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Summary 

As part of SERISS Task 3.1., a translation experiment was fielded in the CROss-National 

Online Survey (CRONOS) with the goal to compare two distinct questionnaire translation 

approaches: close translation and adaptation. 60 items were translated from English into 

Estonian and Slovene by three translation teams each. Respondents were randomly 

assigned to three different groups, all of which received distinct questionnaire versions of the 

same source questionnaire.   

This report summarizes the challenges encountered for analysing this experiment, the 

methods used for its analysis, and the selected empirical findings resulting from the two 

translation approaches.  
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Introduction 

Cross-national surveys are intended to measure people’s behaviours, preferences, opinions, 

and social attitudes across different cultures and languages. To be able to make country 

comparisons, survey designers need to make sure that they measure the same construct in 

each population of interest. One aspect that needs to be considered carefully in the 

designing stage of large-scale survey projects is translation. Currently, close translation is 

generally implemented as it is assumed to yield comparable data, whereas the adaptive 

translation approach also allows for “free” translation that can be more sensitive to cultural 

and linguistic differences. However, which of the two translation approaches is better suited 

for questionnaire translation is still an empirical question.  

To fill this research gap, Wave 5 of the CROss-National Online Survey (CRONOS) included 

a translation experiment aiming at comparing the aforementioned translation approaches 

which allow for different degrees of adaptation: close translation (as close as possible to the 

source wording) versus adaptive translation (idiomatic translation allowing for 

language/country-specific adaptation). The experiment design consisted of three translation 

teams per country/language (i.e., Estonia/Estonian and Slovenia/Slovene) which all had to 

translate the same 60 English source items. The items were given to the translation teams in 

three batches of each 20 items. Each batch was translated by each team following one of 

the two translation approaches whereat each translation team used each translation 

approach at least once (for information on the translation instructions see Dorer & Villar, 

2017). From the resulting translations three different questionnaire versions were created, in 

which each questionnaire version included translated items of all translation teams and both 

translation strategies (for an overview of the exact allocation of translated items to the 

different questionnaire versions see Annex 1).  

Estonian-speaking CRONOS respondents in Estonia and Slovene-speaking CRONOS 

respondents in Slovenia were randomly assigned to one of the three questionnaire versions. 

CRONOS respondents in Great Britain and Russian-speaking respondents in Estonia did not 

participate in the translation experiment and received the same version of the item wording 

in their language.  

 

 

Method 

Challenges 

Originally, the aim of the analysis was to check how comparable the data collected with the 

two aforementioned translation strategies was in relation to the source questionnaire by 

testing for measurement equivalence via methods such as multigroup confirmatory factor 

analysis and item response theory. In other words, the ultimate objective of the experiment 

was to see whether close or adaptive translation would provide items in the target languages 

that would lead to higher measurement equivalence across countries and, as a result, also 

to higher data quality given the goal of cross-country comparison. 

However, there were two challenges that led to a change in the strategy of analysis and, 

consequently, also in the research question: The first challenge was of conceptual nature. 

The translation teams received different instructions on how to translate the three batches, 
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but always with the condition that the translation had to be “fieldable”. However, not all the 

teams realized that they had received different instructions, meaning that they may have 

translated always the same way irrespective of the instructions given (Dorer, 2019b). 

Further, receiving certain translation instructions and following those does not automatically 

entail that the resulting translations actually fall into the type of translation aimed at by 

design. Additionally, not all items may have had the same potential to be translated closely 

or adaptively to start with. For example, one could imagine an item that may only be 

translated following an adaptive approach. Thus, asking translators to translate this 

particular item closely may either lead to this item being translated adaptively (which would 

be correct linguistically speaking but not necessarily “correct” in terms of the intended 

design), or it could lead to this item being translated closely (which would be correct 

according to the instructions, but would be linguistically a bad or even wrong translation). 

The second challenge was of methodological nature. The respondent groups were too small 

to apply methods for testing measurement equivalence. Depending on the item, the number 

of respondents per group varied between 143 and 216 (see Table 1 for the overall sample 

size by group). Due to these two challenges, we had to adapt our strategy of analysis and 

with that also our research question as will be explained in the following subsection.  

 

Table 1. Sample Size 

  Translation Experiment 

Respondent Groups 

 

Country Source questionnaire     1     2     3 Total 

GB 633     0     0     0 633  

EE     0 173 153 173 499 

SI     0 194 217 204 615  

Total 633 367 370 377 1.747 

 

Note. The participants of Great Britain cannot be categorized with respect to 

the three respondent groups as the English-speaking participants received 

all the same questionnaire, that is, the source questionnaire. The 

participants of Estonia and Slovenia were randomly assigned to one of the 

three translated questionnaire versions. Although not part of the 

experiment, 101 Russian-speaking survey participants in Estonia filled in 

the questionnaire in Russian. 

 

 

Development of a New Analytical Method 

Based on the conceptual challenge that one cannot deduce from the given translation 

instructions that the translation was done correctly (i.e., according to the instructions), we 

asked two independent translators (i.e., one per country) to give qualitative explanations on 

each translation and to categorize each translation as either close or adaptive. The latter 

turned out to be a very challenging task for the experts because not all items could be 

classified as clearly close or clearly adaptive. This is because sometimes items did not only 

include closely and adaptively translated parts but they also did so to varying degrees. 

http://www.seriss.eu/
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However, we could already see that the expert evaluations did not always coincide with the 

intended translation strategy.  

To increase precision in our analysis, we developed a new explorative method to analyse 

the items. Starting point was the idea that each item in this experiment had the following four 

things: 

- a translation potential, 

- six translation scores,  

- a question, and 

- an answer scale. 

The translation potential is the theoretical translation space and includes all translations in 

the target language that an item could possibly have. Further, each item had six translations 

(i.e., 3 translation teams x 2 languages) out of which each had a so-called translation score, 

which is the realized translation within the universe of the theoretical translation space. Also, 

each item consisted of a question (including the question itself but also the introduction to 

the question) and an answer scale (the given answer options). 

In a first step, we asked our experts to evaluate the degree of closeness/adaptiveness for 

each translation on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from -2 (close) to 2 (adaptive). In addition, 

we gave them the option to mark the translations as -3 (overly close) or 3 (overly adaptive) 

whenever the wording sounded unnatural in the target language, or as wrong if the 

translation did not capture the content of the English source text. The experts evaluated the 

translation scores for each question and answer scale separately (for the exact instructions 

see Annex 2). Figure 1 shows the scale for the evaluation of the translation scores. 

 

  overly  

close 

 

 

 

close rather  

close 

somewhat 

close  

and  

somewhat 

adaptive 

rather  

adaptive 

adaptive overly  

adaptive 

 wrong  

translation 

  -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3  999 

           

Q           

S           

 

Figure 1. Closeness-adaptiveness scale for the evaluation of the translation scores of the 

question (= Q) and the answer scale (=S) of one item. 

 

In a second step, the two experts had to think of all theoretically possible translations of each 

question and each answer scale that would make sense in the target language and cultural 

context. They had to mark the translation potential on a 5-point-Likert scale ranging from -2 

(close) to 2 (adaptive) (for the exact instructions see Annex 3). Figure 2 shows the scale for 

the evaluation of the translation potential. Finally, we combined the evaluations of the 

translation potential with the translation scores and visualized them (see Annex 4).  
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  close rather  

close 

somewhat 

close  

and  

somewhat 

adaptive 

rather  

adaptive 

adaptive 

  -2 -1 0 1 2 

       

Q       

S       

 

Figure 2. Closeness-adaptiveness scale for the evaluation of the translation potential of the 

question (= Q) and the answer scale (=S) of one item. 

 

To analyse the translation experiment as a whole, we combined three different analytical 

strategies: First, we checked for statistically significant differences across the respondent 

groups within each country. We relied for this on the actual collected survey data and used 

the Kruskal-Wallis H Test for determining whether there were differences between the three 

respondent groups in each country for continuous and ordinal variables (Kruskal & Wallis, 

1952). In case of significant differences, Dunn’s test with Bonferroni adjustment was used to 

determine which groups were different from each other (Dinno, 2015). For binary or nominal 

variables, we conducted Pearson’s chi-squared test followed by Fisher’s exact test (Fisher, 

1922). 

Second, we contrasted the found group differences with the translation potential and the 

translation scores based on the expert evaluations. Third, we fed in the information from 

the expert explanations, that is, the qualitative data. Taken all together, this gave us a 

comprehensive picture to tackle the challenges we faced and led to a modification of our 

original research question: Are there differences in the responses generated by the two 

translation approaches and how can those be explained? 

 

Further Analyses 

As our team of analysts also included two researchers working for the Survey of Health, 

Ageing and Retirement in Europe (SHARE), there was a particular interest in analysing the 

SHARE items of the translation experiment even further. In total, three items, asked by 

SHARE as well as in the ESS core questionnaire, were part of the experiment: type of 

building, area where you live/city town, and income. However, the data on the income 

variable was classified as sensitive which is why we could not analyse this item. For the 

other two items, we decided to take an additional analytical approach that was based on 

comparing the responses from the experiment with the responses already given in the ESS 

Round 8 interview either by the respondent or the interviewer. 

For each of the two items, we first compared the distribution of responses across the three 

random subsamples in each country. That is, we assessed the similarity of the distributions 

between the three experimental groups by doing comparisons of two (groups 1 and 2; 

groups 1 and 3; groups 2 and 3) using the Wilcoxon-Mann-Whitney two-sample test and the 
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Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) equality-of-distributions test. The Wilcoxon test assesses if two 

independent samples (that is, unmatched data) are from populations with the same 

distribution (Mann & Whitney, 1947; Wilcoxon, 1945). The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test is a 

nonparametric goodness-of-fit test and is used to determine whether two distributions differ 

(Kolmogorov, 1933). The Kolmogorov-Smirnov statistic measures the distance between the 

empirical distribution functions of two samples (Smirnov, 1939). 

In the next step, we made use of data collected from the same respondents for similar 

questions as part of the European Social Survey (ESS) Round 8 interview. In case of the 

“type of building” item we looked at inconsistencies between CRONOS responses and the 

building type information that was collected by the interviewers in the contact form records in 

ESS Round 8. For the “area where you live/city town” item, we looked at inconsistencies 

between responses provided in the ESS Round 8 face-to-face interview and responses 

provided online in CRONOS Wave 5 by the same respondent. 

 

 

Results 

Translation Instructions and Translation Outcomes 

Each item was supposed to be translated closely and adaptively at least once. However, as 

we cannot conclude from the translation instructions what the translation outcome is, we 

looked at the expert evaluations and compared them with the translation instructions. In 

total, for each item, there were six values per language (i.e., three translation scores for the 

translation of the question and three translation scores for the translation of the answer 

scale). For 60 items, these are 360 expert ratings per language. Table 2 summarizes how 

often the translation instructions resulted in a translation in accordance with the intended 

approach (+), with the opposite approach (-), or with a somewhat close and somewhat 

adaptive approach (o) irrespective of the translation instructions. In one case, the translation 

turned out to be wrong (ø).  

 

Table 2. Instructions vs. Translation Scores 

 Estonian   Slovene 

 Close Adaptive   Close Adaptive 

+ 125 

(79.1%) 

14 

(6.9%) 

 + 132 

(83.5%) 

33 

(16.3%) 

o 22 

(13.9%) 

17 

(8.4%) 

 o 3 

(1.9%) 

3 

(1.5%) 

– 11 

(7.0%) 

171 

(84.7%) 

 – 23 

(14.6%) 

165 

(81.7%) 

ø 0 

(0.0%) 

0 

(0.0%) 

 ø 0 

(0.0%) 

1 

(0.5%) 

Total 158 

(100%) 

202 

(100%) 

 Total 158 

(100%) 

202 

(100%) 
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Note. Based on a 7-point Likert scale (see Figure 1) ranging from overly close (-3) to 

overly adaptive (+3), the matches between the translation instructions and the realized 

translation scores were coded the following:  + Instructions and translation scores 

matched (i.e., instructions were close and translation scores were either -3, -2 or -1; 

instructions were adaptive and translation scores were either 1, 2, or 3). – Instructions 

and translation scores were opposite (i.e., instructions were close, but translation scores 

were either 1, 2 or 3; instructions were adaptive, but translation scores were either -3, -

2, or -1). o Translation score was middle category (i.e., 0) despite the instructions. ø 

Translation was wrong. 

 

As becomes apparent from Table 2, instructions to translate closely are more often 

associated with close translations (EE: 79.1%; SI: 83.5%) than instructions to translate 

adaptively to adaptive translations (EE: 6.9%; SI: 16.3%). This could be because, generally, 

it might be easier to translate closely or because translators feel (consciously or 

unconsciously) more comfortable translating closely than translating adaptively. Similarly, 

close instructions led to adaptive translations in much lesser instances (EE: 7.0%; SI: 

14.6%), while adaptive instructions resulted in more than 80% in close translations (EE: 

84.7%; SI: 81.7%). In fact, only for one item in one language (i.e., item 13 in Slovene), the 

translation instructions are in accordance with the translation outcome for all three 

translation teams. Further, Estonian translations were more often rated as somewhat close 

and somewhat adaptive (13.9% and 8.4%) compared to Slovenia (1.9% and 1.5%) 

irrespective of the translation instructions. However, this could be an artefact due to different 

coding styles of our experts.  

 

Table 3. Translation Potential 

 Estonian   Slovene 

 Question Answer Scale   Question Answer Scale 

   c 21 45     c 20 42 

   o 0 0     o 0 0 

   a 0 0     a 1 2 

   co 6 12     co 5 0 

   coa 30 2     coa 18 11 

   oa 3 1     oa 2 1 

   ca 0 0     ca 14 4 

Total 60 60  Total 60 60 

 

Note. Based on a 5-point Likert scale (see Figure 2) ranging from close (-2) to adaptive 

(+2), the translation potential for each question and answer scale was coded in the 

following way:  c The translation potential was either close (-2) or rather close (-1) or both. 

o The translation potential was somewhat close and somewhat adaptive (0). a The 

translation potential was either rather adaptive (1) or adaptive (2) or both. co The 

translation potential included at least one close category and the middle point of the rating 

scale. coa The translation potential included close and adaptive parts of the scale and the 

middle point. oa The translation potential included the middle category and at least one 

adaptive category. 
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Another explanation for an overrepresentation of close translations could be that the items 

analysed here lack an adaptive translation potential. Table 3 lists the translation potential of 

all questions and answer scales. Note that about 1/3 of the questions and 70% (SI) to 75% 

(EE) of the answer scales were rated as having an exclusively close translation potential, 

whereas no item in Estonian and only one question and two answer scales in Slovene had a 

solely adaptive translation potential. Yet, more than half of the questions (EE: 33; SI: 35) 

would have made an adaptive translation possible compared to only three answer scales in 

Estonian and 18 in Slovene (see Table 4). 

 

Table 4. Translation Possibilities 

 Estonian  Slovene 

Possible translation Question Answer Scale  Question Answer Scale 

close 57 59  57 57 

adaptive 33 3  35 18 

 

Note. Based on the translation potential, these are the counts of questions and answer 

scales for which a close translation would have been possible and for which an adaptive 

translation would have been possible. 

 

Next, we looked at the types of adaptations that were made. We found four distinct types 

that we classified into pragmatic-semantic-lexical, factual-technical, syntactic-grammatical, 

and (survey) methodological or so-called ‘survey speak’. First, pragmatic-semantic-lexical 

adaptations refer to how meaning is expressed in a language, that is, the meaning of a word 

or expression is different or something is just expressed differently in the target language - 

referring to ‘the message’. This also includes adaptions due to pure lexical differences 

between both languages, when certain words (lexems) do not exist in both languages in the 

same way and so another lexical solution needs to be found to express the same meaning 

(semantics) or message (pragmatics) (we followed Chesterman’s differentiation between 

syntactic, semantic, and pragmatic translation approaches: Chesterman, 2016, p. 90 ff.). 

The second type of adaptation found, factual-technical, captures translation issues with 

respect to differences in reality. These differences between source and target cultures, 

systems, or structures (such as different legal or administrative settings) lead to ‘technical’ 

adaptations as more direct transpositions would not make sense. Third, the syntactic-

grammatical category includes adaptations in which a syntactic or grammatical 

structure/pattern needs to be modified in the target language for mere linguistic reasons, 

primarily manipulating form (Chesterman, 2016, p. 91). Finally, the last type of adaption is 

due to specific survey habits in the target language/culture and is as such of (survey) 

methodological nature. Examples are typical ways of constructing response categories or 

phrasing introductory sentences that are common in questionnaires at the national level. 

Table 5 summarizes the different types of adaptation found in the translation experiment. 

Note that the translation of one question or answer scale can include different types of 

adaptation. Also, within each of the four categories, only distinct adaptations were counted. 

For example, if several items had the same answer scale which were always adapted the 

same way, this counted as only one type of adaptation. Interestingly, in Slovene, 1/5 of 

adaptions were due to specific survey habits in contrast to less than 1/10 in Estonian. 

http://www.seriss.eu/


    

www.seriss.eu GA No 654221 12 
 

Table 5. Types of Adaptation 

 Estonian Slovene 
 

Pragmatic-semantic-lexical 116 69 

(meaning-language)  

 

(67.8%) (60.0%) 

Factual-technical 28 17 

(reality)  

 

(16.4%)         (14.7%) 

Syntactic-grammatical 13 6 

(structure) 

 

(7.6%)           (5.2%) 

(Survey) methodological 14 23 

(survey habits)  

 

(8.2%)         (20.0%) 

Total 
 

171 115 

 

 

Selected Results for New Method 

General 

Following our newly developed analytical method, we checked for significant mean 

differences across the three respondent groups in each of the two countries and contrasted 

these differences with the expert evaluations. Tables 6 and 7 give an overview of the items 

which fall into each of the four categories resulting from the two dimensions: (1) significant 

mean differences between the respondent groups (yes/no) and (2) differences in the expert 

evaluations for the three respondent groups (yes/no). Whenever statistical significant mean 

differences of at least p < .05 were found between at least two of the respondent groups, the 

item was categorized as “means +” and “means –“ if no differences were found at all. 

Likewise, whenever our experts evaluated at least one of the translations closer or more 

adaptive than the other translations on the 7-point Likert scale, the item was classified as 

“expert evaluations +” and as “expert evaluations –“ when all the translations (of  the 

question and the answer scale) received the same translation score. 

 

Table 6. Mean Differences and Expert Evaluations in Estonian 

Differences in  Means 

  + – 

 

 

Expert 

Evaluations 

 
 

+ 

1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 
16, 31, 35, 36, 47, 49, 

50, 53, 60 
 

4, 11, 12, 14, 17, 18, 19, 
20, 21, 22, 24, 25, 26, 27, 
28, 29, 30, 32, 33, 34, 38, 

39, 40, 42, 44, 45, 48 

 – 46, 54, 55, 56, 57, 58 13, 15, 23, 37, 41, 43, 51, 
52, 59 
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Table 7. Mean Differences and Expert Evaluations in Slovene 

Differences in  Means 

  + – 

 

 

 

Expert 

Evaluations 

 
 
 

+ 

1, 4, 7, 13, 24, 26, 28, 
31, 34, 37, 42, 46, 52, 

53, 56 

2, 3, 5, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 
14, 15, 16, 17, 19, 21, 22, 
23, 25, 27, 29, 30, 32, 33, 
35, 36, 38, 39, 40, 41, 43, 
44, 45, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 

54, 55, 58, 59, 60 

 –  18, 20, 57 

 

In both languages, for most of the items, the three translation versions were evaluated 

differently along the closeness-adaptiveness dimension by our experts. Yet, only for a 

smaller portion we actually found significant mean differences. Although this could be due to 

the small sample sizes, this may also speak to the idea that some items might be more 

robust than others. That is, despite of differences in the translation of an item the same 

concept might still be measured by different translation versions. In contrast, other 

theoretical constructs might be more sensitive to the exact wording. Theoretically speaking, 

when there are no differences in the expert evaluations, we would also not expect 

differences in the mean because we should be measuring the same construct unless there is 

some type of error (e.g., random error). Table 8 depicts these hypothetical considerations. 

  

Table 8. Types of Items 

 

Differences in  Means 

  + – 

Expert  + sensitive items robust items 

Evaluations –  error  same/similar wording 

 

In total, there are 18 items in Estonian and 15 items in Slovene which fall into the 

hypothetical sensitive items category, while 27 items in Estonian and 42 items in Slovene fall 

into the category of robust items. In Estonian, six items may be categorized as error in 

contrast to Slovene for which no single item falls into this category. Finally, it seems that the 

translations for nine items in Estonian and for three items in Slovene had the same or at 

least similar wording. 22 out of the 60 items are classified the same way in both languages. 

Table 9 gives an overview of a direct comparison of item type by country: Not many 

similarities between the two countries can be noted which is why generalization is difficult. 

However, the construct of political participation/engagement shows similarities between the 

two languages. Although the five items (items 17-21) were translated differently (all five for 

Estonian and items 17, 19, and 21 for Slovene), no mean differences were found for any of 

the five items in the two languages. One could argue that the concept itself is so clear given 

the binary answer option that people can recall easily whether they have worked for a 

political party or signed a petition. Thus, one would not expect that that the translation itself 

(as long as it is correct) would have a big impact on the response behaviour. Similarly, the 

answers to item 59 (i.e., building of residence) are rather stable. There seems to be not 
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much room for interpretation even though, in Slovene, the translations varied a lot across the 

close-adaptiveness dimension (see Annex 4; for further information on this item, see section 

on “Results of Further Analyses”). 

 

Table 9. Item Type Comparison 

 

 Normative beliefs of 
female sex roles 

Pro-
creation 

Societal attitudes towards… Individual attitudes towards 
gender roles 

Life planning 

EE                
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 
SI                

                
  Political participation/engagement Political efficacy Politi-

cians 
Poli-
tics  

EE                
 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 
SI                

                
 Qualification for immigration 

(entry/exclusion) 
National identity Church 

involvement 
Beliefs Generalized social 

trust 
EE                
 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 
SI                

                
 Social network/ 

extraversion 
Perceived consequences of social 

policies 
Concerned Building/place 

of residence 
EE                
 46 47 48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 57 58 59 60 
SI                

 
Note. Numbers are item numbers. Yellow are items with differences in the mean and in the 
expert evaluations (sensitive items). Orange are items with differences in the expert 
evaluations but not in the mean (robust items). Green are items with neither differences in 
the mean nor in the expert evaluations (same/similar wording). Pink are items with 
differences in the mean but not in the expert evaluations (error). Bold are items that fall into 
the same type of item in both countries. The lines group the items together which belong to 
the same theoretical concept. 
 

 

Specific Examples 

Based on Tables 6-8, we selected two of these sensitive items to illustrate our 

methodological approach: item 13 (“plan the future” of the theoretical concept life planning) 

and item 24 (“able to take active role in political group” of the theoretical concept political 

efficacy). 

Item 13 – Plan the Future 

Item 13, originally from the ESS Round 3 (D52), states: 

Do you generally plan for your future or do you just take each day as it comes? 
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Please express your opinion on a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 means ‘I plan for my 

future as much as possible’ and 10 means ‘I just take each day as it comes’. 

 

0   I plan for my future as much as possible 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10   I just take each day as it comes 

 

 

 c    a   wrong 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3  999 

         

3 2       1    

  2 3       1    

         
 1 vs 2***       
 1 vs 3***       

Figure 3. Expert evaluations and mean differences for “Do you generally plan for your future 

or do you just take each day as it comes?” (Slovene). 

 

Figure 3 presents the expert evaluations and the results of the comparison of means for item 

13 in Slovene. Respondent groups 2 and 3 (coloured in blue) should have received close 

translations by design and actually did. Similarly, respondent group 1 should have received 

an adaptive translation by design and did so too. The translations of groups 2 and 3 were 

similar with respect to their translation scores, while the translation of group 1 was rated on 

the other end of the scale. This is mirrored in the mean differences. Group 1 (M1 = 3.8) is 

significantly different from groups 2 (M2 = 5.3; p > .0000) and 3 (M3 = 5.3; p > .0000) (for 

more descriptive information on each item, see Annex 5). What stands out is that the 

translation potential was evaluated as adaptive but not as close, yet the translations groups 

2 and 3 were rated as close. Even more interestingly, the translation of the question was 

rated as overly close for group 3. In combination with the adaptive translation potential, this 

suggests close translation instructions might lead to unnatural translations when the 

translation potential only yields an adaptive theoretical translation space. 
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Figure 4. Response pattern for “Do you generally plan for your future or do you just take 

each day as it comes?” (Slovene). 

 

Figure 4 provides the breakdown of chosen answer options for each of the three respondent 

groups separately (see Annex 6 for the response patterns of all items of the experiment). 

The most interesting aspect of this figure is that group 1 chose the extreme category “I plan 

my future as much as possible” more than twice as often as the other two groups and the 

other extreme category “I just take each day as it comes” between four to five times less 

often than the other groups. According to the qualitative explanations, “take each day as it 

comes” was translated in group 1 as “to live for each day” which is a very common Slovene 

saying, while the other groups received rather literal translations which seemed to be 

uncommon ways of expressing the concept. 

 

 

Item 24 - Able to Take Active Role in Political Group 

Item 24, taken from the ESS Round 8 (B3), reads as: 

How able do you think you are to take an active role in a group involved with 

political issues?  

1 - Not at all able 

2 - A little able 

3 - Quite able 

4 - Very able 

5 - A great deal 

Figure 5 visualizes the expert evaluations and the results of testing for significant mean 

differences for item 24 in Slovene. Respondent groups 2 and 3 (coloured in pink) were 

supposed to receive adaptive translations, but group 2’s version was evaluated as close by 

our experts. Respondent group 1, on the contrary, was supposed to get a close translation 

(coloured in blue) and actually did. In that sense, respondent groups 1 and 2 received very 

http://www.seriss.eu/


    

www.seriss.eu GA No 654221 17 
 

similar translations (i.e., both translation scores correspond to close translations). This is 

reflected in the mean differences which were only found between groups 1 (M1 = 2.32) and 3 

(M3 = 1.99; p = .0004) and groups 2 (M2 = 2.19) and 3 (p = .0262), but not between groups 1 

and 2. Further, the translation potential was generally seen more on the close side than on 

the adaptive side of the scale. 

 

 c    a   wrong 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3  999 

         

  1 2     3       

  1 2     3      

         
 1 vs 3***       
 2 vs 3*       

Figure 5. Expert evaluations and mean differences for “How able do you think you are to 

take an active role in a group involved with political issues?” (Slovene). 

 

The qualitative explanations of our experts reveal that there are two major differences in the 

translation for group 3 compared to the other two groups. First, “group involved with political 

issues” was translated into “politically active group,” which is content-wise distinct from the 

source text. Second, “able” was translated into “competent.” The first reflects internal and 

external circumstances/constraints of participating, whereas the second reflects solely 

internal capacities. Based on this distinction, we expected that the mean for group 3 would 

be lower as for the other two groups because “able” consists of two components and 

“competent” only of one. As such, people who do not feel competent but would have the 

external possibilities to take an active role in such a group might respond less negatively on 

the scale. Figure 6 shows indeed this expectation. Respondents of group 3 chose less often 

the middle category (quite able/competent) and more often the extreme category on the 

negative side of the scale (not at all able/competent). However, we cannot disentangle 

whether this effect is due to the first or the second translation difference. 
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Figure 6. Response pattern for “How able do you think you are to take an active role in a 

group involved with political issues?” (Slovene). 

 

 

Results of Further Analyses of SHARE items  

Item 59 – Type of Building 

The following item (59) stems from SHARE Waves 1 to 7 (HO636): 

What type of building does your household live in?  

1 A farm house 

2 A free standing one or two family house 

3 A one or two family house as row or double house 

4 A building with 3 to 8 flats 

5 A building with 9 or more flats but no more than 8 floors 

6 A high-rise with 9 or more floors 

7 A housing complex with services for older people (residential home or 

sheltered housing, but not a nursing home)  

8 A nursing home - a nursing home provides all of the following services for 

its residents: dispensing of medication, available, 24-hour personal 

assistance and supervision (not necessarily a nurse), and room & meals  

Figure 7 shows the distribution of responses across three different translation wordings in 

Estonian and Slovene. Less than 3% of the participants chose the “I do not know” option, or 

did not respond at all. Despite some (rather minor) differences in frequencies of response 

categories across experimental groups, both statistical tests that we used (i.e., the Wilcoxon-

Mann-Whitney two-sample test and the Kolmogorov-Smirnov equality-of-distributions test) 

reject the dissimilarity of the samples for pair-wise comparison for both languages (see 

Table 10). 
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Figure 7. Distribution of responses across the three translations of the “type of building” item 

in Estonian (EE) and Slovene (SI) 

 

 

Table 10. Similarity of samples for “building type” item 

 

  Groups Wilcoxon-Test Kolmogorov-Smirnov-Test 

Estonian  1 2  z: 

p: 

-0.215 

 0.830 

 K-S:  

   p: 

0.045 

0.997 

  1 3  z: 

p: 

-0.692 

 0.489 

 K-S:  

   p: 

0.050 

0.986 

  2 3  z: 

p: 

-0.505 

 0.613 

 K-S:  

   p: 

0.065 

0.892 

Slovene  1 2  z: 

p: 

 1.916 

 0.055 

 K-S:  

   p: 

0.064 

0.806 

  1 3  z: 

p: 

-0.936 

 0.348 

 K-S:  

   p: 

0.064 

0.817 

  2 3  z: 

p: 

-0.975 

 0.330 

 K-S:  

   p: 

0.035 

1.000 

 

Note. Groups are the respondent groups. Group 1 received the translation of translation 

team 1 who was supposed to translate closely. Group 2 (translation team 2) and group 3 

(translation team 3) received versions that were supposedly translated adaptively. 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Group 3

Group 2

SI - Group 1

Group 3

Group 2

EE - Group 1

Type of Building

A farm house

A free standing one or two family house

A one or two family house as row or double house

A building with 3 to 8 flats

A building with 9 or more flats but no more than 8 floors

A high-rise with 9 or more floors

A housing complex with services for older people

A nursing home
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We did not find any statistically significant differences in terms of distribution that can be 

attributed to the different translation wording used in the translation experiment. We cannot 

reject the null hypothesis of similar distribution and we cannot identify any systematic 

difference in the response patterns. Given that the response categories for this specific item 

do not leave much room for country-specific adaptation as they include precise descriptions 

of building types, partly with numbers, the three translations might have resulted in a 

relatively close translation to the source with very similar wording. The expert evaluations 

partly confirm this. In the Estonian case, all translations were rated as close translations (see 

Annex 4). For Slovene, however, this did not seem to be the reason. 

In the next step, we assessed whether the response distributions in CRONOS correspond to 

the building type data recorded by the interviewers during the ESS Round 8 interview. As 

part of documentation of the contact attempts, interviewers conducting ESS interviews fill in 

information about building type of the (target) respondent’s address that is saved in the 

contact form dataset. As the ESS interviewers go through an intensive interviewer training 

before starting data collection and as they get exact instructions on how to fill in contact 

forms, we assume that the information about the building type of the (target) respondent that 

the interviewers provide in the contact forms is reliable and can be used as benchmark to 

assess the reliability of responses provided across different translation groups. Despite of a 

time gap of up to 12 months between the ESS Round 8 fieldwork (which served as a 

recruitment for the CRONOS panel) and the CRONOS Wave 5 survey and possible move of 

houses in between, we assume that the type of building should still remain relatively stable 

meaning that the information provided by the interviewer and the respondent should be 

consistent.  

To make use of the distribution of the interviewers’ responses, we assessed the interrater 

agreement. When two people rate the same objects it is possible to measure their 

(dis)agreement. In our case, the CRONOS respondents and the ESS interviewer provide 

information on the type of building of the respondent’s residence. We assessed the interrater 

(interviewer vs. respondent) agreement using Cohen’s Kappa. Its coefficient is a statistical 

measure of the degree of agreement or concordance between two independent raters that 

takes into account the possibility that agreement could occur by chance alone. 

One has to be cautious, as the item in the ESS contact form uses different response 

categories than the SHARE item. The wording of the ESS “type of building” item collected in 

the contact forms is presented in Figure 8 below. To match the response categories of the 

two items to make them comparable, we recoded them into 4 general categories: “Farm”; 

“Single-unit”; “Multi-unit”; “Other”. 
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Figure 8. Wording of the “type of building” item in the ESS contact form (taken from 

www.europeansocialsurvey.org/docs/round8/fieldwork/source/ESS8_source_contact_forms.

pdf, p. 5) 

 

Table 11 (Estonian) and Table 12 (Slovene) present Cohen’s kappa, the proportion of 

matches between the two “raters” (i.e., interviewer and respondent), and four recoded 

response categories for each translation subgroup. In all subsamples, there is a high 

agreement between the raters. The agreement is slightly higher in the Slovene sample 

compared to the Estonian sample, and it is slightly lower in the group 3 subsample in both 

languages compared to groups 1 and 2. It should be, however, kept in mind that the 

subsample size is relatively low and that recoding into four general categories ignores the 

possible wording-related differences that might have occurred in a more detailed 

categorisation (which was not possible in our case). 
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Table 11. Match of Responses Between Interviewer and Respondent (Estonia) 

 

Group 1. Number of observations: 166. Cohen-K: 12.49*** 

 Interviewer ESS 
 

CRONOS Respondents 1 2 3 4 Total 

1 10.8 2.4 3.6 0.0 16.9 

2 1.2 24.7 3.0 0.0 28.9 

3 1.8 3.6 47.6 1.2 54.2 

4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Total 13.9 30.7 54.2 1.2 100.00 
 

 

 

Group 2. Number of observations: 151. Cohen-K: 11.85*** 

 Interviewer ESS 
 

CRONOS Respondents 1 2 3 4 Total 

1 7.3 3.3 2.0 0.7 13.3 

2 1.3 29.1 2.7 0.0 33.1 

3 0.0 4.0 48.3 1.3 53.6 

4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Total 8.6 36.4 53.0 2.0 100.00  

 

 

Group 3. Number of observations: 168. Cohen-K: 10.50*** 

 Interviewer ESS 
 

CRONOS Respondents 1 2 3 4 Total 

1 6.0 5.4 0.0 0.6 11.9 

2 1.8 23.2 7.1 0.0 32.1 

3 1.2 4.2 50.0 0.0 55.4 

4 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.6 

Total 8.9 32.7 57.7 0.6 100.00 
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Table 12. Match of responses between interviewer and respondent in Slovene sample 

 

Group 1. Number of observations: 191. Cohen-K: 12.28*** 
 

Interviewer ESS 
 

CRONOS Respondents 1 2 3 4 Total 

1 5.2 5.2 0.0 0.0 10.5 

2 1.6 56.0 2.6 0.5 60.7 

3 0.5 4.2 22.5 1.1 28.3 

4 0.0 0.0 0.5 0 0.5 

Total 7.3 65.5 25.7 1.6 100.00 
 

 

 

Group 2. Number of observations: 210. Cohen-K: 12.44*** 
 

Interviewer ESS 
 

CRONOS Respondents  1 2 3 4 Total 

1 7.14 8.6 0.0 0.0 15.7 

2 1.43 57.1 2.9 0.0 61.4 

3 0.0 4.8 17.1 0.5 22.4 

4 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.5 

Total 8.6 71.0 20.0 0.5 100.00 
 

 

 

Group 3. Number of observations: 198. Cohen-K: 10.99*** 
 

Interviewer ESS 
 

CRONOS Respondents  1 2 3 4 Total 

1 5.6 6.6 0.5 0.0 12.6 

2 1.0 57.1 5.6 1.0 64.7 

3 0.5 4.0 16.7 0.0 21.2 

4 0.0 0.5 1.0 0.0 1.5 

Total 7.1 68.2 23.7 1.0 100.00 
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Item 60 – Area Where You Live/City Town 

Questions about respondent’s current place of living are often used as a control variable for 

the measurement of urbanity degree with usually up to five response options ranging from a 

big city to isolated houses in rural area. Apart from the criticism of such a measure for being 

subjective and depending on respondents’ perception, it is also challenging to implement it in 

cross-national surveys as it is questionable whether classification into few generic categories 

provides comparable indicators in different countries. The general instruction usually avoids 

objective measures for answer categories such as number of inhabitants and what is 

perceived as a “big city” may vary across countries. Further, in some languages there are no 

separate words for “city” and “town”. 

The source wording of item 60 taken from SHARE Waves 2, 6, and 7 (HO037) is: 

How would you describe the area where your residence is located?  

1 A big city 

2 The suburbs or outskirts of a big city 

3 A large town 

4 A small town 

5 A rural area or village 

Figure 9 illustrates the distribution of responses across three different translations in 

Estonian and Slovene. Less than 3% of the participants chose the “I do not know option” or 

did not answer at all. The different distributions of frequencies across the three respondent 

groups are especially apparent in the Estonian sample. This is also supported by the 

statistical tests (see Table 13) – there is a statistically significant difference between the 

distribution of responses when comparing groups 1 and 2 in Estonia in both applied tests 

(Wilcoxon-Mann-Whitney two-sample test and the Kolmogorov-Smirnov equality-of-

distributions test) and when comparing groups 2 and 3 in Estonia using the Wilcoxon-Mann-

Whitney two-sample test. In Slovenia, the dissimilarity of the subsamples for pair-wise 

comparison is rejected for all pair combinations in both tests. 
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Figure 9. Distribution of responses across three translations of the “place of living” item in 

Estonian (EE) and Slovenian (SI) 

 

 

Table 13. Similarity of samples for “area where you live/city town” item 

  Groups Wilcoxon-Test Kolmogorov-Smirnov-Test 

Estonian  1 2  z: 

p: 

-2.623 

 0.0087 

 K-S:  

   p: 

0.1706 

0.02 

  1 3  z: 

p: 

-0.632 

 0.5274 

 K-S:  

   p: 

0.1053     

0.312 

  2 3  z: 

p: 

-2.080 

 0.0376 

 K-S:  

   p: 

0.1212     

0.193 

Slovene  1 2  z: 

p: 

-1.349 

 0.1775 

 K-S:  

   p: 

0.0756     

0.610 

  1 3  z: 

p: 

-1.409 

 0.1589 

 K-S:  

   p: 

0.0771     

0.605 

  2 3  z: 

p: 

-0.093 

 0.9258 

 K-S:  

   p: 

0.0567     

0.895 

 

Note. Groups are the respondent groups. Group 1 received the translation of translation 

team 1 who was supposed to translate closely. Group 2 (translation team 2) and group 3 

(translation team 3) received versions that were supposedly translated adaptively. 

 

As mentioned above, the significant differences in the Estonian sample appear in pairs 

where group 2 is present. When looking closer at the wording of the translation, we realised 

that it uses Tallinn (the name of Estonia’s capital) as a specification for the first response 

category “big city”, namely “1 Suurlinn (Tallinn)”, although the source wording does not 

include any examples or specifications. Therefore, we assume that the difference can be 

attributed to the wording as such specifications would suggest the respondents to choose 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Group 3

Group 2

SI - Group 1

Group 3

Group 2

EE - Group 1

Area Where You Live/City Town
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A large town A small town

A rural area or village
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this category only if they live in Tallinn regardless of their subjective perception of what they 

view as a big city in their country. 

In the next step, we assessed the consistency of responses provided by the same 

respondent during the face-to-face ESS Round 8 interview and online in CRONOS Wave 5. 

The ESS had a slightly different wording (see Figure 10) and adapted the “self-assessment 

by the respondent” approach to collect data on respondents’ domicile alongside providing 

regional unit information (e.g., NUTS 3 classification) at which it is possible to attach 

contextual data from national registers. The item is part of the main ESS questionnaire that 

is asked to each respondent. Therefore, we can compare the answer given in the ESS with 

the response given in the CRONOS for each respondent participating in both surveys. 

 

 

Figure 10. The wording of the ESS item asking about place of living (Source: 

https://www.europeansocialsurvey.org/docs/round8/fieldwork/source/ESS8_source_question

naires.pdf, p. 56) 

 

Both the ESS and the original SHARE item on the place of living use five response 

categories. The first two categories are identical. However, there are some differences in the 

remaining three categories. To make them comparable, we matched the response 

categories and recoded them in the following way:  

 

SHARE/CRONOS  ESS  New Coding 

1 A big city  1 A big city  1 A big city 

2 The suburbs or outskirts 
of a big city 

 2 The suburbs or 
outskirts of a big city 

 2 The suburbs or 
outskirts of a big city 

3 A large town  3 A town or a small city  3 Large town/small 
town/town or small city 4 A small town    

  4 A country village  4 Rural area/country 
village/farm or home in 
the countryside 

5 A rural area or village  5 A farm or home in the 
countryside 
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Figure 11 presents the distributions of the response frequencies for the ESS interview and 

the data collected within CRONOS with the recoded place-of-living variable. As we did not 

see any systematic dissimilarities across the translation groups in the Slovene sample, 

Figure 11 presents only the overall response distribution of the Slovenian CRONOS sample. 

We included Great Britain and the Estonian Russian-speaking sample, which were both not 

part of the translation experiment, to explore whether differences between the two responses 

appear in these two samples as well. In that case, found differences would not necessarily 

be related to the translation approaches in the experiment but possibly to other factors (e.g., 

survey mode, move of the household). While there are almost no differences in the 

distributions for the two items in the British sample, there are significant dissimilarities in the 

Estonian Russian-speaking sample. Whereas Great Britain uses the wording of the English 

source version, the Estonian Russian-speaking CRONOS sample received an existing 

Russian SHARE translation from the Estonian SHARE questionnaire which includes 

specifications (i.e., names of places) for the first three response categories. In line with our 

finding on the added capital name for group 2 in Estonian, we assume that using examples 

of places affects the response distribution and, hence, expect differences between the item 

version with specifications and the item version without specifications. This is indeed what 

we find when comparing the Russian version of the ESS with the Russian version of the 

CRONOS (see Figure 11). 
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Figure 11. Place of living – distribution in ESS vs. CRONOS. EE = Estonia, Estonian. EE - 

RU = Estonia, Russian. SI = Slovenia. GB = Great Britain. G = respondent group.  

 

 

Conclusions and next steps 

In large-scale survey projects (such as the ESS or SHARE), behaviours, preferences, 

opinions, and social attitudes are measured across a variety of cultures and languages. An 

ultimate goal of these multinational projects often is to make meaningful cross-cultural 

comparisons later on. To obtain this, questions and answer scales have to be translated 

carefully making sure that researchers really measure the same theoretical concept in each 

country. Very often translators are instructed to translate as close as possible to the source 

text as this is assumed to assure high data quality. However, it is not clear yet whether this is 

always the case, and in what instances it might be better to be more adaptive to cultural and 

linguistic differences. To tackle this question, a translation experiment as part of CRONOS 

Wave 5 was fielded in Estonia and Slovenia. In total, 60 items measuring concepts 

commonly used in large-scale surveys (e.g., political efficacy, political participation, national 

identity) were translated by three experienced translation teams in each country. Every 
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translation team was instructed to translate all items. They had to use both translation 

approaches in a way that, at least theoretically, every item was translated closely and 

adaptively at least once. Then, the respondents of CRONOS Wave 5 were randomly 

assigned to three different groups, all of which received distinct questionnaire versions of the 

same source questionnaire. 

We faced a conceptual and a methodological challenge when analysing this experiment 

which also resulted in adapting our research question. First, instructing translation teams to 

use a specific translation approach did not necessarily lead to the translation that was hoped 

for by design. To actually test the effect of different translation types on data quality, a 

linguistic experiment design would be suited better. One could, for example, take a close 

translation of an item, make it systematically and progressively more adaptive and, then, test 

these different translation versions on different respondent groups. In the current design, it is 

difficult – if not impossible – to disentangle which change in the translation (e.g., when there 

were differences in the question and in the answer scale between translations or when there 

were several changes within the question or within the answer scale) actually had an impact 

on the data generating process. 

Second, the sample size of each respondent group was too small to analyse the data with 

the originally intended methods (e.g., multigroup confirmatory factor analysis, item response 

theory). We, thus, asked independent, trained translators (a) to evaluate the translations as 

they were fielded in CRONOS (i.e., the translation scores for each translated item version) 

and (b) to assess the theoretical translation potential that each item held. After combining 

this information with the qualitative explanations given by our experts about each translation 

and with the actual survey data, we found a link between the translations and the generated 

data. Our findings support the idea that some concepts might be more sensitive to the exact 

wording and others might be more robust, that is slight differences in the translation do not 

change how respondents react to an item. Overall, these two challenges led to the 

development of the aforementioned novel and explorative method. This method allowed us 

to check whether there was a difference in the responses generated by the two translation 

approaches, but not whether measurement equivalence was reached by either of the two 

approaches. 

Moreover, we were able to show that not all questions have the same translation potential. 

This means that items may vary in the extent to which a certain translation approach could 

be applied. An implication of this is that translation instructions that do not fit the linguistic 

and cultural peculiarities of the target population might lead to unnatural (e.g., too close or 

too adaptive) translations or, in the worst case, even to wrong translations. 

A limitation of our analysis is that – due to resource-constraints – we only had one 

independent translator for each language to code the translations and the translation 

potential on the closeness-adaptiveness dimension. Further attempts will be directed at 

recruiting additional coders and checking for intercoder reliability to assure that our 

conclusions are built on a solid base. Deliverable 3.4 (Dorer, 2019a) sheds more light on 

possible directions of future research.  
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Annex 1: Questionnaire Design 

 

     Translation Version per 
Respondent Group 

Item Study Origin Variable Label Construct 1 2 3 

1 ESS Round 3 tygledu Age Social Norms, 
age women too young to leave education 

Normative beliefs 
of female sex roles 

adapt, T3 adapt, T1 close, T2 

2 ESS Round 3 tygpnt Age Social Norms, 
women too young to be mother 

adapt, T3 adapt, T1 close, T2 

3 ESS Round 3 tyglvp Age Social Norms, 
women too young to live with partner 

adapt, T3 adapt, T1 close, T2 

4 ESS Round 3 bthcld Life Course,  given birth fathered a child 
 

Procreation adapt, T2 close, T3 close, T1 

5 ESS Round 3 rlvgptn Social Norms, 
women live with not married partner 

Societal attitudes 
towards… 

adapt, T2 close, T3 close, T1 

6 ESS Round 3 rcldnmr Social Norms, 
woman have child with not married partner 

adapt, T2 close, T3 close, T1 

7 ESS Round 3 rftjbyc Social Norms, 
women full job with under 3 child 

adapt, T2 close, T3 close, T1 

8 ESS Round 3 rdvcyc Social Norms, 
women divorced with child under 12 

adapt, T2 close, T3 close, T1 

9 ESS Round 3 alvgptn Social Norms, 
women not married to partner 

Individual attitudes 
towards gender roles 

adapt, T2 close, T3 close, T1 

10 ESS Round 3 acldnmr Social Norms, 
women not married has child 

adapt, T2 close, T3 close, T1 

11 ESS Round 3 aftjbyc Social Norms, 
women with children has full job 

adapt, T2 close, T3 close, T1 

12 ESS Round 3 advcyc Social Norms, 
women with under 12 children divorces 

adapt, T2 close, T3 close, T1 

13 ESS Round 3 plnftr Life Planning, 
plan the future 

Life planning adapt, T2 close, T3 close, T1 

14 ESS Round 3 wrinco Life Planning, 
worried income not adequate 

adapt, T2 close, T3 close, T1 
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15 ESS Round 3 rspslvo Life Planning, 
providing in old age responsibility 

adapt, T2 close, T3 close, T1 

16 ESS Round 3 svclvo Life Planning, 
saving for old age 

adapt, T2 close, T3 close, T1 

17 ESS Round 8 wrkprty Political participation, 
worked party 

Political 
participation/ 
engagement 

adapt, T2 close, T3 close, T1 

18 ESS Round 8 wrkorg Political participation, 
worked organisation 

adapt, T2 close, T3 close, T1 

19 ESS Round 8 badge Political participation, 
campaign badge 

adapt, T2 close, T3 close, T1 

20 ESS Round 8 sgnptit Political participation, 
signed petition 

adapt, T2 close, T3 close, T1 

21 ESS Round 8 pbldmn Political participation, 
public demonstration 

adapt, T2 close, T3 close, T1 

22 ESS Round 8 pstplonl E-participation, 
posted or shared anything about politics 
online 

adapt, T2 close, T3 close, T1 

23 ESS Round 8 psppsgva Political system allows people to have a 
say in what government does 

Political efficacy close, T1 adapt, T2 adapt, T3 

24 ESS Round 8 actrolga Able to take active role in political group 
 

close, T1 adapt, T2 adapt, T3 

25 ESS Round 8 psppipl Political system allows people to have 
influence on politics 

close, T1 adapt, T2 adapt, T3 

26 ESS Round 8 cptppola Confident in own ability to participate in 
politics 

close, T1 adapt, T2 adapt, T3 

27 ESS Round 7 testf15 Politicians care what people think 
 

Politicians close, T1 adapt, T2 adapt, T3 

28 ESS Round 7 testf18 Easy to take part in politics 
 

Politics close, T1 adapt, T2 adapt, T3 

29 ESS Round 7 qfimedu Qualification for immigration, 
good educational qualifications 

Qualification for 
immigration 
(entry/ 
exclusion) 

close, T1 adapt, T2 adapt, T3 

30 ESS Round 7 qfimlng Qualification for immigration, 
speak country's official language 

close, T1 adapt, T2 adapt, T3 

31 ESS Round 7 qfimchr Qualification for immigration, 
Christian background 

close, T1 adapt, T2 adapt, T3 
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32 ESS Round 7 qfimwht Qualification for immigration, 
be white 

close, T1 adapt, T2 adapt, T3 

33 ESS Round 7 qfimwsk Qualification for immigration, 
work skills needed in country 

close, T1 adapt, T2 adapt, T3 

34 ESS Round 7 qfimcmt Qualification for immigration, 
committed to way of life in country 

close, T1 adapt, T2 adapt, T3 

35 ISSP 2013 V19 World better place if others like 
(NATIONALITY) 

National identity close, T1 adapt, T2 adapt, T3 

36 ISSP 2013 V20 (COUNTRY) better country than other 
countries 

close, T1 adapt, T2 adapt, T3 

37 ISSP 2013 V25 National Pride, 
way democracy works 

close, T1 adapt, T2 adapt, T3 

38 ISSP 2013 V28 National Pride, 
social security system 

close, T1 adapt, T2 adapt, T3 

39 ISSP 2013 V34 National Pride, 
fair treatment of groups in society 

close, T1 adapt, T2 adapt, T3 

40 ESS Round 8 rlgblg Religious identity, affiliation 
 

Church involvement close, T1 adapt, T2 adapt, T3 

41_1 Probe for item 
40 

 Religion 
 

close, T1 adapt, T2 adapt, T3 

41_2 Probe for item 
40 

 Denomination 
 

close, T1 adapt, T2 adapt, T3 

42 EVS Round 3 v122 Personal god vs. spirit or life force 
 

Beliefs  adapt, T3 adapt, T1 close, T2 

43 ESS Round 8 ppltrst Social trust 
careful 

Generalized social 
trust 

adapt, T3 adapt, T1 close, T2 

44 ESS Round 8 pplfair Social trust,  
take advantage 

adapt, T3 adapt, T1 close, T2 

45 ESS Round 8 pplhlp Social trust,  
helpful 

adapt, T3 adapt, T1 close, T2 

46 ESS Round 8 sclmeet Social/personal networks,  
meet socially 

Social network/ 
extraversion 
 

adapt, T3 adapt, T1 close, T2 

47 ESS Round 8 inmdisc/ 
inprdsc 

Social/personal networks,  
intimate friendship 

adapt, T3 adapt, T1 close, T2 

48 ESS Round 8 sclact Social/personal networks,  adapt, T3 adapt, T1 close, T2 
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activities 

49 ESS Round 8 sbstrec Social benefits evaluations,  
social benefits strain economy 

Perceived 
consequences 
of social policies 

adapt, T3 adapt, T1 close, T2 

50 ESS Round 8 sbprvpv Social benefits evaluations,  
prevent poverty 

adapt, T3 adapt, T1 close, T2 

51 ESS Round 8 sbeqsoc Social benefits evaluations,  
more equal society 

adapt, T3 adapt, T1 close, T2 

52 ESS Round 8 sbbsntx Social benefits evaluations,  
too much in taxes 

adapt, T3 adapt, T1 close, T2 

53 EVS Round 3 v266 Are you concerned with:  
immediate family 

Concerned adapt, T3 adapt, T1 close, T2 

54 EVS Round 3 v267 Are you concerned with:  
people in neighbourhood 

adapt, T3 adapt, T1 close, T2 

55 EVS Round 3 v268 Are you concerned with:  
people in own region 

adapt, T3 adapt, T1 close, T2 

56 EVS Round 3 v269 Are you concerned with:  
fellow countrymen 

adapt, T3 adapt, T1 close, T2 

57 EVS Round 3 v270 Are you concerned with:  
Europeans 

adapt, T3 adapt, T1 close, T2 

58 EVS Round 3 v271 Are you concerned with:  
humankind 

adapt, T3 adapt, T1 close, T2 

59 SHARE 
Waves 1 to 7 

HO636 Type of building 
 

Building of residence close, T1 adapt, T2 adapt, T3 

60 SHARE 
Waves 2, 6, 7 

HO037 Area where you live/city town 
 

Place of residence close, T1 adapt, T2 adapt, T3 

61 SHARE HH917 Income Income close, T1 adapt, T2 close, T3 

 
Note. The item numbers reflect the order of the items within the questionnaire. They do not correspond to the order in which the translation 
teams received the source questions for translation. Items with the same colour belong to the same translation batch, i.e., a package of 20 items 
that the translation teams had to translate following the same translation instructions. 
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Annex 2: Task – Translation Score 
 

Dear XXX, 

Thank you for helping us evaluate the translated questionnaires from our study and all the 
work you have already put into it!  

While reading your comments, we realized that it is not always easy to decide whether an 
item was translated following a close or an adaptive approach. This may be because an item 
includes adaptively and closely translated elements. To facilitate your work and to be more 
precise in our later analysis, we came up with a slightly modified framework.  

As you have seen in the previous work you did for us, a questionnaire item consists of a 
question (e.g., “Which of these statements comes closest to your beliefs?”) and an answer 
scale (e.g., “There is a personal God”, “There is some sort of spirit or life force”, “I don’t 
really know what to think” etc.). Sometimes it may be possible to adapt (parts of) the 
question, but not necessarily (parts of) the answer scale or vice versa. For this reason, this 
time, we would like you to evaluate the questions and the answer scales separately. 

 

Example of a questionnaire item 

 
                question (= q) 

 

 
                    item 

answer scale (= 
a) 

 

 

 

We will also give you more options in your evaluation, so you do not have to decide 
between “close” and “adaptive.” Instead, you will have the freedom to decide whether a 
question was translated 

- closely, 
- rather closely, 
- somewhat closely and somewhat adaptively, 
- rather adaptively, or 
- adaptively. 
 
Likewise, you will have the same freedom for the evaluation of the answer scale. 

To assure that we all think of the same translation strategies when talking about closely and 
adaptively translated items, we will define the two approaches in the following. Please, read 
those definitions carefully and try to keep them in mind when evaluating the translations 
again. Feel free to always come back to this document. 
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Close translation approach 

A question or an answer scale may be considered translated closely if… 

→ the content and the message of the source text are translated in their entirety so that 
nothing is lost.  

→ the translation is as close as possible and sensible to the source text, but not a word-for-
word or literal translation.  

→ the semantic or pragmatic meaning of the source text is not modified.  

→ no text elements are added or modified, such as examples, symbols or idioms.  

→ the same style and the register are kept as in the source.  

→ the translation is linguistically correct and corresponds to normal language use in the 

target language. 

→ the translation also considers whether similar ‘survey speak’ exists in the target language. 
That is some parts of the source text may only sound natural in the context of a survey 
interview (e.g., ‘How much do you agree or disagree?’). 

 

Adaptive translation approach 

A question or an answer scale may be considered translated adaptively if….  

→ the content and the message of the source text are translated in their entirety so that 
nothing is lost.  

→ the question/answer scale was adjusted (where necessary) to make it more suitable to 
the socio-cultural context of the target culture. Adaptation may be necessary to facilitate 
the understanding of the question/answer scale in the target country or to address issues 
of sensitivity and cultural differences in how the topic is seen in the country.  

→ the translations use idioms or typical elements of spoken or colloquial language, when 
appropriate.  

→ text elements like examples or symbols are changed.  

→ it reflects the most adequate translation that facilitates the understanding by the target 
population and enhances precision and quality even though it may have a certain level of 
freedom in how the text is phrased.  

→ the translated text does not sound like a translation but rather like a text drafted in the 
target language.  

→ it corresponds to the natural language use and the survey habits in the target country and 
target language. 

As mentioned before, this time you have more options to evaluate the translations: 

- close (-2), 
- rather close (-1), 
- somewhat close and somewhat adaptive (0), 
- rather adaptive (1), and 
- adaptive (2). 
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The numbers in parentheses are supposed to help you think of close and adaptive on a 
continuum, where -2 means that an item was translated following a strict close approach and 
2 means that an item was translated following a complete adaptive approach. 0 means that 
the item includes equally close and adaptive parts, and cannot be considered close or 
adaptive. This may be the case for items that consist of two sentences. That is, for example, 
one sentence was translated adaptively while the other sentence was translated closely. 
However, if you feel that one of the approaches was more prevalent than the other, you can 
choose -1 if it was rather close than adaptive or 1 if it was rather adaptive than close. 

Furthermore, it could be that the translation of the item does not sound natural in the target 
language or may even be wrong. For that reason, we also give you the option to say that the 
translation is: 

- overly close (-3), 
- overly adaptive (3), or 
- wrong. 

A translation is overly close or overly adaptive if it does not sound natural or may not 
make sense in the target language (either due to following a close or an adaptive approach). 
A translation can be considered wrong if it seems like the translator(s) did not understand 
the item correctly (and not because the translation was too close or too adaptive). 

In the following, we will give you a document and ask you to rate the translation of each 
question and each answer scale for all 60 items and all three questionnaire versions (i.e., 
translation teams). Each questionnaire version will be on a different sheet in the attached 
excel file. 

Thank you for helping us improve our analysis! 

Brita Dorer & Lydia Repke 
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Annex 3: Task – Theoretical Translation Potential 

Dear XXX, 

Thank you for evaluating the translations on the closeness-adaptiveness-scale! As you have 
become a real expert of these questions, we would like to ask you now to evaluate the 
theoretical translation potential that the source questionnaire offers for your language. 
Again, you will get the same scale as in the last task and you will also evaluate the 
questions and the answer scales separately. 

What is the theoretical translation potential? The idea is that some items can only be 
translated closely, because they do not allow for adaptation in the target language, even if 
one tried very hard to find an adaptive translation for this item. Other items may only make 
sense if their translation followed an adaptive translation approach. And then there might be 
items that could be translated either way.  

Why do we want to know what the theoretical translation potential is? Originally, three 
translation teams received the source questionnaire in English. We asked all teams to 
translate this questionnaire, but we gave them different instructions. Some items were 
supposed to be translated following an adaptive approach, others were supposed to be 
translated following a close approach. In a first step, we tried to figure out whether their 
actual translations matched the approach they were supposed to use. In a second step, we 
want to know whether what we asked them to do was possible in their language. For that 
reason, we would like you to think carefully about the original English items and whether 
these items could have been translated meaningfully into your language following a 

- close, 
- rather close, 
- somewhat close and somewhat adaptive, 
- rather adaptive, or/and 
- adaptive translation approach. 
 

Example of the theoretical translation potential 

Source (English) Translations (German) 

“I play rugby.” 1) “Ich spiele Rugby.” 
- Literal, close translation (‘-2’ on scale) 

2) “Ich spiele Fußball.” 
- Rugby substituted with soccer, adaptive translation (‘2’ on scale)  
- If the item intends to measure whether a person plays a popular 

sport, this translation could make sense as in Germany rugby is 
not very popular but soccer is. However, if the item tries to 
measure whether people in Germany play rugby, this translation 
would not be part of the theoretical translation potential. 
 

close 
 

-2 

rather 
close 

-1 

somewhat close and  
somewhat adaptive 

0 

rather  
adaptive 

1 

adaptive 
 

2 

x        x 

What you saw above is only an exemplary way of marking the translation potential. It could 
be that in your language and your cultural context other types of translations are possible 
(e.g., by using a different pronoun, a different sport, or a different way of saying “play”). 
Consequently, you would have to mark the corresponding cells on the scale, which could 
result in this… 
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close 
 

-2 

rather 
close 

-1 

somewhat close and  
somewhat adaptive 

0 

rather  
adaptive 

1 

adaptive 
 

2 

x  x x   x  x 

… or this… 

close 
 

-2 

rather 
close 

-1 

somewhat close and  
somewhat adaptive 

0 

rather  
adaptive 

1 

adaptive 
 

2 

x  x    

… or something else. 

In the following, we will give you a document and ask you to rate the theoretical translation 
potential of each question and each answer scale for all 60 items of the English source 
questionnaire. It is important that you cross all possible options this time and that you think 
about what would make sense in your language and your cultural context. If a close or 
an adaptive approach would not be meaningful in your language/culture, it is not part of the 
theoretical translation potential. 

We added the definitions of the two translation approaches at the end of this document. 
Please, read them again to have them fresh in your mind. They are supposed to help you 
think of “all” possible translations when evaluating the theoretical translation potential. 

Thank you once again! 

Brita Dorer & Lydia Repke 
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Annex 4: Expert Evaluations 

    Estonia  Slovenia 
                       

       c       a    wrong     c       a    wrong  

    -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3  999  -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3  999 

                       

1 

Normative 
beliefs of 

female sex 
roles 

1                     

  Q  1   3 2      2 3 1           

  S   1 3 2       2 1 3          

    1 vs 2**               

    1 vs 3***       1 vs 3***     

    2 vs 3***       2 vs 3***     

2 2                     

  Q  1 3  2            3 1    2      

  S  1   3 2         2 1  3          

                      

    1 vs 3***               

                      

3 3                     

  Q  1 3     2          3 1 2      

  S    1  3 2         2  3 1          

                      

    1 vs 3***               

    2 vs 3**               

4 

Procreation 

1                     

  Q  1     2 3        2 3     1    

  S  1 2 3              1 2 3            

                      

              χ²(2) = 7.0009, p = .030     
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5 

Societal 
attitudes 

towards… 

1                     

  Q      1 3  2         2 1 3          

  S  1 2 3              3 1 2            

                      

    1 vs 3***               

    2 vs 3***               

6 2                     

  Q  1 2   3           1 2 3            

  S  1 2 3              3 1 2            

                      

    1 vs 3***               

    2 vs 3***               

7 3                     

  Q  1 2     3         3 1 2        

  S  1 2 3              3 1 2            

                      

    1 vs 3***       1 vs 3*       

    2 vs 3***               

8 4                     

  Q  1 2   3         3 1   2        

  S  1 2 3             3 1 2            

    1 vs 2*               

    1 vs 3***            

    2 vs 3**               

9 
Individual 
attitudes 
towards 

gender roles 
(I) 

1                     

  Q    1 3 2         1 3 2            

  S  2 3   1       3 1 2            

                      

    1 vs 2***                 

    2 vs 3***                 
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10 

Individual 
attitudes 
towards 

gender roles 
(II) 

2                     

  Q  1 3     2       1 3 2            

  S  2  3   1        3 1 2            

                      

    1 vs 2***                 

    2 vs 3***                 

11 3                     

  Q  1 3   2         3 1 2          

  S  2 3   1       3 1 2            

                      

                      

                      

12 4                     

  Q   2 3 1           3 2 1          

  S  2 3   1       3 1 2            

                      

                      

                      

13 

Life planning 
(I) 

1                     

  Q  1 2 3             3 2       1    

  S  1 2 3               2 3       1    

                      

              1 vs 2***       

              1 vs 3***       

14 2                     

  Q  1   2 3         2     3 1    

  S  2 3   1                  1 2 3      
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15 

Life planning 
(II) 

3                     

  Q  1 2 3                 1 2     3    

  S      1 2 3           1 3     2      

                      

                      

                      

16 4                     

  Q    2 3 1           2     1 3      

  S  1 2 3               1 2 3            

                      

    χ²(2) = 6.7884, p = .034               

                      

17 

Political 
participation/ 
engagement 

(I) 

1                     

  Q  1 2   3           1 2   3      

  S  1 2 3               1 2 3            

                      

                      

                      

18 2                     

  Q  1 2   3           1 2 3            

  S  1 2 3               1 2 3            

                      

                      

                      

19 3                     

  Q  1 2    3           1     2 3    

  S  1 2 3               1 2 3            
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20 

Political 
participation/ 
Engagement 

(II) 

4                     

  Q  1 2    3           1 2 3            

  S  1 2 3               1 2 3            

                      

                      

                      

21 5                     

  Q  1 2    3           2 3 1          

  S  1 2 3               1 2 3            

                      

                      

                      

22 6                     

  Q  1 2   3           1 3     2      

  S  1 2 3               1 2 3            

                      

                      

                      

23 

Political 
efficacy 

(I) 

1                     

  Q  1 2 3             2       1 3       

  S  1 2 3               1 2 3          

                      
                      
                      

24 2                     

  Q   3   1   2       1 2     3       

  S  1 2 3               1 2     3      

                      
              1 vs 3***       
              2 vs 3*       
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25 

Political 
efficacy 

(II) 

3                     

  Q   3   1 2       2 3 1          

  S  1 2 3              1  2 3          

                      
                      
                      

26 4                     

  Q   2  3     1       1 2     3    

  S  1 2 3               1 2           3 

                      
              2 vs 3**       

                      

27 

Politicians 

1                     

  Q   2 3   1          1 2 3          

  S  1 2 3                1 2 3          

                      

                      

                      

28 

Politics 

1                     

  Q   2 3       1     1 2     3       

  S  1 2 3               1 2       3   

                      

              1 vs 2***       

              1 vs 3*       

29 Qualification 
for 

immigration 
(entry/ 

exclusion) 
(I) 

1                     

  Q  1 3    2             2 3   1      

  S  1 2 3               2 3 1          
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30 

Qualification 
for 

immigration 
(entry/ 

exclusion) 
(II) 

2                     

  Q  1 3  2             2 1 3          

  S  1 2 3                2 3 1          

                      

                      

                      

31 3                     

  Q  1 2    3             2 1       3   

  S  1 2 3               2 3 1           

                      

    1 vs 3**         2 vs 3**       

    2 vs 3**                 

32 4                     

  Q  1 2  3             1 2 3            

  S  1 2 3                2 3 1          

                      

                      

                      

                      

33 5                     

  Q  1 2 3             2 3       1    

  S  1 2 3               2 3 1          

                      

                      

                      

34 6                     

  Q  1 2 3                   1 2 3    

  S  1 2 3               2 3 1          

                      

              1 vs 2**       

              2 vs 3***       
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35 

National 
identity 

1                     

  Q  1 3   2            2 1     3    

  S   2 3     1       1 3 2          

                      

    1 vs 3*                 

                      

36 2                     

  Q  1 2   3         1 2 3            

  S   3       1 2       1 3  2          

                      

    1 vs 3*                 

                     

37 3                     

  Q  1 2 3               1     2 3       

  S  1 2 3               1 2 3             

                      

              1 vs 2**       

              1 vs 3**        

38 4                     

  Q  1 2    3           1 3  2        

  S  1 2 3               1 2 3            

                      

                      

                      

39 5                     

  Q  1 2    3           3 2 1        

  S  1 2 3               1 2 3            
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40 

Church 
involvement 

1                     

  Q  2 3   1           3 2          1 

  S  1 2 3               1 2 3              

                      

                      

                      

41 W                     

  Q  1 2 3               1 3 2            

  S  1 2 3               2 3            1 

                      

                      

                      

42 

Beliefs 

1                     

  Q  1 2 3               2 3 1           

  S   3 1 2           1     3 2     

                      

              χ²(6) = 16.2957, p = .012     

                      

43 

Generalized 
social trust 

(I) 

1                     

  Q   1 2 3                1   2 3             

  S   1 2 3                  1 3 2             

                      

                      

                      

44 2                     

  Q   1 2  3               1 2 3            

  S   1 2 3                 1 2  3            
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45 

Generalized 
social trust 

(II) 

3                     

  Q   1 3     2           1 3   2        

  S   1 2 3                 1 2 3            

                      

                      

                      

46 

Social 
network/ 

extraversion 

1                     

  Q   1 2 3                  2 3     1         

  S   1 2 3                  1 2 3               

                      

    3 vs 1*         1 vs 2***       

    3 vs 2**         1 vs 3***       

47 2                     

  Q    3   1 2             3 1 2            

  S   1 2 3                 1 2 3              

                      

    2 vs 3*                

                      

48 3                     

  Q    3   1 2             1       2 3      

  S   1 2 3                 1 2  3            

                      

                      

                      

49 

Perceived 
consequence 

of social 
policies 

1                     

  Q   1 3   2              1 3     2         

  S   1 2  3              1 2    3             

                      

    1 vs 2*                 
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50 

Perceived 
consequence 

of social 
policies 

2                     

  Q   1 2 3                 1 3   2          

  S   1 2 3             1 2   3            

                       

    1 vs 2**                 

                                         

51 3                     

  Q   1 2 3                 1 3     2        

  S   1 2 3               1 2   3            

                      

                      

                                         

52 4                     

  Q   1 2 3                   1   3 2      

  S   1 2 3               1 2   3            

                      

              2 vs 3*       

                      

53 

Concerned 
(I) 

1                     

  Q   1 2   3              1 2     3         

  S   1 2 3                  1 2 3               

                        

    1 vs 2***         2 vs 3**       

     1 vs 3***                                 

54 2                     

  Q   1 2 3                 1 2     3      

  S   1 2 3                 1 2 3              

                        

    1 vs 2**                 

     1 vs 3*                                 

  

http://www.seriss.eu/


    

www.seriss.eu GA No 654221 50 
 

55 

Concerned 
(II) 

3                     

  Q   1 2 3               1   2 3            

  S   1 2 3                 1 2 3              

                        

    1 vs 2***                 

     1 vs 3*                                 

56 4                     

  Q   1 2 3                 2 3       1      

  S   1 2 3                 1 2 3              

                      

    1 vs 2**         1 vs 2*       

                      

57 5                     

  Q   1 2 3                 1 2 3              

  S   1 2 3                 1 2 3              

     1 vs 2***                 

    1 vs 3***                              

     2 vs 3**                    

58 6                     

  Q   1 2 3               1 2 3              

  S   1 2 3                 1 2 3              

                      

    1 vs 2**                 

    1 vs 3**                 

59 

Type of 
building 

1                     

  Q   1 2 3                 3 2     1      

  S   1 2 3                   1   3 2      
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60 

Place of 
residence 

1                     

  Q   1 2       3         1 2     3      

  S   1 3 2                     1 2 3      

                      

    1 vs 2*                 

                      

 
Note. The numbers within the scale represent the respond groups. Their colour refers to the translation instructions the respective translation team 
received, that is, pink numbers mean the translation team was supposed to translate adaptively and blue numbers mean the translation team was 
supposed to translate closely. The background colour of the first three columns encodes the translation batch. Items with the same background colour 
belong to the same translation batch. 
 
C = close. A = Adaptive. Scale ranges from -3 (overly close) to 3 (overly adaptive). 
Q = question. S = answer scale. 
          
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 
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Annex 5: Descriptive Statistics 

 

   Estonia  Slovenia 
                

Item Group  M SD VAR Min Max Median  M SD VAR Min Max Median 

1 1  17.94 2.31 5.32 13 30 18  22.12 9.19 84.53 14 99 20 
 2  18.54 3.42 11.67 6 50 18  19.15 3.41 11.66 0 35 18 
 3   20.63 5.44 29.56 15 60 19  22.95 8.68 75.26 14 80 20 

2 1  19.13 2.69 7.25 10 28 18  20.34 3.29 10.82 14 45 20 
 2  19.55 2.55 6.50 12 26 20  20.30 2.77 7.67 14 35 20 
 3   20.21 2.86 2.86 14 30 20  20.52 4.93 24.29 14 50 20 

3 1  18.12 2.26 5.09 12 30 18  20.02 2.72 7.41 14 30 20 
 2  18.24 2.62 6.87 14 40 18  19.54 2.53 6.43 14 30 20 
 3   18.84 2.64 6.97 14 40 18  20.24 8.13 66.14 0 99 19 

4 1  1.23 0.42 0.18 1 2 1  1.30 0.46 0.21 1 2 1 
 2  1.24 0.43 0.19 1 2 1  1.43 0.50 0.25 1 2 1 
 3   1.27 0.44 0.20 1 2 1  1.36 0.48 0.23 1 2 1 

5 1  3.10 0.48 0.23 2 4 3  3.07 0.54 0.29 1 4 3 
 2  3.01 0.45 0.20 1 4 3  3.05 0.67 0.45 1 4 3 
 3   3.37 0.55 0.31 1 4 3  3.00 0.65 0.43 1 4 3 

6 1  3.15 0.52 0.27 2 4 3  3.07 0.57 0.32 1 4 3 
 2  3.11 0.54 0.29 1 4 3  3.07 0.64 0.41 1 4 3 
 3   3.38 0.59 0.35 1 4 3  3.08 0.69 0.47 1 4 3 

7 1  2.82 0.63 0.40 1 4 3  3.03 0.68 0.46 1 4 3 
 2  2.81 0.62 0.38 1 4 3  3.12 0.66 0.44 1 4 3 
 3   3.07 0.61 0.37 1 4 3  3.19 0.73 0.53 1 4 3 

8 1  2.50 0.64 0.41 1 4 3  2.44 0.65 0.43 1 4 2 
 2  2.65 0.63 0.39 1 4 3  2.36 0.75 0.57 1 4 2 
 3   2.90 0.63 0.39 1 4 3  2.42 0.74 0.55 1 4 2 

9 1  3.70 0.85 0.73 2 5 3  3.88 0.83 0.69 1 5 4 
 2  3.35 0.72 0.52 1 5 3  3.97 0.80 0.64 2 5 4 
 3   3.68 0.84 0.71 1 5 3  3.89 0.81 0.65 1 5 4 
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10 1  3.78 0.84 0.70 2 5 4  3.89 0.81 0.66 1 5 4 
 2  3.47 0.77 0.59 2 5 3  3.98 0.78 0.61 2 5 4 
 3   3.79 0.87 0.75 1 5 4  3.90 0.79 0.62 1 5 4 

11 1  3.25 0.93 0.86 1 5 3  3.72 0.88 0.77 1 5 4 
 2  3.22 0.71 0.50 2 5 3  3.74 0.82 0.67 1 5 4 
 3   3.30 0.76 0.58 1 5 3  3.79 0.86 0.74 1 5 4 

12 1  3.05 0.81 0.65 1 5 3  3.23 0.97 0.95 1 5 3 
 2  3.07 0.63 0.40 1 5 3  3.19 0.92 0.85 1 5 3 
 3   3.18 0.64 0.40 1 5 3  3.37 0.84 0.70 1 5 3 

13 1  4.56 2.89 8.37 0 10 5  3.85 2.67 7.14 0 10 4 
 2  4.58 2.46 6.03 0 10 5  5.31 2.89 8.35 0 10 5 
 3   4.59 2.67 7.15 0 10 5  5.33 2.92 8.53 0 10 5 

14 1  6.06 2.82 7.96 0 10 6  6.67 3.04 9.21 0 10 7 
 2  6.44 2.73 7.47 0 10 7  6.67 2.97 8.85 0 10 7 
 3   6.07 2.89 8.34 0 10 6  6.99 2.65 7.01 0 10 7 

15 1  6.38 2.37 5.62 0 10 6  7.02 2.62 6.88 0 10 7 
 2  6.08 2.84 8.09 0 10 6  6.94 2.58 6.68 0 10 7 
 3   6.05 2.49 6.22 0 10 6  6.54 2.59 6.73 0 10 6 

16 1  1.38 0.49 0.24 1 2 1  1.48 0.50 0.25 1 2 1 
 2  1.46 0.50 0.25 1 2 1  1.51 0.50 0.25 1 2 2 
 3   1.52 0.50 0.25 1 2 2  1.39 0.49 0.24 1 2 1 

17 1  1.96 0.20 0.04 1 2 2  1.93 0.26 0.07 1 2 2 
 2  1.95 0.22 0.05 1 2 2  1.93 0.24 0.06 1 2 2 
 3   1.94 0.24 0.06 1 2 2  1.92 0.27 0.07 1 2 2 

18 1  1.83 0.37 0.14 1 2 2  1.78 0.41 0.17 1 2 2 
 2  1.85 0.36 0.13 1 2 2  1.81 0.39 0.15 1 2 2 
 3   1.83 0.38 0.14 1 2 2  1.81 0.40 0.16 1 2 2 

19 1  1.92 0.28 0.08 1 2 2  1.95 0.21 0.04 1 2 2 
 2  1.85 0.36 0.13 1 2 2  1.96 0.20 0.04 1 2 2 
 3   1.87 0.34 0.11 1 2 2  1.96 0.21 0.04 1 2 2 

20 1  1.81 0.39 0.15 1 2 2  1.77 0.42 0.18 1 2 2 
 2  1.81 0.40 0.16 1 2 2  1.78 0.42 0.17 1 2 2 
 3   1.80 0.40 0.16 1 2 2  1.79 0.41 0.17 1 2 2 
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21 1  1.99 0.11 0.01 1 2 2  1.95 0.21 0.04 1 2 2 
 2  1.97 0.16 0.03 1 2 2  1.97 0.17 0.03 1 2 2 
 3   1.97 0.17 0.03 1 2 2  1.96 0.20 0.04 1 2 2 

22 1  1.84 0.37 0.14 1 2 2  1.86 0.35 0.12 1 2 2 
 2  1.82 0.38 0.15 1 2 2  1.88 0.32 0.10 1 2 2 
 3   1.85 0.36 0.13 1 2 2  1.86 0.35 0.12 1 2 2 

23 1  2.19 0.82 0.67 1 5 2  1.84 0.78 0.61 1 4 2 
 2  1.95 0.75 0.56 1 3 2  1.93 0.83 0.70 1 4 2 
 3   2.11 0.88 0.77 1 5 2  1.87 0.86 0.75 1 4 2 

24 1  2.19 0.90 0.80 1 5 2  2.32 1.02 1.04 1 5 2 
 2  2.21 0.96 0.93 1 5 2  2.19 1.02 1.02 1 5 2 
 3   2.13 1.05 1.09 1 5 2  1.99 1.02 1.04 1 5 2 

25 1  2.04 0.80 0.64 1 5 2  1.95 0.82 0.68 1 5 2 
 2  2.02 0.81 0.66 1 5 2  1.92 0.81 0.65 1 5 2 
 3   2.02 0.84 0.70 1 5 2  1.88 0.84 0.71 1 5 2 

26 1  1.84 0.94 0.88 1 5 2  2.03 0.92 0.85 1 5 2 
 2  2.07 0.99 0.98 1 5 2  1.91 0.99 0.97 1 5 2 
 3   1.88 0.97 0.94 1 5 2  2.19 1.00 1.01 1 5 2 

27 1  2.05 0.74 0.55 1 3 2  1.96 0.81 0.66 1 4 2 
 2  1.98 0.78 0.61 1 5 2  1.86 0.78 0.60 1 4 2 
 3   1.97 0.78 0.60 1 5 2  1.90 0.85 0.71 1 5 2 

28 1  1.53 0.75 0.56 1 4 1  1.98 0.97 0.94 1 5 2 
 2  1.66 0.87 0.77 1 5 1  1.70 0.96 0.93 1 5 1 
 3   1.61 0.83 0.70 1 5 1  1.76 0.92 0.84 1 5 2 

29 1  6.46 2.44 5.96 0 10 7  5.36 2.80 7.84 0 10 5 
 2  6.77 2.39 5.73 0 10 7  5.10 2.76 7.61 0 10 5 
 3   6.70 2.55 6.50 0 10 7  5.35 2.89 8.34 0 10 5 

30 1  6.18 2.90 8.40 0 10 6  7.03 3.11 9.70 0 10 8 
 2  6.15 3.06 9.37 0 10 7  7.50 2.83 8.00 0 10 8 
 3   6.46 3.08 9.50 0 10 7  7.37 2.83 7.98 0 10 8 

31 1  4.38 3.20 10.25 0 10 5  3.71 3.36 11.27 0 10 3 
 2  4.18 3.43 11.79 0 10 5  3.05 3.33 11.11 0 10 2 
 3   5.41 3.40 11.58 0 10 5  4.00 3.43 11.73 0 10 4 
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32 1  3.58 3.33 11.06 0 10 3.5  2.02 2.65 7.00 0 10 0 
 2  3.72 3.36 11.32 0 10 3  1.78 2.72 7.41 0 10 0 
 3   3.38 3.34 11.15 0 10 3  2.17 3.02 9.10 0 10 0 

33 1  7.35 2.48 6.16 0 10 8  6.68 3.01 9.08 0 10 7 
 2  7.61 2.11 4.44 0 10 8  7.05 2.60 6.75 0 10 7 
 3   7.54 2.35 5.54 0 10 8  6.90 2.91 8.44 0 10 8 

34 1  8.04 1.95 3.81 1 10 8  7.85 2.53 6.41 0 10 9 
 2  8.44 1.81 3.27 0 10 9  8.63 1.96 3.83 0 10 10 
 3   8.41 1.86 3.48 0 10 9  7.74 2.42 5.87 0 10 8 

35 1  3.39 1.03 1.06 1 5 3  3.39 0.87 0.76 1 5 3 
 2  3.26 0.88 0.77 1 5 3  3.21 0.95 0.90 1 5 3 
 3   3.14 0.90 0.81 1 5 3  3.23 0.86 0.73 1 5 3 

36 1  2.80 1.14 1.30 1 5 2  3.18 0.86 0.74 1 5 3 
 2  2.75 1.06 1.12 1 5 3  3.07 0.84 0.71 1 5 3 
 3   2.50 0.87 0.76 1 5 2  3.17 0.83 0.68 1 5 3 

37 1  2.34 0.67 0.45 1 4 2  2.92 0.73 0.54 1 4 3 
 2  2.33 0.76 0.57 1 4 2  2.71 0.77 0.59 1 4 3 
 3   2.25 0.71 0.51 1 4 2  2.68 0.80 0.64 1 4 3 

38 1  2.73 0.74 0.55 1 4 3  2.57 0.83 0.70 1 4 2 
 2  2.86 0.84 0.71 1 4 3  2.58 0.77 0.60 1 4 3 
 3   2.73 0.67 0.45 1 4 3  2.52 0.80 0.64 1 4 2 

39 1  2.82 0.70 0.50 1 4 3  3.01 0.78 0.60 1 4 3 
 2  2.82 0.81 0.66 1 4 3  2.87 0.76 0.58 1 4 3 
 3   2.76 0.71 0.50 1 4 3  2.88 0.81 0.66 1 4 3 

40 1  1.82 0.38 0.15 1 2 2  1.51 0.50 0.25 1 2 2 
 2  1.84 0.37 0.14 1 2 2  1.58 0.49 0.24 1 2 2 
 3   1.82 0.39 0.15 1 2 2  1.61 0.49 0.24 1 2 2 

41 1   
Probes – open-ended answers 

 

 
Probes – open-ended answers  2   

 3    

42 1  2.51 0.87 0.75 1 4 2  2.25 1.00 1.00 1 4 2 
 2  2.68 0.94 0.89 1 4 2  2.33 0.89 0.79 1 4 2 
 3   2.49 0.89 0.80 1 4 2  2.33 1.04 1.08 1 4 2 
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43 1  5.16 2.33 5.45 0 10 5  4.75 2.18 4.74 0 10 5 
 2  4.97 2.45 5.98 0 10 5  4.47 2.52 6.33 0 10 5 
 3   5.23 2.35 5.51 0 10 5  4.57 2.40 5.75 0 10 5 

44 1  5.92 2.09 4.37 0 10 6  4.77 2.21 4.89 0 10 5 
 2  5.81 1.95 3.81 0 10 6  5.08 2.42 5.87 0 10 5 
 3   6.01 2.11 4.45 0 10 6  4.61 2.56 6.55 0 10 5 

45 1  5.18 2.12 4.51 0 10 5  4.21 2.37 5.63 0 10 5 
 2  5.28 2.06 4.23 0 10 5  4.64 2.44 5.98 0 10 5 
 3   5.45 2.16 4.64 0 10 5.5  4.04 2.46 6.07 0 10 4 

46 1  4.17 1.37 1.89 2 7 4  4.95 1.32 1.74 1 7 5 
 2  4.26 1.40 1.96 1 7 4  4.33 1.51 2.27 1 7 4 
 3   3.80 1.22 1.48 2 7 4  4.18 1.41 1.99 1 7 4 

47 1  3.86 5.51 30.32 0 45 3  3.49 5.32 28.32 0 66 2.5 
 2  2.87 2.62 6.89 0 20 2  2.93 2.41 5.80 0 20 3 
 3   3.21 2.13 4.55 0 17 3  3.59 7.59 57.64 0 100 3 

48 1  2.35 0.92 0.85 1 5 2  2.68 0.88 0.77 1 5 3 
 2  2.50 1.07 1.14 1 5 2.5  2.44 0.95 0.91 1 5 2 
 3   2.45 0.88 0.77 1 5 2  2.55 0.93 0.86 1 5 3 

49 1  3.31 0.85 0.71 1 5 3  2.95 0.95 0.90 1 5 3 
 2  3.55 0.92 0.85 1 5 4  3.08 1.08 1.16 1 5 3 
 3   3.39 0.95 0.91 1 5 3  3.03 1.03 1.06 1 5 3 

50 1  2.73 0.95 0.90 1 5 3  2.69 0.92 0.85 1 5 3 
 2  3.09 1.14 1.31 1 5 3  2.72 0.97 0.94 1 5 3 
 3   2.88 1.05 1.11 1 5 3  2.87 0.97 0.95 1 5 3 

51 1  2.96 0.93 0.86 1 5 3  3.12 0.94 0.88 1 5 3 
 2  3.20 1.14 1.29 1 5 3  3.09 0.90 0.81 1 5 3 
 3   3.12 0.95 0.91 1 5 3  3.21 0.93 0.86 1 5 3 

52 1  3.08 0.82 0.67 1 5 3  2.90 1.00 1.00 1 5 3 
 2  3.13 1.11 1.22 1 5 3  3.01 0.99 0.99 1 5 3 
 3   3.05 0.91 0.83 1 5 3  2.73 1.02 1.03 1 5 3 

53 1  2.10 0.89 0.79 1 5 2  2.87 0.94 0.89 1 5 3 
 2  2.86 1.04 1.08 1 5 3  3.10 0.99 0.99 1 5 3 
 3   3.03 0.95 0.90 1 5 3  2.80 0.99 0.97 1 5 3 
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54 1  3.30 0.69 0.48 1 5 3  3.24 0.77 0.59 1 5 3 
 2  3.53 0.89 0.78 1 5 4  3.41 0.86 0.73 1 5 3 
 3   3.50 0.74 0.54 2 5 4  3.41 0.84 0.70 1 5 3 

55 1  3.34 0.74 0.54 1 5 3  3.16 0.76 0.58 1 5 3 
 2  3.68 0.88 0.77 1 5 4  3.36 0.87 0.75 1 5 3 
 3   3.54 0.71 0.50 2 5 4  3.22 0.82 0.67 1 5 3 

56 1  3.12 0.68 0.46 1 5 3  2.82 0.80 0.65 1 5 3 
 2  3.42 0.85 0.72 1 5 3  3.09 0.87 0.76 1 5 3 
 3   3.25 0.78 0.61 1 5 3  3.04 0.82 0.67 1 5 3 

57 1  3.36 0.70 0.49 2 5 3  3.32 0.84 0.70 1 5 3 
 2  4.02 0.75 0.56 2 5 4  3.41 0.91 0.82 1 5 3 
 3   3.77 0.78 0.61 1 5 4  3.34 0.85 0.72 1 5 3 

58 1  3.26 0.75 0.56 1 5 3  2.74 0.95 0.91 1 5 3 
 2  3.57 0.91 0.83 1 5 3  2.81 0.99 0.98 1 5 3 
 3   3.56 0.85 0.72 1 5 3  2.85 0.99 0.97 1 5 3 

59 1  3.40 1.61 2.58 1 6 4  2.74 1.44 2.07 1 7 2 
 2  3.40 1.59 2.52 1 6 4  2.50 1.37 1.87 1 7 2 
 3   3.52 1.63 2.66 1 6 4  2.61 1.44 2.08 1 8 2 

60 1  3.39 1.42 2.02 1 5 3  3.43 1.46 2.14 1 5 4 
 2  2.96 1.43 2.05 1 5 3  3.61 1.43 2.03 1 5 4 
 3   3.29 1.44 2.07 1 5 4  3.65 1.33 1.76 1 5 4 

 
Note. Group = respondent group. M = mean. SD = standard deviation. VAR = variance. Min = minimum. Max = maximum. 
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Annex 6: Response Patterns 

Item Construct Text                       Estonia                      Slovenia 

1 

Normative 
beliefs of 

female sex 
roles 

Before what age would you say a 
girl or woman is generally too 
young to leave full-time education? 
 
Please enter a number in this box: 
_______. 

  

2 

Before what age would you say a 
woman is generally too young to 
become a mother? 
 
Please enter a number in this box: 
_______. 
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3 

Before what age would you say a 
woman is generally too young to 
start living with a partner she is 
not married to? 
Please enter a number in this box: 
_______. 

  

4 Procreation 

Have you ever given birth 
to/fathered a child? 
 
1 - Yes 
2 - No 
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5 

Societal 
attitudes 
towards 

… 

Apart from your own feelings, how 
do you think most people would 
react if a woman they knew well 
did any of the following? 
 
How would they react if she lived 
with a partner without being 
married to him? 
 
1 - Most people would openly 
disapprove 
2 - Most people would secretly 
disapprove 
3 - Most people would not mind 
either way 
4 - Most people would approve   

6 

Apart from your own feelings, how 
do you think most people would 
react if a woman they knew well 
did any of the following? 
 
How would they react if she had a 
child with a partner she lived with 
but was not married to? 
 
1 - Most people would openly 
disapprove 
2 - Most people would secretly 
disapprove 
3 - Most people would not mind 
either way 
4 - Most people would approve   
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7 

Apart from your own feelings, how 
do you think most people would 
react if a woman they knew well 
did any of the following? 
 
How would they react if she had a 
full-time job while she had children 
aged under 3? 
 
1 - Most people would openly 
disapprove 
2 - Most people would secretly 
disapprove 
3 - Most people would not mind 
either way 
4 - Most people would approve   

8 

Apart from your own feelings, how 
do you think most people would 
react if a woman they knew well 
did any of the following? 
 
How would they react if she got 
divorced while she had children 
under 12? 
 
1 - Most people would openly 
disapprove 
2 - Most people would secretly 
disapprove 
3 - Most people would not mind 
either way 
4 - Most people would approve 
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9 

Individual 
attitudes 
towards 

gender roles 

How much do you approve or 
disapprove if a woman lives with a 
partner without being married to 
him? 
 
1 - Most people would openly 
disapprove 
2 - Most people would secretly 
disapprove 
3 - Most people would not mind 
either way 
4 - Most people would approve 

  

10 

How much do you approve or 
disapprove if a woman has a child 
with a partner she lives with but is 
not married to? 
 
1 - Strongly disapprove 
2 - Disapprove 
3 - Neither approve nor disapprove 
4 - Approve 
5 - Strongly approve 
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11 

How much do you approve or 
disapprove if a woman has a full-
time job while she has children 
aged under 3? 
 
1 - Strongly disapprove 
2 - Disapprove 
3 - Neither approve nor disapprove 
4 - Approve 
5 - Strongly approve 

  

12 

How much do you approve or 
disapprove if a woman gets 
divorced while she has children 
aged under 12? 
 
1 - Strongly disapprove 
2 - Disapprove 
3 - Neither approve nor disapprove 
4 - Approve 
5 - Strongly approve 
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13 

Life Planning 

Do you generally plan for your 
future or do you just take each day 
as it comes? 
 
Please express your opinion on a 
scale of 0 to 10, where 0 means ‘I 
plan for my future as much as 
possible’ and 10 means ‘I just take 
each day as it comes’. 
 
0 - I plan for my future as much as 
possible 
10 - I just take each day as it 
comes 

  

14 

We would now like to ask you a 
few questions about your views on 
retirement. 
 
How worried are you, if at all, that 
your income in old age will not be 
adequate enough to cover your 
later years? 
 
Please express your opinion on a 
scale of 0 to 10, where 0 means 
‘not worried at all’ and 10 means 
‘extremely worried’. 
 
0 - Not worried at all 
10 - Extremely worried   
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15 

Please tell us who you think should 
be mainly responsible for providing 
people with an adequate standard 
of living in their old age. 
 
Please express your opinion on a 
scale of 0 to 10, where 0 means 
‘mainly the responsibility of the 
individual’ and 10 means ‘mainly 
the responsibility of the 
government’. 
 
0 - Mainly the responsibility of the 
individual 
10 - Mainly the responsibility of the 
government   

16 

Please think about all types of 
savings such as bank accounts, 
investments, private and company 
pensions as well as property. 
 
Are you currently saving or have 
you saved in the past specifically in 
order to live comfortably in your old 
age? 
 
1 - Yes 
2 - No 
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17 

Political 
participation/ 
engagement 

There are different ways of trying 
to improve things in [country] or 
help prevent things from going 
wrong. 
 
During the last 12 months, have 
you done any of the following? 
 
Have you worked in a political 
party or action group? 
 
1 - Yes 
2 - No 

  

18 

During the last 12 months, have 
you done any of the following? 
 
Have you worked in another 
organisation or association? 
 
1 - Yes 
2 – No 
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19 

During the last 12 months, have 
you done any of the following? 
 
Have you worn or displayed a 
campaign badge/sticker? 
 
1 - Yes 
2 – No 

  

20 

During the last 12 months, have 
you done any of the following? 
 
Have you signed a petition? 
 
1 - Yes 
2 – No 
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21 

During the last 12 months, have 
you done any of the following? 
 
Have you taken part in a lawful 
public demonstration? 
 
1 - Yes 
2 – No 

  

22 

During the last 12 months, have 
you done any of the following? 
 
Have you posted or shared 
anything about politics online, for 
example on blogs, via email or on 
social media such as Facebook or 
Twitter? 
 
1 - Yes 
2 – No 
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23 

Political 
efficacy 

How much would you say the 
political system in [country] allows 
people like you to have a say in 
what the government does?  
 
1 - Not at all 
2 - Very little 
3 - Some 
4 - A lot 
5 - A great deal 

  

24 

How able do you think you are to 
take an active role in a group 
involved with political issues?  
 
1 - Not at all able 
2 - A little able 
3 - Quite able 
4 - Very able 
5 - A great deal 
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25 

And how much would you say that 
the political system in [country] 
allows people like you to have an 
influence on politics? 
 
1 - Not at all 
2 - Very little 
3 - Some 
4 - A lot 
5 - A great deal 

  

26 

And how confident are you in your 
own ability to participate in politics? 
 
1 - Not at all confident 
2 - A little confident 
3 - Quite confident 
4 - Very confident 
5 - Completely confident 
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27 Politicians 

How much would you say that 
politicians care what people like 
you think? 
 
1 - Not at all 
2 - Very little 
3 - Some 
4 - A lot 
5 - A great deal 

  

28 Politics 

How easy do you personally find it 
to take part in politics? 
 
1 - Not at all easy 
2 - A little easy 
3 - Quite easy 
4 - Very easy 
5 - Completely easy 
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29 

Qualification 
for immigration 

(entry/ 
exclusion) 

People come to live in [COUNTRY] 
from other countries for different 
reasons. Some have ancestral ties. 
 
Others come to work here, or to 
join their families. Others come 
because they’re under threat. 
 
Here are some questions about 
this issue. 
 
Please tell us how important you 
think each of these things should 
be in deciding whether someone 
born, brought up and living outside 
Britain should be able to come and 
live here. 
 
Firstly, how important should it be 
for them to have good educational 
qualifications? 
 
0 - Not at all important 
10 - Extremely important 
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30 

How important do you think each of 
these things should be in deciding 
whether someone born, brought up 
and living outside [country] should 
be able to come and live here? 
 
How important should it be for 
them to be able to speak [country’s 
official language(s)]? 
 
0 - Not at all important 
10 - Extremely important 

  

31 

How important do you think each of 
these things should be in deciding 
whether someone born, brought up 
and living outside [country] should 
be able to come and live here? 
 
How important should it be for 
them to come from a Christian 
background? 
 
0 - Not at all important 
10 - Extremely important 
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32 

How important do you think each of 
these things should be in deciding 
whether someone born, brought up 
and living outside [country] should 
be able to come and live here? 
 
How important should it be for 
them to be white? 
 
0 - Not at all important 
10 - Extremely important 

  

33 

How important do you think each of 
these things should be in deciding 
whether someone born, brought up 
and living outside [country] should 
be able to come and live here? 
 
How important should it be for 
them to have work skills that 
[country] needs? 
 
0 - Not at all important 
10 - Extremely important 

  

http://www.seriss.eu/


    

www.seriss.eu GA No 654221 75 
 

34 

How important do you think each of 
these things should be in deciding 
whether someone born, brought up 
and living outside [country] should 
be able to come and live here? 
 
How important should it be for 
them to be committed to the way of 
life in [country]? 
 
0 - Not at all important 
10 - Extremely important 

  

35 
National 
identity 

How much do you agree or 
disagree with this statement? 
 
The world would be a better place 
if people from other countries were 
more like the [COUNTRY 
NATIONALITY]. 
 
1 - Agree strongly 
2 - Agree 
3 - Neither agree nor disagree 
4 - Disagree 
5 - Disagree strongly 
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36 

How much do you agree or 
disagree with this statement? 
 
Generally speaking, [COUNTRY] is 
a better country than most other 
countries. 
 
1 - Agree strongly 
2 - Agree 
3 - Neither agree nor disagree 
4 - Disagree 
5 - Disagree strongly 

  

37 

How proud are you of [COUNTRY] 
in each of the following? 
 
The way democracy works. 
 
1 - Very proud 
2 - Somewhat proud 
3 - Not very proud 
4 - Not proud at all 
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38 

How proud are you of [COUNTRY] 
in each of the following? 
 
Its social security system. 
 
1 - Very proud 
2 - Somewhat proud 
3 - Not very proud 
4 - Not proud at all 

  

39 

How proud are you of [COUNTRY] 
in each of the following? 
 
Its fair and equal treatment of all 
groups in society. 
 
1 - Very proud 
2 - Somewhat proud 
3 - Not very proud 
4 - Not proud at all 
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40 
Church 

involvement 

Do you consider yourself as 
belonging to any particular religion 
or denomination? 
 
1 - Yes 
2 - No 

  

41 (Probes) 

Using your own words, could you 
explain how you understood the 
term 'religion' in the previous 
question? 
 
Using your own words, could you 
explain how you understood the 
term 'denomination' in the 
previous question? 

 
 
Open-ended answers 
 
 

Open-ended answers 
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42 Beliefs 

Which of these statements comes 
closest to your beliefs? 
 
1 - There is a personal God 
2 - There is some sort of spirit or 
life force 
3 - I don’t really know what to think 
4 - I don’t really think there is any 
sort of spirit, God or life force 

  

43 
Generalized 
social trust 

Generally speaking, would you say 
that most people can be trusted, or 
that you can’t be too careful in 
dealing with people? 
 
Please tell us on a score of 0 to 10, 
where 0 means you can’t be too 
careful and 10 means that most 
people can be trusted. 
 
0 - You can’t be too careful 
10 - Most people can be trusted 
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44 

Do you think that most people 
would try to take advantage of you 
if they got the chance, or would 
they try to be fair? 
 
0 - Most people would try to take 
advantage of me 
10 - Most people would try to be 
fair 

  

45 

Would you say that most of the 
time people try to be helpful or that 
they are mostly looking out for 
themselves? 
 
0 - People mostly look out for 
themselves 
10 - People mostly try to be helpful 
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46 

Social 
network/ 

extraversion 

How often do you meet socially 
with friends, relatives or work 
colleagues? 
 
1 - Never 
2 - Less than once a month 
3 - Once a month 
4 - Several times a month 
5 - Once a week 
6 - Several times a week 
7 - Every day 

  

47 

How many people, if any, are 
there with whom you can discuss 
intimate and personal matters? 
 
1 - Please enter a number in this 
box: 
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48 

Compared to other people of your 
age, how often would you say you 
take part in social activities? 
 
1 - Much less than most 
2 - Less than most 
3 - About the same 
4 - More than most 
5 - Much more than most 

  

49 

Perceived 
consequences 

of social 
policies 

The next questions are about the 
effect of social benefits and 
services on different areas of life in 
[country]. 
 
By social benefits and services we 
are thinking about things like health 
care, pensions and social security. 
 
To what extent do you agree or 
disagree that social benefits and 
services in [country] place too 
great a strain on the economy? 
 
1 - Agree strongly 
2 - Agree 
3 - Neither agree nor disagree 
4 - Disagree 
5 - Disagree strongly 
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50 

To what extent do you agree or 
disagree that social benefits and 
services in [country] prevent 
widespread poverty? 
 
1 - Agree strongly 
2 - Agree 
3 - Neither agree nor disagree 
4 - Disagree 
5 - Disagree strongly 

  

51 

To what extent do you agree or 
disagree that social benefits and 
services in [country] lead to a more 
equal society? 
 
1 - Agree strongly 
2 - Agree 
3 - Neither agree nor disagree 
4 - Disagree 
5 - Disagree strongly 
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52 

To what extent do you agree or 
disagree that social benefits and 
services in [country] cost 
businesses too much in taxes and 
charges? 
 
1 - Agree strongly 
2 - Agree 
3 - Neither agree nor disagree 
4 - Disagree 
5 - Disagree strongly 

  

53 Concerned 

To what extent do you feel 
concerned about the living 
conditions of your immediate 
family? 
 
1 - Very much 
2 - Much 
3 - To a certain extent 
4 - Not so much 
5 - Not at all 
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54 

To what extent do you feel 
concerned about the living 
conditions of people in your 
neighbourhood? 
 
1 - Very much 
2 - Much 
3 - To a certain extent 
4 - Not so much 
5 - Not at all 

  

55 

To what extent do you feel 
concerned about the living 
conditions of the people of the 
region you live in? 
 
1 - Very much 
2 - Much 
3 - To a certain extent 
4 - Not so much 
5 - Not at all 
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56 

To what extent do you feel 
concerned about the living 
conditions of your fellow 
countrymen? 
 
1 - Very much 
2 - Much 
3 - To a certain extent 
4 - Not so much 
5 - Not at all 

  

57 

To what extent do you feel 
concerned about the living 
conditions of Europeans? 
 
1 - Very much 
2 - Much 
3 - To a certain extent 
4 - Not so much 
5 - Not at all 
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58 

To what extent do you feel 
concerned about the living 
conditions of all humans all over 
the world? 
 
1 - Very much 
2 - Much 
3 - To a certain extent 
4 - Not so much 
5 - Not at all 

  
  

http://www.seriss.eu/


    

www.seriss.eu GA No 654221 88 
 

59 
Type of 
building 

What type of building does your 
household live in? 
 
1 - A farm house 
2 - A free standing one or two 
family house 
3 - A one or two family house as 
row or double house 
4 - A building with 3 to 8 flats 
5 - A building with 9 or more flats 
but no more than 8 floors 
6 - A high-rise with 9 or more floors 
7 - A housing complex with 
services for older people 
(residential home or sheltered 
housing, but not a nursing home) 
8 - A nursing home - A nursing 
home provides all of the following 
services for its residents: 
dispensing of medication, 
available, 24-hour personal 
assistance and supervision (not 
necessarily a nurse), and room and 
meals 
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60 
Place of 
residence 

How would you describe the area 
where your residence is located? 
 
1 - A big city 
2 - The suburbs or outskirts of a 
big city 
3 - A large town 
4 - A small town 
5 - A rural area or village 
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