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5 Assessing Trandated Questionsvia Cognitive Testing
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INTRODUCTION

This chapter presents arguments showing that cognitive testinggsaviacial information regarding
how translated questions (as well as other texts used in surveys)darstood, the underlying cognitive
processes that respondents undergo to answer them, and how this relapsstterds interpretation of
the same questions in the source language. This information can help imprdirggvehoices in each
language used in a study, increase cultural appropriateness of the text,assenvallate and improve
comparability between translated questions and the original text in waysrhat easily be achieved by
requesting input from bilingual expert reviews.

The first section describes challenges found in multilingual reseatkifferent approaches to
instrument production in multilingual research. The next section mewdme context by describing
translation procedures and translation assessment technigues fgrregeagch. The third section
reflects on the need for pretesting as part of the translation assessmoedupes. The fourth section
discusses idiosyncrasies of cognitive testing of survey translationeeafifiht section presents examples
of problems discovered through the use of cognitive testing of survesjattians.

WHY USE COGNITIVE TESTING IN MULTILINGUAL SURVEY RESEARCH

As it has been described in previous chapters, cognitive testingesfionnaires is an indispensable step
in the process to assure collection of high quality survey data. Yetpfters, in multilingual studies
cognitive testing only occurs at best in the language in which thrarimst was designed. The
underlying assumption is that, if a question performs as intended iautee danguage (tapping into the
construct of interest, eliciting a codable, accurate and unbiased respornsaupabrted by the narrative
elicited from a respondent) then translators can produce a questsionvin the target language that also
"works" well. However, just as questionnaire designers cannot always amtjgipatems with questions
that arise when questions are asked of actual respondents, translators andas\stetiph experts

cannot fully anticipate how respondents will interpret and usedhsléited questions. This section
describes the context surrounding multilingual survey research antheaharacteristics of this context
justify the need for cognitive testing.

Multilingual Research Settings

Multilingual surveys appear in a number of different researcimgsttiComparative cross-national or
cross-cultural research projects, for example, often require askingomsestisamples that speak
different languages. In research within one country this carbalsoeif the target population includes
speakers of different languages, whether these are countries where native batopspare speakers of



varied languages (e.g., Ghana, Switzerland, the Philippines) or where sizable immigr&atiqnspu
reside (e.g., the United States, France, Germany). The European Social SurveydB®Sample of
cross-national research where translation is necessary both bedavsgéas countries where different
languages are spoken and countries where more than one language is spoken. Egch t®IBESS,
therefore, produces a version of the questionnaire in each language agfilsttanguage by at least 5%
of the national populationn some countries this 5% represent “official” languages (such as Catalan in
Spain), whereas in other countries this 5% of the population speaks a foreign lgsguhges

Hungarian in Slovakia or Russian in Israel) (European Social Survey 201)thltypes of research,
comparability of the survey instruments is crucial for the goals of thjeqtt

Comparability can be threatened, among other things, by a humber of problenastochete a
translation performs. The main reasons why questions might riotrpess intended are: a) problems
arising from translation choices, b) cultural factors influencingrjmetation even in "perfectly”
translated questions, and c) lack of construct overlap between thadehgulture of the translation and
the language(s) for which the questions were designed. We will des@#eetyipes of errors in more
detail in the section on analyzing cognitive interviews of tragdlatstreuments.

Comparability, thus, cannot just be assumed,; it needs to be activelyeduthrough careful research
design and assessed by gathering evidence of comparability (or lack thére@)pessible (Van de
Vijver and Leung 1997). Cognitive testing of translations is one way to assesgiastions will work

in the target language(s), what types of errors are present in each language vetsidrether questions
perform comparably across language versions. Cognitive testing wiphraigiole information about the
causes of those problems in question performance that can guide recommsratatipoint to potential
remedies. Thus, failing to conduct cognitive testing in multilinguahggstimeans that the fielded
guestion may not perform in the new language version(s) as intended.

Instrument Production in Multilingual Settings

Depending on the model followed to produce the different language versamstation may start before
or after the source questionnaire is finalized. The most commonly found appreactey research
follows a sequential development, where a source questionnaire is prodddethbzed before other
language versions are produced (Harkness, van de Vijver and Johnson 2003pn@lgdihis model
did not involve translation during source questionnaire production.

More recent applications of this model, however, try to incorporate crossatitijout earlier in the
process, which can involve translation before the source questiormea@pleted. For example,
Harkness and Schoua-Glusberg (1998) and Braun and Harkness (2005) advocated thevaiseeof ad
translation, a procedure where rough translations are produced befayarteegiestionnaire is finalized
as a means of early detection of comparability issues in the questions. Twdioneafrsarvey
programs, fie International Social Survey Programme (ISSP) and the ESS, have successfully

1 Survey translation might also take place in two settings where instruorapaicability may or may not be a
research goal. The first is monolingual research where existing questions thaegigned in a different language
are borrowed. The second is survey research commissioned by researet are not proficient in the language(s)
of the target population(s), and thus design the instrument in theilaogmage (as in studies conducted by U.S. or
European researchers in the developing world). Even when thefgoahostudies might not be comparability with
another population, cognitive testing of translations would serve the fseattions that it has in monolingual
research (see chapters 3 and 7, this volume), making sure that thenguestiendered in the language(s) of
administration measure what the survey designer intended.
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implemented this approach in the past, leading to important changes inrteqoestionnaire (Dorer
2012). Also in the ESS, draft questions are translated and tested througivedgpeitviews and
piloting in languages other than the source language before the souteenga&e is finalized
(European Social Survey 2012).

The focus of this chapter @ the advantages of using cognitive testing for language versarsdated
from afinalized source questionnaire. At the same time, we argue that the use of cognitipaesiss
cultures and languagedile the source questionnaire is still being depeldcan help design an
instrument that is easier to translate, and avoid complicatedians if similar stimuli cannot be
conveyed in a way that grants measurement equivalence unless the sestioa ggimodified. This
could prevent problematic situations where cognitive testing of trasrsdateveals problems with source
guestions that are considered finalized and researchers reluctanetchmakes to it based on
recommendations arising from cognitive testing or to allow for the rexgesdaptations of the target
guestions.

Other models of multilingual instrument production such as decenteringéWsnd Campbell 1970) use
translation during the source question design stage. In the decent@riogcap text is translated back
and forth between two (and potentially more) languages until all versionsuaict tb be equivalent; the
goal is to avoid questions that are biased towards one of the cultlmeguages involved. In this
approach, the concepts of a “source” and a “target” question becomes unnecessary. However,

comparison of how questions work with the intended population thrnowggbsting remains necessary in
order to overcome the limitations related to expert reviews.

TRANSLATION AND TRANSLATION ASSESSMENT PROCEDURES

While the focus of this chapter is not to review existing practices$tniiment translation, a brief look at
survey translation methodology provides a good background for a dstwusstesting translated
guestions. Most current approaches to survey translation advocase thiesome type of team
collaboration and pretesting as part of the translation assessmess@mge Acquadro et al 2004,
Guillemin et al 1993, Harkness 2003, Harkness and Schoua-Glusberg 1998, U.S. CermuBb,

Van Widenfelt et al 2005). In particular, the TRAPD model has been discussedpemhémied in
cross-national survey research programmes such as the ISSP, the ESS, anéyHferStealth, Ageing
and Retirement in Europe (SHARE).

Team Translation Approaches

As mentioned before, in this chapter we focus on research projects edmeparability is key and which
follow an “ask-the-sameguestion” model. This model is based on keeping the “meaning” of translated
questions as similar as possible to the source text and maintaining the stiomsiast across languages,
while keeping the question format and measurement properties constme@dsaet al 2010).

Harkness (2003) describes the five functions that form the TRAPD niade@lslation Review,
Adjudication,Pretesting andocumentation. In this model, two or more individuals translate the
instrument into the desired target language. The translators and ahkastiewer then meet to review
the original translation(s) and make comments on issues they find or ctiaggescommend. An
adjudicator (who may or may not be at the review meeting) will atéiy decide whether to adopt the
changes or recommendations or make other changes based on reviendir(gs.fiThen the reviewed
translated document is pretested. Throughout the process, depisidest every step are documented
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to inform designers and analysts about how the final translaasire@ached. While other approaches
may include all the steps in TRAPD, team or committee approaches have thedargnsheiew and
adjudication steps built into the method.

Translation Assessment Procedures

In ask-the-same-question models, translation is requinezhtter the same questions in all languages and
offer the same response options as the original questionnaire (Harkness and@akbeay 1998). But
how do we test for that 'sameness' across languages?

Assessment of translations is embedded in each of the steps of tR®TRA@del. In doing their task, for
instance, translators worry about a number of factors:

o Isxthe best way to translate this question (or this term)?

o Will respondents understand this translated question? Is the tigreoage appropriate for the
intended audience?
Are the nuances of the original question text maintained in the tran8latio
Does the wording of the question feel natural?

o Are the response choices likely to be understood and used as in the origstadrg?

Such considerations lead to numerous changes to wording during the varstkge.

At the review meeting, once again, discussion of challenges in tistatian process as well as
expectations of how questions will perform among respondents hapaeradhtime discussion among
translators and other experts, and comments will be considered artd gaatk review of the translated
text.

Thesereviewsteps give translators and researchers answers to translation challérogdyg foom the
point of view of experts (such as linguistic, methodological, substantiitaral experts). Expert review,
however, can yield many different and opposing opinions, leaving the reseaitthirevdifficult task to
reconcile them. Thus, translation review is akin to expert review inigueksign; it will tell us how
bilinguals evaluate a translation (Survey Research Centre B0t} “true” answers to problems with
guestion wording can only be appropriately explored by talking tobeaesof the target population for
the study, that is, by interviewing respondents similar to those who will bmiatered the translated
guestions.Monolingual feedbackHarkness and Schoua-Glusberg 1998) or monolingual resaevbe
useful to know whether a translation sounds idiomatic and conveysehdeaat meaning in the target
language, as evaluated thghia population similar to those in the study. This makes pretesting an
essential step in adequate survey translation approaches. Yet, by Migirsgarevieved by
monolinguals, it cannot shed any light as to whether the translation, saemsat face value, to be asking
the same as the original questionnaire. Therefore input from both bibrgpudimonolinguals are
necessary for proper translation assessment.

Pretesting as Part of Translation Assessment

Respondents of a translated questionnaire in many cases cannot speak tHarsgpuage of the
guestionnaire (or they speak it but live in a country where a different lamgeegjon is available); we
will refer to these individuals as monolinguals, even though theytrsggak other language(s). Given
that they do not know the source language, monolinguals cannot be asketthalestent to which a
translated question matches the intent of a source question. Eespdhdents happen to speak the



source language, their assessment of the translation adequacy would tex afroatnion, and would
leave us no better (probably worse off) than relying on translatipart review. However, respondents
speaking the target language can actually provide much richemetion by allowing the researcher to
peek into their cognitive processes as they answer the translated questioeys eéebibrate on their
answers thereby letting us understand how they interpret each item.

As when testing is done in a monolingual study, the main and primargfgoatesting of translated
guestions is to uncover patterns of interpretationrespbndents’ answering strategies, and to evaluate
the adequacy of the survey instruments. When testing translationsgnpmealso need to make sure
that other factors besides those strictly semantic are comparableamgalhte versions. Specifically,
pretesting needs to investigate many issues that can arise whenitrgqussiatey questions, related to
how these function pragmatically across all languages. Someseishees are

- Differences in social desirability biafQuestions could be received as sensitive in one language
and not in the other, whether due to linguistic or cultural reasons.

- Differences in level of diction One language version might be cognitively more complex to
process than the other. For example, in the 2002 ISSP module on Family anish@Gamgler
Roles the word “parent” was translated as “progenitor” in Spain in the statement “One parent can
bring up a child as well as two parents together”. The word was rendered in Mexican Spanish as
“padre”, which has a stronger male connotation (and hence could be understood as “father””) than
the term used in Spain. “Progenitor”, however, is a much less frequent word and has a higher
registerthan the word “padre”, making the question more difficult to understand.

- Differences in naturalness of languadkranslated questions, while semantically faithful, might
not sound idiomatic and be perceived as stilted (Harkness, Pennell and Schagag084).
This may happen because the translator falbthie structure or expressions of the original
version too closely, making it sound like a translation, and thereforeingadmgv the question
as stimulus is perceived.

- Differences in how answer scales and responseraptioe usedA specific culture's comfort or
discomfort with selecting extreme response categories, with expressingédiaagt to an
unknown person, or with admitting not knowing the answer to aiqunesin affect how
questions are interpreted and answered, which may, in tunenct data quality.

Whether or not these nuances have an impact on measurement is an empitioal ggesearch looking
at response distributions of different question versions, both in imgoal and multilingual settings,
suggests that such factors matter sometimes (e.g., Smith 1995; Villar et al 200&foréhezsources
need to be assigned to testing translated questions and uncoveringpptehtems before fieldwork
starts. In other words, pretesting methods need to be used for tramsdti@tients as much as for newly
developed questions. In the remainder of this section we present twogpssibkting techniques that
can be used in testing translations, and the next section will fadine aise of cognitive testing for
pretesting translated questions.

Focus Groups

Focus group$Globe et al 2002) can also be used to involve members of the target popiul#tie
assessment process. There are three main advantages of using focuasgcoumsared to cognitive
interviews: 1) they allow the researcher to talk to more people in a stimeeR) they permit the
inclusion of a varied socio-demographic group of the target populatiomiarmtdvides an opportunity to



see if they can reach consensus as to interpretation of items duringupelmgcussion; and 3) they
provide a chance to see what is idiosyncratic and what is cultural in langiges and opinions.
Focus groups also allow the researcher to listen to how respondents usgdaagong themselves,
which can itself illuminate issues of translation. However, focaggy are limited in the number of
guestions that can be discussed. More importantly, focus groups dive us the glimpse into a
respondent's cognitive process in answering questions that we caongatdognitive interview, given
that they are not an adequate forum for eliciting respondent-levelimauahbut the questions they just
answered.

Open-Ended Pretests

Some pretesting approaches provide an opportunity to involve moualimgmbers of the target
population and expose them to translated instrument items to examairtbdse work for them. In
Open-ended pretestfor instancethe instrument is administered to a respondent without prayid
response choices, that is, allowing the respondent to answer the queste@nowh words. This
approach is useful in detecting translation comprehension prglaechés a good way to elicit possible
response choices particularly when researchers are not sure theistevah dhoices are comprehensive.
But this approach does not uncover interpretation patterns, and this rediéidct that a translated
guestion is being interpreted in a way different from that intended, iEvespondents can easily answer.

COGNITIVELY TESTING TRANSLATIONS OF SURVEY QUESTIONS

Ideally, cognitive testing of a translated question is meant to uncovemzatf interpretation of a
guestion or text comparable to those in the original language, and bbdsefshould match the
interpretation that the researcher intended. Testing should help ésthblisanslated question's validity,
that is, how well the question measures the concept(s) it is inténaecasure. Even though most times
fewer resources are devoted to pretesting survey translationausstiogs designed in the language of
the researcher(s), researchers sometimes agree to conduct cognitivefdsiimgjated questions even
though they have not conducted such testing of the original languagmyerie rationale behind this
approach seems to be that while they feel equipped to judge if a questiGrasantended in their own
language, they want independent assessment of the translation quality.

Even though from a practical standpoint testing a translated vetsioiid not be very different from
testing the source language version, a few particular aspects mustidereash&hen preparing cognitive
testing of translated survey texts. This section presents a review of someafgtuerations that must
be taken into account.

Cognitive I nterviewers

The same qualities are needed in a cognitive interviewer in any languageyveéfgit is important to
remember a few additional factors. Cognitive interviewers of a translatédrnversuld ideally have
experience as qualitative researchers and be native speakers ofahlataygage or at least extremely
fluent speakers who have lived immersed in the culture of the targdapopdor some extended period
of time: they should have near native speaker proficiency‘amadition”, so that they are sensitive to
subtle nuances that other fluent speakers of the language might natamderThe first level of analysis
of a cognitive interview is conducted by the interviewer in the courseeaftbrview itself. Thus, a
native speaker without adequate qualitative researcher training, oreareagpd researcher without such
strong language skills, will likely be unable to probe responses adequmasellysfy the needs of that first



level of analysis in which inconsistencies across responses or acesmnse and the corresponding
narrative are best explored (see chapter 2, this volume).

Respondent Selection

Cognitive testing participants should be as similar as possible to gle¢ papulation. An important
element in translation and testing of a translation is knowing who tiéredied target population for the
translated questionnaire That is, the population for the original instrument may differ in mone jtrst
language from those who will answer the translated version. For exampleEwmrtpean Social Survey,
where the original questionnaire is designed in English, the Bnglision used in Great Britain with
general population will differ in language and potentially in cultural aspeststfie version used in
French with general population in France, yet both versions need to be aingehatal population of
varied socio-economic status. In the United States, a Spanish versioniohalrsatrvey questionnaire
will be primarily targeting low income and low education immigrants ftatin America, predominantly
Mexican. Thus, it needs to be translated taking this into account danthgtihnguage that can be
understood by respondents with those characteristics. Other language mrght have a different
profile. For example, in the 2010 U.S. Decennial Census the Spanish version needddwell with a
lower education immigrant population, while the Russian version wgestéa for a more highly educated
group.

To the extent possible, participants should be monolingual. Bilingualshgrdefinition—different from
the monolinguals for whom a translation is intended; given that cutaranismitted through language,
bilinguals may exhibit different cultural traits when usindeatiént languages. As they live across two
worlds, they are exposed to the culture of the source language while the targetqoptithte
translation may only be tangentially so, or may find it altogetherdor This is particularly important in
populations where some respondents might have a decent ability in the souragdantieir
understanding of the target language might be different from that of resppmdentio not speak the
source language, and they might be more tolerant (and less sensitive féoeint&rs across languages,
such as wrong collocations (order or words in sentences) or prepasitions

Within monolingual testing researchers know that subgroups irofhdation—subcultures, one may call
them—may tend to select some response choices over others, either because theiramalitg so, or
because of their own cultural interpretation of the meaning of responseresiegherefore, when
selecting participants for cognitive testing special care must be punahiding members from all the
relevant subgroups (see chapter 2, this volume).

Introduction, Protocol, and | mplementation

Development of the cognitive testing protocol can start from the saneegiras is used for the original
language version. This way the same aspects of question interpretation@ssipg will be considered
in all language versions, and it will be possible to examine whetheprigtation patterns for questions
and response choices are similar across versions. Additional probesus#ul las necessary to
investigate specifically the interpretation of items/terms thedeprted particular difficulties or raised
uncertainty during the translation process, or that researchersifg¢lpose cultural or cognitive
problems in the target language.

A number of researchers have pointed to challenges faced when implementingeageitviewing
protocols designed for the general population with immigrarttseitunited States (Goerman 20086,



Goerman and Caspar 2010, Pan et al 2010), suggesting that cognitive interviewing psoceedito be
culturally adapted. However, the Budapest Initiative successfully ingpieat the same protocol and
procedures across seven countries (Fitzgerald et al 2009; Miller 2008), as do thedss@&@esign
Team routinely in the process of designing the source questionnaire (sea@rfgle, Widdop et al
2011). In addition, Goerman (2006) acknowledged that: a) some of the interviemtbestirget
language had less experience those in the source language, which might papleitiywexy probes did
not work with respondents who spoke the target language, artg) tiative English speakers with lower
levels of education also appear to have difficulties with some of the procetok®d in cognitive
interviewing. If lower education is a driver of difficulties in peigiating in cognitive interviews,
strategies may need to be followed that improve task comprehensionliamghess to cooperate during
the interview for the low educated. It is thus possible that to helggpibndents at ease, one may need
to spend more time explaining the rationale behind the procedure and winsist<of, or providing
more examples of what you want respondents to do.

Analyses

As mentioned before, whether or not the source questionnaire is openge etk determine how to
handle problems found in cognitive testing: cognitive testing of a &téosican be used as part of the
overall instrument design process or inform only the translatiostudies where the source instrument is
being tested simultaneously to other language versions, all versiotd Bhdasted against the
researchers’ intended meaning of each question, and results from all cognitive interviews can inform the
source questionnaire. If the source questionnaire has been finalized, then tikedams will also be
checked against the source text.

One of the ways in which cognitive testing can help us evaluate que6iibether original or translated)
is through textual assessment. In the original language, when respantiptet a question in a way
different from the intent of the question designers, this signals thengeesf a specification error, where
the “translation” of the intended meaning into the question wording did not work well. As a consequence,
the source question wording needs a revision. In the translated yarisemrespondents interpret a
guestion differently from the intended interpretation, this could sigjttar a problem in the original
itemor a problem with the translation.

Most research on using cognitive testing in multilingual settisgs these three broad categories to
classify the types of problems that are found in analysis, albeit vgtitlgldifferent names. Table 5.1
shows three papers that assign similar labels to the types ofrpsotilat are encountered in cognitive
testing of translated questions. This classification informsyfiedf recommendation that will result
from the problem: whether the source wording needs to be mabdilie translation reviewed, or the
entire concept to be measured reconsidered.

Problemsare Problemsare Problemsare
identified asrelated identified asrelated identified asrelated
to trandation choices | to the source to culture
made question
Williset al., 2005 Translation errors General problems Culturally specific
issues




Budapest Initiative | - Translation error Source question Cultural issues

(Miller 2008; - Interaction between | problem

Fitzgerald et al source question and

2009) translation

European Social Translation problems:| Poor source question| Cultural portability
Survey, 2013 design

- Resulting from
translation error

- Resulting from
source question
design

It may not be easy to disentangle in a field test of a questionnaire whethemigmant population
responds differently to a translated question about their geneltl si@dius because they actually are in
poorer health than those responding in the original language, becausseasgegories have been
poorly translated, or because of cultural factors that make them stay awagfroepsrting very

positive health status. It is cognitive testing that allows us tmieeaeach of these possible explanations
through the analysis of the narrative elicited in testing.

PROBLEMSUNCOVERED BY COGNITIVE TESTING OF TRANSLATIONS

In the next paragraphs we will present some examples of issues that have beeredrtboaugh
cognitive testing in translated instruments. Some issues are striatgdréb the language version tested,
others are likely to relate to problems with the original languagéweind others seem to be related to
cultural differences between the target populations. We willidlitssthese issues with examples from
real cognitive testing of questions either from the literature, ar frar own experience translating
survey instruments into Spanish.

Uncovering Tranglation Problems

Uncovering Translation Mistakes

Numerous mistakes in translation can be uncovered in cognitiirgtagtidiomatic expressions,
additions, omissions, wrong terms can all be revealed in the process of mtimgtigpw respondents
interpret and answer the question. Example 5.1. illustrates the case of &r@widstranslation where
anaddition(“par rapport au revenue”) made the response options too similar and thus confusing for
respondents (Fitzgerald et al 2009he added words “in relation to income ratio” made the second
response option closer in meaning to the first response option. The recomamewdatio add a note for
translators in the source question to remind them to check that tmedpanse options were clearly
distinct.

Example 5.1

Original Item:

Using this card please tell me which of the three statements on this card, about
much working people pay in tax, you agree with most?
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1. Higher earners should pay a greater proportion in tax than lower earners
2. Everyone should pay the same proportion of their earnings in tax
3. High and low earners should pay exactly the same amount in tax

Trandated Item:

Veuillez lire les trois affirmations figurant sur cette carte, qui podar les imp6ts payés pé
les gens qui travaillent. Avec laquelle de ces affirmationsvéiesle plus d’accord ?

1. Les hauts revenus devraient payer une plus grande proportion d'impét que lg
revenus.

2. Tout le monde devrait payer la méme proportion d'imp6t par rapport au rever

3. Les hauts revenus et les bas revenus devraient payer exactement le méme
d’impdts.

Uncovering Regional Variations in Terms

Languages are sometimes spoken in different varieties depending on regienahdés. For that
reason, it has been recommended that the person who translates a questiamtiagréahnget language as
their native language, and that they live in the same region as those who ednep@sget population
(ISR, CCSG guidelines). For example, to produce a translation of AuGteianan it would be best to
hire translators and reviewers who speak that variety of German, tethesay, Swiss German. Even in
projects where the language of the source questionnaire is spoken in more thambyeaaptation to
regional differences in how the language is spoken might be necessary. For exafepecds are
found in the American, British, and Australian questionnaires for ISSRIle®

Other projects, however, selbfirmonizatiorof language versions across countries (see Harkness, Pennell
et al 2008 for a review of the challenges involved in this approach). If one language wélidie used

for all countries speaking that language, cognitive testing of the haeabimistrument in each of those
countries will be crucial to uncover problematic terms that are not understaoel understood

differently.

Regional variations are present also within countries, and linguistic aodl léitferences across regions
can be more or less pronounced. When translating instruments intstSfmaniatin American
immigrants in the United States, for example, researchers encounter véoedlraigins language
differences across Spanish from different countries are larger than regidatibns within those
countries, and yet one version in the United States is expected to be uskgmoaldents, regardless of
the variation they speak.

Cognitive testing of Spanish translations in the United Statehbas 2o sometimes uncover the use of
terms that do not mean the same across respondents from differenesd@aerman et al 2013,
Schoua-Glusberg et al 2008; Sha et al 2013). Conducting cognitive intervigvsditiduals who

speak the different variations might also be more feasible than findirstatian experts from each
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regional variation. Exampl&2 uses an attitudinal question focused on the subject of smoking to
illustrate this.

During a cognitive interview (Schoua-Glusberg 2005), female resptsftemn Guatemala explained that
“bares” to them evoked the idea of drinking establishments where men go to drink alone or with

prostitutes, and where “decent” women simply do not go. The translated item evoked for these women an
environment that was not suggested in the original question, and tedtefdranslation was modified to
include more options so as to soften the possible effect of the inclusion obltienpatic term. It was

not advisable to exclude the term because for speakers of other regicat@dnait conveyed the
intended meaning precisely. In this case, a perfectly valid tramsiatsemantic and linguistic terms,
was not appropriate from the pragmatic point of view, and would have madgtdilited a different type
of response from female respondents from Guatemala as compared to female resfromdertier
regions where Spanish is spoken and from respondents in the source language.

Example 5.2
Original Item:

In bars and cocktail lounges, do you think smoking should be allowed in all areg
some areas or not at all?

Trandated | tem:

En bares o barras ¢ cree que se deberia permitir fumar en todas las areas, en g
areas, o no deberia permitirse del todo?

Modified | tem:

En bares, barras, cantinas o tabernas, ¢ cree que se deberia permitir fumar en |
areas, en algunas areas o no deberia permitirse del todo?

Uncovering Lack of Familiarity with Vocabulary amdioms
Sometimes, a perfectly translated question that semantically means the samsascthianguage is not
understood as intended by the target population. Example 5.3 illustrates this.

A question that we tested was a Spanish translation of a questing sspondents to say to what extent
they agreed or disagreed with the staterfiSmoking is physically addictive” (Schoua-Glusberg 2005).
After asking the question in the cognitive interview, the interviewdrgat@espondents to provide more
information about their answer choice. In doing so, some respondeetdad that they had answered
even though they were not sure what “adiccion” meant. Others indicated they knew what that term meant

but not when qualified with “fisica”. Yet others respondents thought the phrase “adiccion fisica” meant

that the body is somehow addicted to the movement of the arm to bring ttegteipack and forth to the
mouth, rather than the physiological reaction as the researcher intended Latihikemericans with
higher education are typically familiar and comfortable with this phrasdranslation choice did not
work adequately for the study’s sample of general population of Latino immigrants in the United States.

Example 5.3.
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Original Item: Smoking is physically addictive

Trandated I[tem: Fumar causa adiccion fisica

Modified Item: Fumar causa adicciéon a la nicotina

Question not Understood as Expected by the Experts
Example 5.4. illustrates how cognitive testing can uncover intermreiasues in translated instruments.
Initially “investigational drug” was translated as “droga investigacional” to keep the stimulus as complex

as translators felt it would be for respondents to the English versidnnaler the understanding that this

would be the phraseology that might be utilized in a consent formtprinass vaccinations for
community residents in neighborhood schools in case of a hypothetioedakibf a serious and
contagious disease. That term posed problems for a few of the Mexican respatdeintsrpreted the
term ‘droga’ as referring to illegal or street drugs. The recommendation was made to change ‘droga’ to
‘medicamento’ (medication or drug—without the connotation of illegal drugs). After broader

consultation with the researchers, and to make the full phrase cte&manish, the term was changed to

“medicamento bajo investigacion”.

Example5.4.

Original Item: If you were asked to sign a piece of paper at the school saying that the smallpo
vaccine is an “investigational drugthat has not yet been completely tested, would you be not at all
worried, slightly worried, moderately worried, very worried, aremely worried?

Trandated Item: Si en la escuela le pidieran que firme un papel que diga que la vacuna de la v
es una “droga investigacional” que todavia no ha sido completamente probada, ¢no estaria nada
preocupado(a), estaria un poco preocupado(a), moderadamente pre@jupagdopreocupado(a) o
extremadamente preocupado(a)?

Modified Item: Si en la escuela le pidieran que firme un papel que diga que la vacuna de la virt
un “medicamento bajo investigaciéon” que todavia no ha sido completamente probado, ¢,no estarig
preocupado(a), estaria un poco preocupado(a), moderadamente pre@upadopreocupado(a) o
extremadamente preocupado(a)?
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Uncovering Problems with the Source Question

A review of published reports from multilingual projects where @ogntesting is carried out suggests
that problems with the source question might be more common thamti@msirrors or issues of cultural
portability. We present here just one of many issues that can beatesgahrough cognitive testing of
translations.

Uncovering Cognitively Difficult Questions

Questions that are cognitively difficult to process include those wheretisioig in the item impairs
processing, such as text length, syntactic complexity, or grammatical struGuestions in all
languages should elicit a similar level of cognitive difficulty. Howevandlation sometimes introduces
elements that make the question in the target language more complex thamdbegestion. Other
times, items that function well in the general population who speaks tree danguage may not work
well among the population that speaks the target language because thavattitidr or no formal
education (such as immigrants from Latin America to the U.S.).

Example 5.5 illustrates an example where the complexity of the wortbtithange in translation, but
where the question proved very difficult to process for some Splamghage respondents. During the
cognitive interviews, several respondents asked for re-reads and visithdyefiorts to comprehend the
question fully, such as frowning. The recommendation after testinghwsso simpfy the source
guestion.

In fact, sheer length and packing of too much information in the itemesentause the trouble with
this question, both in the translated and the source version. ThebEgglish item had not been
cognitively tested, and it was only through testing the translatiomés&yners became aware of the
questions cognitive complexity.

Example 5.5

Original Item: How much do you think the people making plans to deal with
terrorist attacks in your community know about the concerns you would have ar
information you would want in these sorts of situations? Do you think that plant
know a great deal about your concerns and information needs, a lot, a moderat
amount, a little, or nothing at all?

Trandated Item: ¢ Qué tanto cree que las personas que estan haciendo planes
enfrentar ataques terroristas en su comunidad saben acerca de las preocupaci
usted tendria y la informacién que usted querria tener en esos tipos de situacio
¢,Cree usted que las personas a cargo de los planes saben muchisimo, mucho
poco o nada con respecto a sus preocupaciones y a la necesidad de informacic
usted tendria?
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Uncovering Problems Related to Cultural Differences— Need for adaptation

Uncovering Culturally Unknown Concepts

In cognitive testing it became apparent that although the wording of thisoguagsented no
interpretation problems, the question expects respondents to have someuratlkgmawvledge about the
fact that part of the price of a pack of cigarettes are taxes, how taxes relate to senvisdmta tobacco
control program is. This was found not to be true for all the immigrants théoquesis tested with.

Answering the question was therefore difficult for those whose degesewturation/education did not

allow them to connect the question with any prior understandingwotdoaes work in the new context. If
there is no possible translation that could fix this difference in howudstign is understood, researchers
need to resort to other strategies that in most cases will imply eitlagflyimg the source question or
adapting the question so that it is processed and understood in simiainvadljlanguages. In example

5.6 (Schoua-Glusberg 20pthis might mean adding an explanation so that respondents learn about taxes
in the culture. Because the source guestion was not open to changes aadl dhthg researchers was

to keep the questions as similar as possible, the researchers chose to brethk dmvghquestion and set

up the hypothetical situation in the first sentence. The questidhtlien became simpler to process.

Example 5.6

Original Item: How much additional tax on a pack of cigarettes would you be
willing to support if some or all the money raised was used to support tobacco (¢
programs?

Trandated Item: Si los impuestos que se cobran en cada cajetilla de cigarrillos
usaran en parte o totalmente para contribuir a programas de control del tabaqu
¢ qué aumento en el impuesto apoyaria usted?

Modified Item: Supongamos que los impuestos que se cobran por cada cajetill
cigarrillos se usaran en parte o totalmente para programas de control del tabaq
¢, Qué aumento en los impuestos estaria usted dispuesto(a) a apoyar?

Uncovering Relevance of Concepts

Some questions travel better than others. Oftentimes adaptation isangéasa question to be
pragmatically appropriate and comparable in a culture other than the one itsigaeddor. As
mentioned before, adaptation can also be necessary in the absenceatianamghich points to the need
to also conduct cognitive testing in new cultures that speak the languageuot@guestionnaire.

Questions that include examples most often need to be adapted so tRahtpkes are as relevant to the
target culture as the ones mentioned in the source question are to teecsdture. Cognitive testing
provides a great opportunity to test whether respondents from the targeitijoopulterpret and process
the adapted questions in a similar way to the population for whom the sowgeadarversion was
designed.
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Willis et al (2005), for example, report testing an adaptation in a questionfabdiconsumption; they
found thatusing “quesadilla” instead of “lasagne” as an example of food containing cheese worked
adequately for the target population.

CONCLUSION

In this chapter we have presented the goals and aims of cognitively tesstisigted questions. Just as in
cognitive testing of source questions or other survey materials, umgpirderpretation patterns and
response processes is crucial to assess the validity of translatedRteth&rmore, cognitive testing
provides a means for assessing a translaiparformance and quality, in semantic terms as well as in
terms of how it works in the culture and context for which it is intendledesigning and testing a
question, a great deal of effort and attention goes into makinghauirdne phrasing and terms are
interpreted as intended and that the item functions well in eliciting theriafimn it seeks. Yet this same
focus and care are often not exhibited in producing a version of théoguasa different language (and
therefore, for use in a different cultural context). Cognitive testingerfydanguage version that will be
fielded is unquestionably best practice. It is then possible to answer whetheti@adad®ing
interpreted as intended in every language in which data will be collected.

The dangers of not using appropriate pretesting techniques to evalosketéch survey tools are not just
the same as the dangers of not pretesting questions in monolingied.stindaddition to uncovering
unexpected and undesired patterns of interpretation, cognitive testingo$latied instrument can
uncover translation issues that might go unnoticed in other transdess@ssment processes such as
expert reviews. Furthermore, it can be used to test and try out diffetations to translation challenges
when the review meeting has not led to an unequivocal choice.

A naive observer may wonder if such care should go into the tramsfaticess when the questions will
undergo cognitive testing anyway. They may argue that if there are questisiation issues, these will
be uncovered in the elicitation of interpretation patterns; for instaraguiestion has a term that has
been translated erroneously, the interpretation of the itenpaiiit at that error. This istrue and a valid
point. In a world with unlimited resources, both time and money, cogrésting could begin with a
very rough draft of a translation. As interpretation patterns are urcbtieat point at issues in the draft
translation, revisions could be made to the translation and acwet of testing could follow. This
process would likely take a number of cognitive testing rounds untiballation problems were
uncovered and resolved. In the real research world, however, a better usarokresalls for having the
best possible drafted questions before testing begins, both in the originaldaramd in the translated
version. Research is needednvestigate what each assessment step and pretesting technique can
contribute towards ensuring comparability of different languagéovexswhat kind of mistakes can each
uncover, prevent, and help fix.
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