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SETTING THE STAGE LANGUAGE QUALITY 
MANAGEMENT IN ILSAs 

SOME MILESTONES 

  In the late 60s: test translation changes test difficulty to the extent that 
comparisons across language groups may have limited validity 

  In the 70s: linguistic quality control methods are introduced,  
e.g. back translation (Brislin,1970, 1976, 1986) 

  New insights are gained in how and why different forms of adaptation 
(to local context and usage) affect measurement 

  A good summary of initial breakthroughs: Adapting Achievement 
Tests into Multiple Languages … (Hambleton, 2002) 
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FIRST COMPARATIVE SURVEYS 
WITH LQC 

  IALS (1994-1998) – adults 16-65 from 22 countries 
“data that were comparable across cultures and languages” 

  TIMSS (1995) – 500,000 students from 3 grades and 45 countries 
“rigorous procedures have been developed for the direct and inverse 
translation of the items into the different languages of the participating 
countries, in order to ensure the levels of difficulty are maintained, 
over and above the specific language used for the test” 

THEORY OF TEST TRANSLATION 
ERROR (SOLANO-FLORES ET AL) 

  Solano-Flores, G., Contreras-Niño, L. A., & Backhoff, E. (2005). 
The Mexican translation of TIMSS-95: Test translation lessons from 
a post-mortem study. Paper presented at the meeting of the 
National Council on Measurement in Education. Montreal, Quebec, 
Canada 
  Conceptually very satisfying 
  Resource-intensive 
  Post hoc validation 



4/27/19	

4	

PISA 2000 

  Aletta GRISAY: experience in surveys, in linguistics, and in working 
with data : a bridge between IRT and language experts 

  Reference to ITC guidelines (1997 version) 

  PISA Translation and Adaptation Guidelines:  
collaborative effort, external validation.  

PISA 2000: the double 
translation/double 

source design 

2 standards by which to 
evaluate translation 

Benchmark of acceptable 
translation freedom 

Early detection of translation 
and adaptation issues 
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DECENTRALIZED TRANSLATION 
CENTRALIZED VERIFICATION 

PISA National Centers implement double translation + reconciliation 

External verification by international pool of verifiers 

  In PISA 2000, 28 language professionals with: 

!  Teaching experience (school setting) 
!  Translation experience (from ENG+FRA) 

1999: FT verification on hard copies – no tools 
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VERIFIER  
INTERVENTION 
CATEGORIES 
  In PISA 2006 FT, verifiers 
commented on issues identified, with 
special focus on potential 
equivalence issues 

  5,380 verifier comments, covering  
42 national versions in 36 languages 
for 38 countries, were analysed and 
described with key words: 

  A taxonomy of verifier intervention 
categories was developed:  
 

LQA-LQC METHODOLOGY Procedures, tools, 
documentation 
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CBA ITEM PRODUCTION & 
TRANSLATION PROCESS 

Web-based 
Translation 

portal 

XLIFF	

Translation/ 
Reconciliation 

editor 

XLIFF	

Authoring by PIAAC  
or PISA contractor 

Separa+on	of	
content	and	text	

How		
much?	

Ile?	

多少錢？	

كم؟	

RECONCILED VERSION > 
VERIFICATION 

•  Segment by segment comparison of target version with source 
version 

•  Check compliance with each translation and adaptation note 
•  Report deviations & potential issues, using standardized categories 
•  Suggest corrective action (propose alternative wording) directly in 

target file 
   Documentation 
•  FT Verification statistics per version, per language group 
•  FT Verification statistics per item, per domain 
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15 

Excel Adaptation Forms 
as Repositories for 
documentation 

16 

TYPOLOGY OF ISSUES 
REPORTED 

Per national version, per unit, per item, per domain, per 
language, per language group 
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VERIFIER INTERVENTION 
CATEGORIES PER TEST UNIT 

SHIFT IN FOCUS Does more LQA 
mean less LQC? 
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LQA 

Workshops with 
 item writers 

Translatability 
Assessment 

Monitoring instruments 

Good translation and 
adaptation notes 

Technical support to 
translation teams 

Robust translation design 

LQC 

FT Verification by a linguist 

Reporting of deviations 
using standardized verifier 

intervention categories 

Monitoring of corrective 
action (final check) 

Analysis after FT 

Qualitative and quantitative 
Reporting 

DRIVING FACTORS 

•  The transition from pencil-and-paper tests to computer-delivered 
assessments; 

•  The realization that a number of recurring translation/adaptation 
issues could be prevented by allocating more resources to crafting 
a more translatable source. 

•  The need to improve management of trend content (link units) 

•  The ambition to harness the power of translation technology 
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CHALLENGES AND TENSIONS 

  Tension between budget and quality requirements  

  Insufficient attention given to existing resources on known issues 
(new teams want to implement new revisions) 

  Without thorough project management, multiple revision layers add 
more time and cost than value 

  Automated checks save time and increase accuracy – but project-
specific rules, glossaries,  style guides etc. need to be prepared in 
advance 

  Downstream fixes: (much) harder to implement in CBA environment 

B1	create	glossaries	
B2	create	style	guides	
B3	create	language-specific	rules	
B4	transla>on	&	adapta>on	notes	
B5	trend	mgt	(content	transfers)	
B6	monitoring	tool,	documenta>on	
B7	train	translators	(&	verifiers) 

B.  
Preparation of 
Translation & 

Adaptation Process 

C. Translation and 
Adaptation Process 

D.  
Linguistic Quality 
Control Process 

A1		controlled	wri>ng	
A2		file	prepara>on:	parsing,	segmenta>on,	locking	

untranslatable	content	
A3		Translatability	Assessment	
A4		create	project-specific	rules A.  

Source Optimization 

D1	automated	checks	
D2	transla>on	verifica>on	
D3	errata	and	updates	mgt	
D4	review	of	verifica>on	feedback	
D5	post-verif	final	checks	
D6	reports,	updated	TMs,	post	mortem 

C1	double	or	single	transla>on	
C2	reconcilia>on	
C3	(team)	adjudica>on	
C4	consulta>on	(domain	experts)	
C5	proofreading 
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TRANSLATABILITY ASSESSMENT: 
METHODOLOGY 

  Stimuli and items are transferred to an Excel form and submitted to a 
panel of linguists 
  Covering a variety of target language groups 
  Draft translations to identify adaptation hurdles 
•  Use translatability categories to describe these 
•  Propose adaptation note to circumvent the problem identified 
•  Or suggest alternative wording without loss of meaning 

  Senior linguist analyzes and collates feedback => consolidated 
Translatability Report 
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CONCLUSIONS WHAT NEXT? 
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OUTLOOK 

  More automated QA for segments not linked to measurement 

  (combined with human verification of representative sample?) 

  Focused verification of pre-defined key segments 
[contingent on more upstream preparation work] 

  More work to be done on relation between important segments 

OUTLOOK 

  Translatability of source materials: consider alternatives to the 
“second source” concept, e.g. multiple “advance translations” 
feeding back to the source. Cost/timeline/tradeoff factors 

  Combine DIF analysis with statistics on verification findings 

  Shift from trial & error to predictive analysis 
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OUTLOOK 

  Further develop support to non-professional users  
of (open source) translation technology so that all players can use 
the same platforms 

  Maintain repositories of searchable translation memories  
(with user management) 

  Project: cross-verification: e.g. TUR><KOR and CHN><RUS 

THANK YOU VERY MUCH steve.dept@capstan.be 


