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Summary 

In the context of SERISS Task 3.1, an experiment testing two different questionnaire 

translation approaches was carried out in 2017: a close versus a more adaptive translation 

approach were administered in a series of translation sessions. The experiment was carried 

out in Estonian and Slovene, and the resulting translations fielded in the CRONOS online 

panel developed as part of SERISS  

(http://www.europeansocialsurvey.org/methodology/methodological_research/modes_of_dat

a_collection/cronos.html). 

Based on the analyses of this experiment, as presented in SERISS deliverable 3.3, this 

deliverable presents and discusses the recommendations and best practice for survey 

translation and further research ideas that it was possible to deduce from the experiments.  

Due to small sample sizes and because the instructions to apply both translation approaches 

did not yield the intended effect by the translating teams in all cases, no clear results can be 

drawn as to which of the two translation approaches yields better results or if differences 

between both languages can be determined. However, some lessons regarding translating 

questionnaires in similar surveys and new ideas regarding future research studies can be 

drawn, and in particular a differentiation into items that are more ‘robust’ to adaptation than 

others, at least when translated into Estonian and Slovene, could be determined.  

This report is addressed to translating teams, that is, translators and survey researchers that 

have to decide on the level of close versus adaptive or ‘free’ translation that they have to follow 

in questionnaire translations for cross-cultural survey projects. In addition, this document will 

be of interested to translation scholars and linguists interested in doing research about the 

possible effects of the level of close versus free or ‘adaptive’ translation, when translating this, 

but also other text types. 
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Introduction 

Under the SERISS project, an experiment was carried out in order to test two different 

approaches to translate questionnaires: one approach consists in being as close as possible 

to the source text, the other approach allows a high level of adaptation. 

The translating teams in Estonia (Estonian) and Slovenia (Slovene) received instructions for 

implementing the two competing translation approaches; these instructions are included in 

Dorer and Villar (2017). In Dorer (2019), the implementation of the experiment is described in 

more detail: the selection and instruction of the translating teams, how the translation sessions 

were organised, and feedback from the follow-up interviews with the leading persons 

(“reviewers”) of each of the 6 translation teams (3 Estonian and 3 Slovene teams). From that 

deliverable (SERISS Deliverable 3.2) it is apparent that not all teams understood the 

instructions to apply both translation methods correctly, which means that it could not be taken 

for granted that the translations were produced according to the method intended in the 

research design [the research design is explained in Dorer (2019)].  

Repke et al. (2019) present and discuss the findings from this experiment. The original idea 

had been to test for measurement equivalence via methods such as multigroup confirmatory 

factor analysis and item response theory. However, these approaches could not be applied 

for two reasons: First, due to the low number of cases; second, because it could not be taken 

for granted that all items had actually been translated following the method as intended in the 

initial research design. That is, the comparison of the data based on the translations as 

received from the translating teams did not necessarily follow the intended scheme of close 

versus adapted translations. 

For this reason, a different measurement approach had to be found: In the end, a semi-

qualitative approach was used: independent native speakers in both target languages 

(Estonian and Slovene) first rated all 60 items in the source language (English) in terms of 

their potential to be translated in a close or adapted way. Then, the same persons rated all 

translations produced by the six (2x3) translation teams with regard to their perceived level of 

closeness or adaptation. In addition, we checked for statistically significant differences across 

the respondent groups within each country. Subsequently, 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. 

As the method applied in the end 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, best practice guidelines for the two 

competing methods cannot be drawn as initially intended.  However lessons have been 

learned and so some recommendations can be drawn from this experiment. 

 

Findings from analysing the questionnaire translation 

experiments 

From the analysis of the experiment testing two different questionnaire translation approaches 

(close versus more adaptive approaches), no clear recommendation could be drawn as to 

http://www.seriss.eu/
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which method yields better results. In summary, the main problems in the experiment had 

been: (a) the instructions for both approaches did not lead to the differences in the resulting 

translations that we had hoped; (b) in many cases, it was difficult to determine which difference 

between close and adaptive translations (which word, expression) led to which effect in the 

data, as partly there were differences between question stem and answer scale and, in 

addition, within question stem and within the answer scales; (c) the sample sizes were too low 

to run statistical models for analysis.  

However, several lessons have been learned from this translation experiment, both regarding 

questionnaire translation methodology as well as further research ideas and experimental set-

ups: 

 

1. 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.  

 

 

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

potential and that this had an effect on the translations produced in the experiment. 

When forcing translation teams to come up with translations that don’t correspond to 

the potential of the source text, translations easily become ‘too close’ or ‘too much 

adapted’ – that is, not fieldable because the translations are felt not to be natural 

anymore.  

 

A limitation of our analysis was 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.  

 

For further detail on the reasons why the analyses could not meet their intended aim, please 

see Repke et al. (2019). 

 

Findings 1: Robust versus sensitive items 

 

The experiment suggests that it may be possible to distinguish between items that are more 

or less robust to differences in translation. Each item included in the experiments could be 

classified depending on a) whether differences in mean scores were observed in the data 

collected across the three experimental groups, and b) how translation experts evaluated the 

translations (see Table 1).1 Depending on which quadrant items fall in they may be 

categorised as either robust or sensitive to different translation approaches.   

                                                           
1 Tables 1-4 are taken from Repke et al (2019) 
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In both languages, for most of the items, the three translation versions fielded were evaluated 

differently along the closeness-adaptiveness dimension by the linguistic experts, that is, in the 

extent to which they had been translated using a close vs. adaptive approach. Yet, only for a 

small portion of all 60 items we actually found significant mean differences in the resulting 

survey data. 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).  

 

Certain items appear to be ‘robust’ in the following sense: the statistical results they yielded 

were not affected by the translation approach applied (close or adaptive).  

 

This applies to the following items, based on SERISS deliverable 3.3 (Repke et al. 2019): 

The robust items are listed in the top right cell of the two tables below (Estonian and Slovene 

separate). 

 

Table 1. Types of Items 

Differences in  Means 

  + – 

Expert  + sensitive items robust items 

Evaluations –  error  same/similar wording 

 

 

Table 2. 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 

 

 

Table 3. Mean Differences and Expert Evaluations in Slovene 

Differences in  Means 

  + – 
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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 

 

 

Robust items:2 

27 items in Estonian and 42 items in Slovene fall into the category of robust items: 

Robust items Estonian: 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 

Robust items Slovene: 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 

 

 

Sensitive items:3 

18 items in Estonian and 15 items in Slovene which fall into the hypothetical sensitive items 

category: 

Sensitive items Estonian: 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 16, 31, 35, 36, 47, 49, 50, 53, 60 

Sensitive items Slovene: 1, 4, 7, 13, 24, 26, 28, 31, 34, 37, 42, 46, 52, 53, 56 

 

Group 1: Robust items when translated both into Estonian and Slovene: 

 

The following items were found to be ‘robust’ when translating into both Estonian and Slovene 

in our translation experiment: 

Items 11+12: individual attitudes towards gender roles 

Item 14: life planning 

Items 17, 19, 21, 22: political participation 

Item 25: political efficacy 

Item 27: politicians care about what people think 

Items 29, 30, 32, 33: qualification for entry/exclusion 

Items 38, 39: national identity 

Item 40: church involvement 

Items 44, 45: generalized social trust 

                                                           
2 The wording of the items of Groups 1-3 are provided in Annexes 1-3. 
3 The wording of the items of Groups 1-3 are provided in Annexes 1-3. 
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Item 48: social Network/ Extraversion 

 

For the items of Group 1, no difference in the data could be detected that would have been 

triggered by one of the two translation approaches. So a preliminary finding for this group of 

items may be that they bear a certain level of robustness with regard to the level of closeness 

or adaptation when translated, at least into two languages (Estonian and Slovene). 

 

The following concepts are included in Group 1. Further research into more languages could 

help to understand whether this robustness is linked to particular target languages or is a 

general characteristic across all languages. If that was the case, recommendations could be 

given for translating cross-cultural surveys that for these items it is less important to focus on 

the exact wording in the target languages, so translation efforts may be more efficiently used 

for items that are considered more sensitive to different translation versions: 

 

 

 

In this context, further research is needed in different aspects: 

• These items should be translated into other languages than Estonian and Slovene in 

order to understand whether this ‘robustness’ is rather connected with these two 

languages or whether a similar level of robustness can be observed when translating 

these items into other languages or language groups.  

• It would also be interesting to study whether robustness is connected to certain 

concepts more than to others. 

• Second coding of the level of closeness versus adaptation of the translations (‘expert 

evaluation’) by a second equally qualified coder should be undertaken to put the 

findings on a more stable basis. 

 

As the items of Group 1 already present a certain level of robustness when translated into two 

different languages (Estonian and Slovene), that is, into two language groups (Finno-Ugric 

and Slavic), they can be considered more robust across languages than the items of Groups 2 

and 3 where this level of robustness was only detected for one of the two languages. So the 

Group 1 items would be a good starting point for future research into more languages and 

language groups. 

 

Groups 2 and 3: Robust items only when translated into one language 

 

Table 4 (below) 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 
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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 much room for 

interpretation even though, in Slovene, the translations varied a lot across the close-

adaptiveness dimension. 

 

Table 4. 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. 

 

 

Group 4: Sensitive items 

 

For the items of Group 4 (highlighted in yellow in Table 4), that react more sensitively to the 

translation approach, no statements can be drawn from this experiment, so further research 

will be needed in two respects: 

1. To determine whether this need is dependent on the individual language or more 

general; and 

2. Whether one can say that the quality of the resulting data is affected by a close versus 

translation. 
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Finding 2: Different translation potential may result in too close or too 

adaptive translations 

 

In this experiment it could be shown that different source items have different potentials to be 

translated closely versus adaptively. And it could be shown that in some cases, where 

translating teams were asked to translate according to the method which is opposite to the 

source text potential (e.g., instruction to translate an item that has a close translation potential 

in an adaptive way), this resulted in ‘too close’ or ‘too much adapted’ translations, and these 

would then not be fieldable due to a poor wording in the target language or to a too large 

distance from the source text. This finding confirms the need to match the translation 

instructions to the respective translation potential of the source text, which may, in addition, 

differ between languages4. 

 

Methodological recommendations for questionnaire translations 

in the future 
 

Based on the observations from this experiment, the following recommendations can be 

deduced with regard to organising, instructing and carrying out questionnaire translations in 

the future: 

 

• Better training of translating teams: One of the weaknesses of this experiment was 

the training of the translation teams. The teams were instructed on the translation 

methods by written instruction documents (Dorer and Villar 2017) sent to them 

remotely, as the translating teams were not known to the project team in person5. No 

proper training or checks about correct understanding of these instructions were 

carried out prior to the translation activities, mainly because of timing issues. The 

author had carried out follow-up interviews with all reviewers of all translation teams 

(from both languages) and with some of the translators. From these interviews it 

resulted that in some cases the difference between both approaches had not been 

noticed by the teams and therefore not applied.  

 

However, it must be added that in some of these follow-up interviews, team members 

stated that they would not have worked much differently even knowing better about 

the difference between both approaches. So it would have been important to double-

check with the teams whether they had correctly understood the instructions and 

were about to implement them as intended.  

 

The first lesson learned from this experiment with regard to general survey research 

methodology consists in putting more focus on how to instruct translating teams. One 

                                                           
4 For more explanations of this finding, see e.g. Repke et al (2019: 15 f.). 
5 On the selection of translating teams, see Dorer (2019). 
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way to check correct implementation of translation instructions could be to do 

systematic spot-checks, quick telephone calls, short interviews to test team 

members’ understanding of translation instructions.  

 

[This had actually been recommended prior to the experiment, but could not be 

realised because of timing problems.] 

• Beware of too close and too free translations: In the experiment, some translations 

were rated by the native speakers as ‘too close’ and some as ‘too much adapted’. 

Such translations rated by native-speaker experts as extremes (qualifying as ‘too …’) 

should not be used in cross-cultural comparative surveys because they risk deviating 

too much from the source text and thus from all other language versions. While in the 

major surveys, e.g. in the ESS, it is stated in the Translation Guidelines that such 

extreme translations should not be used, it may be worth making all survey projects 

aware of this need to try to avoid such translations. 

• Take the translation potential into account when instructing translating teams: 

Following from the above bullet point, translation managers and coordinators should 

be aware of the importance of taking the translation potential of the source text into 

account when providing translation instructions – and remember that this potential 

may differ across target languages: Instructing translation teams in the opposite 

direction to the translation potential may lead to too close or too adaptive 

translations, which would then probably not be fit to be used in real fieldwork surveys.  

We recommend being cautious that translation instructions should fit the linguistic 

and cultural peculiarities of the target populations. This will help to avoid unnatural 

(e.g., too close or too adaptive) translations or, in the worst case, even wrong 

translations. 

 

Ideas for further research 
 

The findings from this experiment lead to several recommendations and ideas on how to 

carry out research projects on this or related research questions in the future. 

Such ideas refer to two separate research streams: (a) on studies in order to find out more 

about close versus adaptive translation – to be carried out on the same or similar research 

question(s), but independent of this experiment; (b) further research ideas based on the data 

and findings gathered by this experiment. 

 

Research ideas independent of the existing experiment and its results and findings: 

 

1. Idea for an improved research design: The ESS Translation Expert Panel (TEP) 

recommended an alternative approach how to analyse the effect of close versus 

more adaptive questionnaire translation approaches.  

This was to select particular items and start from a purely close translation (which 

should be determined to be close by independent raters). This translation would then 
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be modified step by step, that is, each time one word or expression would be 

modified, and made more adaptive. Then the change in the resulting data after each 

of these steps would be analysed one by one: this would help to determine more 

clearly which effect in the data is triggered by which change in the wording. 

In the current experiment, one problem of clearly determining the cause-and-effect 

relationship was that in several items, more than one difference within the overall 

item was fielded between the close and adaptive translations, and so the effects in 

the data could not unambiguously be attributed to individual changes. For instance, 

differences may have been observed in both the question stem and in the answer 

categories, and then it is obviously not clear which effect in the data had been 

triggered by which of these differences. 

2. Use a more focussed training of translating teams in the future for such experiments: 

as mentioned above as a recommendation outside translation experiments, a more 

comprehensive instruction of translating teams, in particular including back-checks 

on the correct understanding and implementation of the instructions, would be 

advisable also for future experiments where it is important that translating teams 

implement certain instructions. This is even more important in the following cases (all 

present in this experiment): the project team (a) does not have direct contact with the 

translation teams and does not know the team members in person, (b) cannot be 

present in the translation sessions and (c) would not even be capable to understand 

the translation sessions’ discussions because of language barriers. 

3. One could take the translations without instructions – that is the translations of these 

items as they had been used in the respective surveys. For comparison, instructions 

on how to adapt could be provided to translating teams. These two versions could 

then be fielded and the resulting data compared. This, however, presupposes that 

the ‘normal’ translation without instructions (as used already in the respective 

surveys, that is, ESS, EVS, ISSP, SHARE) had followed a purely close translation 

approach; and as it is not sure this had been the case, these translations would also 

first have to be analysed and rated for their degree of closeness by qualified native 

speakers for comparison. 

 

Research ideas in connection with the present experiment and its existing results and 

findings: 

1. Continue studying the ‘robust’ versus ‘sensitive’ items based on the findings from this 

experiment: here, as mentioned above, further research with other languages would 

be useful. A possible research outcome may be that certain items appear to be 

‘robust’ across many or even all languages or at least language groups studied. This 

may then result in guidance to translating teams that in these cases the focus does 

not need to be overly on wording differences as here adaptation does not modify the 

resulting data to a high degree (translation efforts may be more efficiently invested in 

other, more sensitive items instead).Other possible outcomes may be whether 

particular groups of languages or cultures react similarly to adaptations, or whether 

the level of ‘robustness’ depends on particular items or concepts. 

2. Analyse the different types of adaptation made across all 6 translation teams (3 

Estonian teams and 3 Slovene teams): The author has determined four adaptation 

types, based on literature research and expert consultation; these are: Pragmatic-

http://www.seriss.eu/


  
  

www.seriss.eu GA No 654221 14 
 

semantic-lexical; Factual-technical; Syntactic-grammatical; (Survey) Methodological / 

Survey speak. She has coded these adaptation types, and a second coding by an 

equally qualified researcher is currently going on. Research questions in this context 

may be to understand which types of adaptation were made in one or both languages 

in which items and, if possible, to compare these with the final resulting data. This 

may help to understand (a) the differences in adapting translations between both 

languages, and (b) whether different types of adaptation have different effects in the 

resulting data. 

3. Carry out a second expert evaluation both of the translation potential as well as of 

assessing the level of closeness versus adaptation across all translated items. This 

should be done by equally trained second coders /raters.  A second coding would 

improve the robustness of the results described here.  

4. Analyse the adaptations of the scale points by bilingual questionnaire experts: the 

linguistic experts that have analysed the translations so far may not be sufficiently 

experts in questionnaire design in their countries, so there may be additional findings 

when analysing the translations with this perspective. 

5. Group the items by their adaptation potential (as determined in SERISS 

Deliverable 3.3, Repke et al (2019)) and analyse them group-wise. This may yield 

more focussed findings depending on the adaptation potential that each of the items 

provides. 

6. Carry out a detailed comparison of the instructions (see Dorer and Villar (2017)) with 

the outcome of the two translation approaches. This means, to determine to what 

extent the different points of the instructions were taken into consideration in the final 

translations. For doing so, native speakers would have to be involved in order to 

explain the final translations as used in the experiments. 

7. Analyse potential effects of subdividing the 60 items into 3 batches: can carry-over 

effects between the approaches be observed? If a team had to translate according to 

the following scheme: adapt-close-adapt (on the research design, see Dorer and 

Villar (2017)), for instance, can effects in the level of application of the respective 

method be observed between the translations of the different batches? 

8. Assess the quality of the translations resulting from the experiment: additional 

information to put this experiment’s findings on a more solid basis would be to assess 

the quality of the translations produced by the 6 translating teams. The ESS TEP 

suggested to, for instance, use Cognitive Interviewing or to compare the number of 

Don’t Knows in the fieldwork (which may be an indication of which translations were 

better, presuming that a better question wording yields less DK’s than a less good 

wording).  
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Conclusions 

An experiment was carried out to learn more about the effects that different questionnaire 

translation approaches might have on the resulting survey data. The differences concern the 

level of closeness versus adaptation of the source text. 

The experiment did not work as intended in all aspects, mainly for two reasons: (a) the 

instructions did not lead to the intended differences between both approaches, and as the 

languages of the experiment, Estonian and Slovene, were not spoken by the project team, 

additional linguistic experts were needed to work on the resulting translations, and this added 

an additional layer prone to lose information; as a consequence, it could not be taken for 

granted that the items were translated according to the translation method originally intended 

in the research design (see Dorer 2019); and (b) the sample sizes in the target population 

were too small for running statistical models, as had been intended; therefore, alternative 

approaches for analysing the survey data (gathered in the ESS follow-up online panel 

CRONOS) had to be developed. 

Based on this experiment and its findings, it cannot therefore be stated whether one of the 

methods is better or yields more reliable data for either of the two target languages or in 

relation to specific items or concepts. 

However, several interesting recommendations and new ideas emerged, both with regard to 

the future set-up of questionnaire translation activities in comparable surveys, and regarding 

future research. Future research ideas relate to both (a) research on this or similar research 

questions (on the mechanisms and/or effects of close versus adapted translations in cross-

cultural survey research) independent of this experiment, and (b) on research building on the 

results and findings from this very experiment.  

From the general methodological perspective for organising and overseeing questionnaire 

translation activities in similar survey settings, the following two recommendations can be 

made:  

First, the importance of thoroughly instructing translating teams, and in particular including 

back-checks about the correct understanding of the instructions became once more obvious 

in this experiment. Depending on the contexts, in particular with remote translation teams 

without contact with central coordinating project teams, it appears to be useful to add 

systematic back-checks about correct understanding.  

Second, as it could be shown that source items do indeed differ in their potential to be 

translated according to a close or more adapted way and this led in some cases to overly 

close or adapted translations – which would not be fit to be used in a real fieldwork – it is 

recommended to always keep the translation potential in mind when instructing teams to 

translate source text in a certain manner: care must be taken not to require the opposite 

approach to the source text potential (asking to adapt a source text that bears a close 

translation potential, for instance) in order to achieve fieldable translations. In addition, 

translation potential can differ according to the target language, so instructions may have to 

be tailor-made to particular languages or language groups. An approach to measuring the 

translation potential of source text is presented in Repke et al (2019). 
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This should already be taken into account as a recommendation for those organising 

questionnaire translations and thus responsible for instructing translating teams in large cross-

cultural surveys. But of course more research on this issue would be desired. 

With regard to further research ideas resulting from this experiment, two lines of research can 

be distinguished: (a) those independent of this experiment, researching into the same or 

similar research questions, and (b) those building on the results and findings of this 

experiment. 

With regard to (a), further research ideas refer to applying a completely different research 

design: here the main suggestion consists in starting from a translation that is known to be 

close, and then to adapt the translation step by step; in this way it could be clearly determined 

which change in the data can be connected to which change in the translation. As far as 

existing translations of the items of the experiment, that have already been fielded in the 

respective surveys, are known to be close, a similar approach could be used with these 

translations, starting from ‘real’ – close – translations that have already been fielded in real-

time, and adapt them little by little. And under (a) a general idea to improve a similar research 

setting would be to better instruct translating teams in the future. 

Under (b), seven ideas for building on the work done so far in this experiment were made: 

- to continue working on the differentiation between items which appear robust versus 

sensitive to close or adaptive translation approaches, in particular translating into additional, 

if possible all, language versions of large surveys such as the ESS; 

- carry out a second coding of adaptation categories; 

- carry out a second expert evaluation both of the translation potential and the realised level 

of closeness versus adaptation across all translated items. This should be done by equally 

trained second coders / raters. 

- assessing the quality of the translations resulting from the experiment using other 

approaches such as cognitive interviewing; 

- grouping the items by translation potential and then analysing them by groups; 

- studying possible carry-over effects from batch to batch, that is, translating according to the 

different approaches; 

- comparing the translations fielded in the experiment with the instructions sent to the 

translation teams, in order to see to what extent which points of the instructions were 

implemented in which of the translations fielded. 

Findings from these further research ideas are expected to yield useful insights, making use 

of the work done so far under SERISS.  

So in sum, the initial goal of this experiment – to establish clear best practice on mechanisms 

to allow and/or use adaptation when translating questionnaires for large cross-cultural surveys 

could not be met as intended, due to project-internal challenges (low case number, translation 

instructions not working as intended). However, a list of useful recommendations both for 

organising questionnaire translation activities in large-scale cross-cultural surveys in the future 

as well as lists of further research ideas for exploring close vs. adaptive approaches to 

translation could be provided’ 
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Annexes 

 

Annex 1: Items of Group 1 (Robust items when translated both into 

Estonian and Slovene) 

 

 

Item 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 

 

 

Item 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 

 

 

Item 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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Item 17: 

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? 

 

 

Item 19: 

During the last 12 months, have you done any of the 
following? 

Have you worn or displayed a campaign 
badge/sticker? 

 

 

Item 21 

During the last 12 months, have you done any of the 
following? 

Have you taken part in a lawful public 
demonstration? 

 

 

Item 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? 

 

 

Item 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 
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Item 27: 

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 

 

 

Item 29: 

People come to live in Britain 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 

 

 

Item 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 
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10 Extremely important 

 

 

Item 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 

 

 

Item 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 

 

 

Item 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 

 

 

Item 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 
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2 Somewhat proud 

3 Not very proud 

4 Not proud at all 

 

 

Item 40 

Do you consider yourself as belonging to any particular religion or denomination? 

 

 

Item 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 

 

 

Item 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 

 

 

Item 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 
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Annex 2: Group 2 (Robust items only when translated into Estonian) 

 

4, 18, 20, 24, 26, 28, 34, 42  

 

Item 4: 

Have you ever given birth to/fathered a child? 

 

 

Item 18: 

During the last 12 months, have you done any of the 
following? 

Have you worked in another organisation or association? 

 

 

Item 20 

During the last 12 months, have you done any of the 
following? 

Have you signed a petition? 

 

 

Item 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 Completely able 

 

 

Item 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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Item 28: 

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 

 

 

Item 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 

 

 

Item 42: 

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 
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Annex 3: Group 3 (Robust items only when translated into Slovene) 

 

2, 3, 5, 6, 8, 9, 10, 15, 16, 23, 35, 36, 41, 43, 47, 49, 50, 51, 54, 55, 58, 59, 60 

 

Item 2: 

Before what age would you say a woman is generally too young to become a 
mother? 

1 Please enter a number in this box: 

-22 Never too young 

 

 

Item 3: 

Before what age would you say a woman is generally too young 

to start living with a partner she is not married to? 

1 Please enter a number in this box: 

-11 Should never live with a partner not married to 

-22 Never too young 

 

 

Item 5: 

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 
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2 Most people would secretly disapprove 

3 Most people would not mind either way 

4 Most people would approve 

 

 

Item 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 

 

 

Item 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 

 

http://www.seriss.eu/


  
  

www.seriss.eu GA No 654221 27 
 

 

Item 9: 

How much do you approve or disapprove if a woman lives with a partner 

without being married to him? 

1 Strongly disapprove 

2 Disapprove 

3 Neither approve nor disapprove 

4 Approve 

5 Strongly approve 

 

 

Item 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 

 

 

Item 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 
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Item 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? 

 

 

Item 23: 

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 

 

 

Item 35: 

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 

 

 

Item 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 
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5 Disagree strongly 

 

 

Item 41 

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? 

 

 

Item 43 

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 

 

 

Item 47: 

How many people, if any, are there with whom you can discuss intimate and personal matters 

 

 

Item 49: 

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? 
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1 Agree strongly 

2 Agree 

3 Neither agree nor disagree 

4 Disagree 

5 Disagree strongly 

 

 

Item 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 

 

 

Item 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 

 

 

Item 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 

 

 

 

Item 55: 
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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 

 

 

Item 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 

 

 

Item 59: 

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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Item 60 

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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