
not the interpreter.

Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Not Sure



Rate your level of agreement with the following statements.

Strongly Disagree Agree Strongly Not Sure

disagree Agree

Interpreters can
translate
permission forms
for testing from
English to another
language.

Interpreters can
translate test
items on a
standardized
measure from
English to another
language.

School
psychologists do
not have to report
the use of an
interpreter in a
psychological
report.

Interpreters
should take
breaks when
providing
services in a
meeting or
testing.

If you would like to be entered into the drawing to win a $50 Amazon gift card, please enter your
email address below. Your email address will not be linked to your survey responses in any way.
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Appendix B
Code Book
None — Participant describes not having any training or experience working with interpreters, or
none of their training being helpful. Sometimes they will describe training before graduate

school or mention things they think “would” be helpful.

Limited Exposure — Participant has “only” experienced one type of training/done something on
one occasion.

Exposure Limited to Coursework — Participant’s “only” training has been limited to classroom
lectures, discussions, modules, reading, etc. (Include secondary, context, and explanatory codes

if applicable).

Exposure Limited to Practicum — Participant’s “only” training has been limited to what they
did in practicum placements. (Include secondary, context, and explanatory codes if applicable).

Coursework — Participant mentions coursework or classes without expanding on pedagogy or
content. No mention that this is their only type of training.

Discussion — Mention of class discussion or hearing other students’ experiences.
Lecture — Participant mentions class lectures.
Reading — Participant mentions reading for class or refers to reading a “textbook.”

Guest Speaker — Participant mentions a guest speaker/interpreter sharing their
experiences.

Professional Development — Participant mentions professional development/training without
elaborating on what kind of professional development they have participated in.

Conferences — Participant mentions attending a conference/conference session.
Workshops — Participant mentions attending a workshop.
Online Modules — Participant specifically mentions completing online modules.

Reading — Participant mentions reviewing literature, books, journals, articles, and/or
manuals. No mention of doing this for a class.

Practicum — Participant mentions practicum experience without elaborating on what it entailed.

First-hand experience — “hands-on” experience, or participant describes working
directly with an interpreter.



47

Observation — Participant mentions observing interpreters or “seeing” how interpreters
work/what their services look like.

Supervision — Participant mentions direct supervision from a supervisor/practicing
school psychologist or describes talking to their supervisor about their experiences with
an interpreter.

Internship — Participant mentions internship experience without elaborating on what it entailed.

First-hand experience — “hands-on” experience, or participant describes working
directly with an interpreter.

Observation — Participant mentions observing interpreters or “seeing” how interpreters
work/what their services look like.

Supervision — Participant mentions direct supervision from a supervisor/practicing
school psychologist or describes talking to their supervisor about their experiences with
an interpreter.

Context Codes

Assessment — Participant describes learning about interpreters in an assessment class or
observing or working with an interpreter in an assessment.

Parent Meetings — Participant has learned how interpreters participate in parent
meetings or has observed or used an interpreter in a parent meeting (e.g., interview, I[EP,
PPT, IR&S, CST, results meetings)

Request Interpreter — Participant describes learning how to request/find an interpreter

Explanatory Codes

Best Practices — Participant mentions learning “best practice” / “proper procedure” or
describes learning a specific best practice (e.g., looking at parent not interpreter).

Testing in primary language — Participant mentions this best practice.

Talking to client/parent and not interpreter — Participant mentions this best
practice.

Preparation & Debriefing — Participant mentions meeting with interpreter
before and/or after meetings to prepare and/or debrief.

Legal/ethical — Participant mentions learning about the legal and/or ethical
standards of using interpreters.
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Benefits — Participant describes learning about benefits or “pros” to working with
interpreters.

Importance — Participant describes learning how important it is to use an
interpreter.

Trust/rapport — Participant describes how interpreters support and build
relationships and are a sign of respect for cultural differences.

Family Outreach — Participant describes using an interpreter to facilitate contact
and communication with families.

Limitations — Participant describes learning about cautions or “cons” to working with
interpreters.

Message integrity — Participant describes “communication quality” or how an
interpreter may add in their own message instead of conveying only what the
practitioner is saying.

Not trained in standardized assessments — Participant describes interpreter not
being trained in standardized assessment and/or being unable to assist with test
administration.



