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Abstract

Based on experiences from a qualitative reseamjegiron immigrant women's English
language acquisition, we critiqued the traditiopasitivist model, and identified a number of
issues related to the engagement of translataggirters in feminist and community-based
research. The issues that we identified amourgrioss questions about ambiguities and
ownership of translated language content; assumgptbout community familiarity and
cultural similarity between researchers, transtgtand participants; negotiation of power
and authority in the research process; and the fégted by translators. In the end, though
individual research team members bear respongibiier these shortcomings and need to
strive to make our research practices more inctuaid equitable, the institutional context
of research imposes severe limitations on the igkainative model of working with
translators and interpreters as co-researchers.

Keywords: Positivist paradigm, translators, interpreters,ifésh research, community-
based research, community researchers, cross-igmgesearch, critical reflection,
institutional constraints
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Introduction

Mainstream Social Science adheres to a positiaiigigm, a “traditional, value-free, un-
reflexive model of the research process” (Edwat888, p. 1). In this paradigm, researchers who
conduct cross-language research continue to segktaacontrol for the ‘effects’ of the
interpreter/translator, to treat them as a threattidity, and to make them invisible in the
process and product.

In contrast to the positivist paradigm, the pritegoof feminist, community-based, social
constructionist, and post-modern approaches tarelsénighlight issues of collaboration, power,
representation and reflexivity (Finlay, 2000; FickSavan, Kolenda, & Mildenberger, 2008;
Monk, Manning, & Denman, 2003). Feminist researehegally “[i]s contextual, inclusive,
experiential, involved, socially relevant, complbté not necessarily replicable, open to the
environment and inclusive of emotions and eventsxasrienced” (Sarantakos, 2004, p.55).
Flicker and colleagues (2007) explain that “...ClBBmmunity-based research] is not a method,
but an approach to research that emphasizes tlwtanpe of collaboration, participation and
social justice agendas over positivist notionshyéctivity and the idea that science is apolitical”
(p. 2). Even so, while these principles may be wstablished in these frameworks where
researchers and research participants are concéneeatble of translator/interpreters in relation
to these principles has received scant attentiaangst community-based researchers. Some
feminist researchers, however, have begun to unjp&ciole of translator/interpreters outside of
a positivist approach (see, Edwards, 1998; Tem987; Temple & Edwards, 2002).

For many feminist and community-based researctie@gyrimary reasons for lack of attention to
such principles in relation to translators/intetpre may be related to institutional constrairas, f
example, short time frames imposed by funding agsnaniversity bureaucracies, and the
juggling of research amidst teaching loads. Needess, it is important to reflect on and
challenge prevailing institutional constraints nder to create a truly participatory research
environment for all those who contribute to a gipeoject.

In this paper we identify key issues raised indtiggue of the traditional positivist model for
using interpreters, and reflect on lessons thargadefrom a qualitative research project on the
acquisition of English language proficiency by UrBunjabi, Mandarin, and Cantonese
immigrant women in Toronto, Canada. Feminist amdroonity-based research (CBR) principles
were implicit in our project, but the lack of théill articulation contributed to some of the issue
we bring forward in this reflective paper. Thisleetion on our process is neither an attempt to
lay blame nor erase bias, but rather should beedeas a source of insight. It is undertaken with
the intent of moving toward greater inclusivity amglay from oppressive research practices in
future cross-language research (Archibald & Crnloyl995: Grossman, Kruger, & Moore,
1999). Equitable practices are also noted.

Project Background

Given the negative impact on immigrant women whadbspeak either of Canada'’s official
languages (see, for example, Man, 2004), we sdogiplore the obstacles and challenges for
immigrant women in acquiring proficienap the English language upon arriving in Canada.
This investigation was originally designed as &d¢hyear project; subsequently we revised the
project for granting purposes, thus reducing itetirame and cost. Some of the difficulties that
ensued were the result of this last-minute re-aesfghe project.
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Our research project unfolded in three phase$driitst phase we held focus groups with key
informants (service providers, staff in communityacies); the second phase involved individual
interviews with women who had become fluent in Esigkince arriving in Canada in the past ten
years; and, the third phase entailed holding fggaaps with women who did not yet speak
English.

Prior to the third phase, women from the four laaggigroupswere sought to facilitate, in their
first language, focus groups with immigrant womerowdid not speak English. Four women, one
from each language group, agreed to take on tlesofdocus group facilitator, transcriber,
interpreter and translator, in essence, a commuoaigarcher. They subsequently attended a two-
hour training session on facilitation where theyeverovided with the focus group protocol,
based on data from the individual interviews, whield been reviewed by a Community
Advisory Committee (CAC) that was brought togetteecifically for this research project. The
protocols were not pre-tested in the four languagemunities; cost constraints limited the
amount of time that facilitators could be engagedtie work. This training approach should be
contrasted with the model employed by the Prindipatstigator prior and subsequent to this
particular project. This latter approach entaifalbday of discussion and training with first-
language facilitators from the community, as welbafull debriefing.

Issues of consent were also discussed and comserd fvere reviewed. Key informants from
Phase 1, interviewees from Phase 2 (including tbf¢lee four community researchers; the fourth
community researcher was a research participampivious study conducted by one of the
academic researchers), and members of the redearohand their contacts also provided names
of potential study participants for Phase 3. Inghd, the majority of participants were recruited
by the community researchers.

The focus groups were held in a variety of settimyduding a private room in a local library, the
home of a "host" from the community (a confiderityghgreement was signed), a "party room" of
the apartment building, and a community researshagartment. A graduate student research
assistant was present at all four groups to offetnrtical and moral support to each of the four
community researchers; however, the project lesgarehers were not present. The community
researchers were given an honorarium for their imgkfor any for costs incurred while putting
together the focus groups (snacks were provided}rdnslating the consent forms and protocols,
for facilitating the groups, and for transcribingdetranslating the focus group transcripts. Their
relationship to the lead investigators ended ugaript of their transcripts, and payment for their
services.

Criticism of thetraditional positivist model and an alter native approach

A positivist approach is the predominant paradigmuing translators in social science research
(Edwards, 1998; Temple, 2002). This approach cdsdtka interpreter entirely by treating the
interpreter as merely a mechanical and potentptiyplematic part of the research process. For
example, researchers who adopt this approach oathid the researcher must control the
translator/interpreter through such processeseagdé of ‘back translatidna triangular seating
arrangement, and checking and monitoring devicds/éieds, 1998; Temple, 2002; Temple &
Young, 2004). Familiarity with the participant’sliture is encouraged so that the researcher can
ensure the interview is carried out appropriatBigwards, 1998). Translation and interpretation
is thus treated as a technical act; the concasiitliseliminating errors (Shklarov, 2007).

In contrast to this approach, Temple (2002) calisafsocial constructionist approach to
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translation: translators are viewed as active predaiof knowledge. She recommends that, like
researchers, their intellectual autobiographiesxptored and discussed, including their social
location, perspectives, and specific skills and petencies. Edwards (1998) proposes that
interpreters be considered key informants who pl@information about the social setting under
research and mediate between the researcher agobtifeunder study. They should be included
in discussions about social location, values arigfseLarkin, De Casterlé, and Schotsmans
(2007) also make the case for making the translasdsle by encouraging her/his presence and
consultation in every step of the research procdsstranslator should be an “interpretive guide
and co-researcher” (pp. 474-475). This inclusiotheftranslator as a key member of the team is
said to strengthen the rigour and trustworthindéspialitative cross-language research (Squires,
2009). For example, when a translator/communitgaesher involved in our projeittld one of

the academics at a training session, “In my coumtnas like you,” this statement could have
been seen as an opportunity for further dialoguwaiber identity and how she viewed her role in
the project.

Shklarov (2007) also urges that that the importaridbe translator’s role in human science
research be acknowledged. In her cross-languagards Shklarov (2007) held what she
describes as a “double role” (p. 530), acting dh besearcher and translator, and discusses the
benefits, challenges, and ambiguities of this apginoShe asserts that “bicultural translators” can
help negotiate different perspectives and cultungerstandings, which she argues is an
advantage from the point of view of the researat@ss, both in protecting participants from
harm, and maintaining research integrity. Transtatan provide first-hand knowledge of the
culture and community settings.

Although familiar with feminist research in the comnity context, this critical reflection
demonstrates our unexamined assumptions regatténgse of translations and translators and
illustrates why an alternative approach is needed.

Issues arising from the criticism of the traditional model
and reflections on our project

Given that most of us enter into the realm of usitgrpreters/translators in the research process
without any training (Edwards, 1998), it is impartéo reflect on our research practice, being
informed (albeit belatedly) by the debate betwémenttaditionalists and their critics. We will
organize our reflections in the form of the follogiquestions, which are based on the issues
raised in the critique of the positivist model: V8bdanguage is it? Whose community and
culture is it? Whose power and authority is it? Antose risk is it?

Whose languageisit?

Those working within the traditional positivist neldissert that translators pose a variety of
problems. Some studies (see, for example, AranDasijdson, & Ramirez, 2006) suggest that in
the interpretation context more is being said tkagetting translated, and, furthermore,
interpreters change meanings by omission, revisiod,reduction of content. They also caution
that some aspects that are perceived by the ieterpas ‘informal’ are left out. Translators may
thus produce knowledge that is not in keeping Withgoals of the researcher. In this model,
translators’ actions are treated as suspect andnflaence on the translation process must be
controlled through various means.

In contrast, rather than being a weakness and simydbr which researchers must control,
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Edwards (1998) argues that translators’ indepenralgitin can strengthen research, especially
where sensitive subjects are concerned. Thus,ahlemthis post-positivist approach is not to
minimize such effects, but rather to engage in miutansultation between researchers and
translators in the translation process (Temple &np 2004). Indeed, Temple (1997) asserts that
differences in perception between translators asdarchers should be “investigated and
debated, not hidden” (p. 615).

In the positivist model, ideally translators ar@osed to be transmitting neutral messages; the
primacy of the English language is not acknowledgiecbnsidered (Temple, 2002). Temple
(2002, p. 610) suggests however that we may netmbtvey meaning using words other than
literally translated equivalents.” Similarly, Kapigoand Berter6 (2002) address the subtle
differences in meaning between languages, andcalson the need for translations to be based
on meaning rather than linguistic structure or wohklarov (2007) points out that there can be
different definitions of the same concept and calty specific expressions that defy universal
meanings. Language is not neutral and the perspsatif translators need to be taken into
account.

We assumed in our training that the community nesess should follow common English
meanings and translate as ‘accurately’ as possihlapproach to translation that we later learned
has been called ‘assimilationist’ (Temple, Edwaid&lexander, 2006). We did not go over the
issue of different meanings in our training. Ouviad to the community researchers about
difficulties of translating specific English terrmgo their languages was to do the best they could,
thus missing an important opportunity to explore igsue further with the input of the translators.

A crucial step recommended by Edwards (1998), Ter(t®97) and other proponents of an
alternate model, that of debriefing with the comityuresearchers about their perspectives on the
research and translation, was also missed. Forggamtranscript was returned to a
translator/transcriber because she was using wistdeemed to be ‘judgmental language.’ She
was asked to re-word her document. In this instameaealize in retrospect that although we
were alert to a particular perspective on the pftanslator, we did not engage with this issue as
fully as we should have. We simply saw it as biad asked her to be more ‘factual.’ Indeed,
Temple et al. (2006) make the case that the asatysiata solely collected and translated by
community researchers shares similarities with séany data analysis. These scholars
demonstrate how “debriefing sessions after eaemiigw and carrying out a final interview with
field researchers can begin to open up and malessitte (albeit partially) the context of
production for cross-language research” (sectiggavagraph 4). This underscores the
importance of involving the translators in all pba®f the research project. The fact that we did
not engage in a debriefing raises issues relatpdwer and authority (see discussion in
subsequent sections).

Whose community & cultureisit?

One of most difficult issues in doing CBR is theyagation of differences between the cultures
of researchers and participants. This has two el&sn€l) Who is the insider in the community?
And, (2) who is the cultural expert? Insiders dbmecessarily have to be a part of the cultural
group, but can offer important insight through thesence in a particular local neighbourhood.
The latter are members of the actual ethno-culgn@lip. Each of these aspects is counter to the
traditional view of the researcher as the exparthé traditional model, there is an emphasis on
the utility for researchers to be acquainted witkirtresearch participants’ culture, so as not to
“overlook or misinterpret the significance of cémteesponses or attempt to carry out the
interview in an inappropriate manner” (Edwards, 8,395). Researchers are to keep a tight rein

182



International Journal of Qualitative Methods 2010, 10(1)

on the process, including controlling the trangkatmrior to and during the interview. After this
phase of the research comes the interpretatiop&igalf data and the writing up of research
accounts; traditionally translators are to playole at this stage (Edwards, 1998).

With regard to the first of these, community insigatus, three of the four community
researchers lived in the same communities whesedbieducted the focus groups. Even prior to
the collection of data, the translators playedyarkée in the project, more akin to ‘community
researchers’ who have insider knowledge about¢logle, culture and community settings.
Although the earlier account of our project sousiti®oth and straightforward, as those who do
feminist CBR have long known, recruiting minoritpmen requires “labour-intensive strategies
that require personal contact” (Weber Cannon, Hilggiham, & Leung, 1988, p.1). The
community researchers in our project played a afuole in recruitment of participants, thus
acting also as gatekeepers to their communities.

Because we did not consider the translators’ radelseing more than technical, however, we
have no information about how the translators mayetbeen perceived by community members,
or whom they chose to approach for recruitment @sep. Did the women participate because the
community researchers were respected members obtheunity? After all, the community
researchers had learned English, while they haddrptonversely, were the community
researchers seen as outsiders whom the participangéscurious about? Who did the community
researchers choose to approach, or not approachPikipact could these issues have had on
participation, and on what was said (or not saidhe focus groups?

An illustration of the problems caused by ignorihg perspective of translators relates to our
choice of study participants. The reasons providedlr final report for including the three sets
of study participants were as follows:

1) the Kis [key informants] would have a good owewof the situation of the
women in each language group; 2) the now-fluent aifnom each language group
would have a clear sense of the obstacles thejatad, and more importantly, how
they had overcome them: what worked and what digamal 3) the women who do
not yet speak English would have the best insightdl into the limitations of the
efforts at outreach and programming, which havexurked in their cases, and why
this may be so. (Kilbride et al., 2009, pp. 12-13)

Notably, one of the community researchers was @quitevinced prior to carrying out the focus
group that the majority of women in her commurmitypsenot to learn English, and the
community researcher told this to one of the lemgarchers. Given what the researchers had
heard from the now fluent women however, the lesgarchers assumed that women who did
not learn English were influenced by a number sfiintional obstacles, not personal choice. The
complexities of this issue are evident in, for eplanKouritzin's (2000) research. She reports
that several of the women she interviewed did renttvto immigrate to Canada but followed their
husbands who wanted to do so. This, as highlighyeghe of our community researchers, raises
the possibility that some immigrant women chosetadéarn English. The lead researchers did
not explore with this community researcher how piasspective may have played out in the
focus group or in the translation, and ultimatelyhe data we analyzed and interpreted.
Involving the translators as cultural experts Irphbkses of the research project could have
illuminated these issues.

Nevertheless, there are two key instances wheredderesearchers heeded the advice of the

community researchers. Initially, the team soughtdst the focus groups at a social service
agency serving immigrants, as was done with tharfeymant groups; however, independent of
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each other, two of the community researchers gléadicated to members of the research team
that, given the language barrier, the women irr tt@nmunities would not be comfortable taking
public transit to the suggested focus group locafidnerefore, with the approval of the
University's Research Ethics Board the location wlenged to those noted earlier in the paper.
In hindsight it seems an obvious barrier for pgstiion, but not one the lead investigators had
considered. The second instance of heeding advasenken two of the four community
researchers recommended we move particular resdeactine dates due to the Muslim
observance of Ramadan. In this instance, the contym@searchers provided the research team
with crucial knowledge that was critical to therthphase of the project.

With regard to the second issue, cultural expersibef the community researchers were of the
same ethno-cultural group as their focus groupgipaints. Most researchers assert that cultural
sameness between interviewer and interviewee isnkiegnscultural research (e.g. see Edwards,
1998; Kapborg & Berteré 2002; Merriam et al., 200iering, 1987). Edwards (1998) also
includes sameness in gender and religious chaistater Therefore, in our project we elected to
employ translators/interviewers of the same geaddrethnicity as the patrticipants, as we
believed this would likely facilitate the reseaqrocess.

We should not, however, have assumed that translatwo share a language with the research
participants necessarily share or can represeintaiéure (Temple, 2002). The degree of
diversity within ethnic groups is an important, bften neglected, factor for translation.
Frequently this occurs because of a stereotypindérstanding of cultures as fixed and
homogeneous entities, such as “Western” or “Chihesiture (Shklarov, 2007). Furthermore, as
Shklarov (2007) points out, “[p]eople who routing@lgrform translations are, most often, long-
time immigrants and have been educated in the \Westglition. This makes them, to some
extent, culturally distant from their non-Engligheaking compatriots” (p. 531).

In our research, we trusted that the women we itecras translators/community researchers
were able to ‘speak the language;’ we did not aersssues of variation within
language/cultural groups. While focus group pastiaits were women who had come to Canada
in the last 10 years, the translators may havel lhere for much longer. The significance of this
is that there could have been much more cultusdhdce between the translators and the
participants than we initially assumed.

Whose power and authority isit?

Much has been written by post-modernist, femirist] social constructionist qualitative theorists
and researchers about the influence of the rese@s@ocial location on the research process, the
sharing of power, and the researcher and partitsgco-constructors of knowledge. These
issues however, are generally not taken into cenaitbn when working with translators

(Temple, 2002). For example, while the term ‘suthjeas largely been rejected and replaced by
the term ‘participant,” questions about approprtateninology for the interpreter or translator in
cross-cultural qualitative research remains. Pss#ioms include the following: community
researcher, translator, interpreter, cultural broleeilitator, key informant, interpretive guida;
cultural translator, and team member. Underlyingfthese terms are considerations of
difference in social status and perceived role.

While Porter (1994) alerts us to the issue of sirties in the social position of researchers and
translators in that they may share insecure skant-employment or have similar institutional
constraints on their freedoms, there are notalfferdnces between the social status of researcher
and translator. These differences may create temsimund respective limitations and issues of
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power and control, regardless of the terminologgdu® describe the translator. In order to
overcome these limitations, Edwards (1998) reconttmanme form of matching regarding the
research knowledge of the interpreter and the relseg which she argues, can be addressed
through suitable training. Temple and Young (24047 3), however, point out the difficulties
linked to this recommendation: “How can you traemnsslators in a short time span often available
to hold their own in issues of research methoddbgy

In our project, the issue of time was a definitetda: we had less than one year to complete the
project, a time-line imposed by the funding agemayextensive training schedule for the
translators was therefore impossible. Whereass@ping with the standard CBR process, we had
a community advisory board, the translators weltg brought in after the second phase of the
project. Even though a brief training session weld by this time the protocols were established.
The limited communication arising from this treatthef community researchers may have
resulted in a typical hierarchical employer-empyelationship whereby the employee seeks to
please the employer (e.g., the translator screemicgnsoring interview data in order to please
the researchers).

In relation to the research process, typically uksion of translator-researcher-participant
dynamics is in relation to one-on-one interviewswdver, our project differed from such an
approach in that our research did not involve adatway process (Edwards, 1998). As stated
earlier, none of the lead academic researcherspvesent during the collection of data, and the
method used was a focus group rather than an ieterWhy does this matter as far as power is
concerned? It can, for example, be argued thatatway of reducing the authority of the
academic researchers. For instance, feminist resear Archibald & Crnkovich (1995) argue
that given the choice, they would not use an imedgp but would prefer to have women conduct
research in their own communities. In additionpeus group is said to be a context where
participants may be empowered to speak up (Gil88/)1 As stated earlier, however, three of
the four community researchers were known by thiggi@ants; furthermore, we are unaware of
the role/status of the community researcher ircttiremunity and how that might have influenced
the results.

In addition to the collection and interpretationdata, Temple and Young (2004) ask how else
the translator could or should be involved in tbsearch process. In our project we gave the
authority of recruiting and conducting the focusigrs to the translators, in this sense they were
community researchers. However, the authority ong over the focus group research protocol,
which was created by the academics, was giverortbettranslators or research participants, but
to a CAC made up of representatives from commuaggncies serving newcomer women and
families. The CAC primarily consisted of CEOs, Bxiee Directors, Settlement Counselors and
Program Directors. The fact that the CAC was pulbggbther to help provide support and advice
in the design and implementation of the focus gspapd to review the interview protocols and
suggest revisions in the less than twelve-montlogdetlotted by the funder is rather miraculous.
However, as stated, no translators or researcltiparts were part of the CAC.

As indicated in the section ‘Whose language isig8ues of power and authority also come into
play in translating terminology. Even if debriefingnd discussions take place between the
academics and translators, who, in the end, hastdléectual authority to define the terminology
(Temple, 1997)? In our research project, this aitthcested with the academic research team.
We did not solicit input from translators on theanimg or definition of ‘language proficiency.’
Instead, we relied on meaning as it emerged sulgdefrom the focus group participants, while
ignoring the mediating effect of the translatorsr Mid we adequately discuss the idea of
‘proficiency’ with the translators. In the end, wee not able to determine how much this
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omission influenced our understanding of the data.

Whoserisk isit?

Risk in the research process can be the diredt &sgnoring issues related power. One aspect
of risk which is not usually addressed is the pigérisks/harms posed to translators. Research
ethics boards tend to protect research participantgo our knowledge little is being done to
safeguard community-based translators/interviewihts is all the more important given that
they are generally paid low wages, not in realiste&asure to their work. Potential problems for
translators include confidentiality, small sizettoé community, and the risk of making the
community look bad and or looking bad in front loé ttommunity (Edwards, 1998; Freed, 1988).
Additionally, translators may provide serviceshie tommunity creating awkward client-
provider relationships. King (1981) pointed outngeago that community factionalism may make
the translator's life more difficult. Finally, a®iRharz and Chase (2002) and others have noted,
the interview process may also impact the intereiely raising difficult issues and uncertainties.
These types of risks are of particular concernuinproject given that three of the four focus
group facilitators live in the same community as plarticipants. We do not know whether our
translators had any difficulties or faced any negateactions from the community after the
research was done. A debriefing between the lesghrehers and the community researchers
may have allowed such issues to surface and beyamdressed.

Conclusions, Recommendations, and Continuing Conundrums

Based on our experiences and review of the critafuke traditional model, we have identified a
number of issues related to the engagement oflatans in CBR. The issues that we have
identified include serious questions about ambigsiand ownership of translated language
content; assumptions about community familiaritg anltural similarity between researchers,
translators, and participants; negotiation of poar authority in the research process; and the
risks faced by translators. These are important&ms that researchers need to consider when
embarking on cross-cultural or cross-language rekea

Our main recommendation is that, within the paramsetdf respectful relationships between all
members of the research team, translators/intemngrbe incorporated as research partners in all
phases of qualitative projects. Issues of powenatbe authentically addressed if the role of the
translator is not carefully considered at a prégemhset. Optimally, one might consider translator
involvement in the earliest stages of planningoun project, the community researchers were not
part of the CAC; they were only brought in aftez #econd phase of the project, by which time
research protocols were established; furthermarelebriefing took place after the focus groups
were completed. Consultation is crucial.

Having said this, we need to be alert to two sifdbe issue. The first one has to do with the
individual shortcomings and the responsibility theg with the academic team members. First
and foremost, overcoming or examining one's sdogation is an on-going and never completed
project. Along with our social location goes thevipege of socially acknowledged expertise.
Had we solidly adhered to principles of participgitor community-based and feminist research,
we might have realized the importance of discus8iegprotocols with the translators and
incorporating their feedback fully. Our practiceewever, simply maintained academic
ownership of expertise. Our translators’ trainingsveursory and, in the end, insufficient. We
generally assumed that the translators/interviewers working ‘for’ us rather than ‘with’ us. In
other words, we were ‘using’ the translators, rathan ‘working with’ them.
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Instead of attempting to exert control over thedfator and the translation process, it is time tha
researchers reconceptualize translators as paitnéims research process (Edwards, 1998; Larkin
et al., 2007; Temple & Young, 2004) and acknowlettigemany roles they may play above and
beyond translator (roles which include, for examfdeus group facilitator, transcriber,
interpreter, or community researcher). To negleistissue has consequences. The lack of
partnership with the translators, for example, tédiour data analysis. A better working
relationship with translators as research partmerg have allowed us to do an in-depth analysis,
uncovering nuances that we missed.

We count ourselves amongst scholars who are sengitissues of power differentials, and who
respect community-based knowledge. This is refteirteour research topic, the selection of
participants, and our work with a CAC. Neverthelegs still overlooked the knowledge, skill set
and potential research role of the community resesaftranslator.

Furthermore, rather than focusing solely on indigild or team) shortcomings in research
practices, it is important to pay attention to ahdllenge the institutional framework within
which we conduct research. Notably, whether weraieed within a positivist paradigm or not,
we constantly struggle against the positivisticdigses which are part of the institutional
structure and dominant ideology of the academy.e3perience suggests that although
academics may think of themselves as having hiafnsbased on their professional credentials,
this does not amount to actual power, especiallgrevigualitative and community-based
researchers are concerned.

Indeed, some of the problems identified in thisgralluminate the power hierarchies evident in
universities and funding agencies. Academics grieajly constrained by funding sources,
deadlines, and the requirements of professionarmmbment, which may- especially when
entering new areas of research - prevent considerat all requirements of the project. While
previous scholars have made a convincing casevidder contribution by translators in the
research process (Edwards, 1998; Temple, 2002)wiild involve longer time commitments
and higher costs, something that is not typicalyved favourably by funding agencies
(Edwards, 1998; Temple & Young, 2004). Thus, a pririssue arising from our reflections
relates to the requirements of funding bodies. Jdrameters for our research, including the short
time frame, compromised the quality of this quéltastudy.

It is, therefore, critical for research to emergattmakes the role of interpreters visible, even if
is in the post-project stage. We are doing this,neith the hope that our experiences and
reflections will guide us and other researchethiénfuture.

Notes

1. Female immigrants’ lack of English proficienayed not mean they are poorly
educated; their education may not have includedigingr French. In our project
the definition of proficiency was left up to therfieipants. The research team and
the advisory board thought that a subjective diédimiof proficiency would
overcome some of the problems of testing the ppaints' English language
proficiency.

2. In order to identify the four target groups lzhee their need for acquiring
proficiency in English, data from Citizenship amdahhigration’s Landing of
Immigrants Data System showing language proficieaxtqgoint of immigration,
were compared with data from Statistics Canadanguage proficiency at time of
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census enumeration. Looking at the data on aduttemoin the large language
groups gave us four groups in which women werkrsitl proficient in English at
least five years after their arrival. The four kesggroups arriving in the Toronto
Census Metropolitan Area also contributed the fargest groups of non-English
speaking women: between 1996 and 2005, they totdedst 72,000 women in the
CMA alone (they also did not speak French). Thesams were the Mandarin-
speaking, Cantonese-speaking, Urdu-speaking, anjdibitspeaking women.

3. Edwards (1998) explains that ‘back translatiamblves an interpreter translating
a piece of spoken or written English into anotlaagluage, then another interpreter
translating that version back into English, aftéich time the two versions are
compared and discussed.
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