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Abstract

This article seizes the problematic of survey instru-
ments’ translation quality assessment. Transfer of a survey
instrument from one sociocultural environment to another
is a very complex task therefore translation quality of the
instrument is one of the key elements to be assessed befo-
re making any further data analysis. In this paper, accor-
ding to the contemporary scientists’ recommendations the
assessment of translation quality of questionnaire on Mo-
tivation and Academic Studies Quality (QUISS II') is pre-
sented.

Keywords: translation quality of survey instru-
ments, qualitative methods of translation quality asses-
sment, quantitative methods of translation quality asses-
sment, expert panel review, psychometric characteristics,
questionnaire on Motivation and Academic Studies Quali-
ty (QUISS 1I).

Introduction

For several decades the demand for cross-natio-
nal and cross-cultural survey researches has been gro-
wing apace. Different research organizations around
the world face the necessity for data collection from
respondents of different cultural and linguistic bac-
kgrounds. Growing scale of intercultural research
and interest in how best to do it is observed in Lit-
huania, too. Various sociological, psychological, he-
alth care and other questionnaires developed abroad
could be considered a sort of imported technology, a
product. Consistent attempts to adapt such question-
naires are found almost in every field of social scien-
ces: Bagdonas (2007), Mazeikiene (2001), Zydziu-
naite (2003), Zvirdauskas (2006) adapted question-
naires in educology; Kalinauskaite (2007), Velickai-
te et al. (2009) — in sociology; Dromantas (2008) —
in management; Matonyte and Morkevicius (2009) —
in political science, etc. There are many questionnai-
re translation and adaptation practice examples in the
field of medical sciences and health care as well (Fur-
monavicius et al., 2004; Miltiniene et al., 2008; Rik-
likiene, 2009b; Rugiene et al., 2005; Vanagas et al.,
2006). Translated and adapted questionnaires are al-
so used in Lithuania in the context of different world-
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wide and European-wide surveys: World Values Sur-
vey, Eurobarometer, European Social Survey?, Inter-
national Research of Educational Achievement®, Qu-
ality of Life Research, etc (Merkys and Pauliukaite,
2010).

Increasing number of inter-cultural researches
and frequent practices of translation and adaptation of
foreign questionnaires suggest the relevance of met-
hodological issues about survey instruments’ transla-
tion. The last few decades have seen great changes in
the methodology of adaptation of instruments. New
specific methods were created, recommendations we-
re formulated aiming to improve the quality of cross-
cultural comparative research, and many methods of
translation of survey instruments and evaluation of
translation quality have been developed and propo-
sed. Reviewing a wealth of theoretical and empirical
publications it appeared that researchers involved in
comparative research are concerned about measure-
ment issues, comparability, reliability and validity of
their data (Behling and Law, 2000; Dean et al., 2007;
Humbleton, 2005; Kalinauskaite and Merkys, 2007;
Maneesriwongul and Dixon, 2004; Mazeikiene and
Merkys, 2001, 2002; McGorry, 2000; Merkys, 1999).
Nevertheless in Lithuanian publications presenting re-
sults obtained with transferred survey instruments a
particular tendency is observed. Different authors
(Bagdonas, 2009; Merkys and Pauliukaite, 2010; Pau-
liukaite, 2009; Riklikiene, 2007, 2009a, 2009b) ha-
ve observed that in some publications the problema-
tic of the research instrument translation and adapta-
tion is not sufficiently developed. Transferred instru-
ments are often applied carelessly: compulsory proce-
dures of quality control (validity and reliability tests)
which are a must in intercultural research methodolo-
gy most often are respected only formally or not ap-
plied at all. Some authors do not describe the transla-
tion technique they have used nor they present the psy-
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chometric characteristics of the questionnaire which
were obtained in Lithuanian population (Merkys and
Pauliukaite, 2010), some focus on psychometric mea-
sures and evaluation while translation procedure, lan-
guage, cultural and practical adaptation process are
barely mentioned (Riklikiene, 2007).

In this paper we focus on issues concerning
quality of translation of survey instruments as an im-
portant part of cross-cultural studies. Quality of tran-
slation of survey instruments plays a central and im-
portant role in survey projects whenever researchers
apply an instrument that has been conceived in a fo-
reign language. Due to linguistic and cultural diffe-
rences a translated questionnaire may not automati-
cally follow the same factor structure, and translated
items may contain additional emic meaning (limited
to a single culture), and be misinterpreted by respon-
dents. Incorrectly translated questionnaires can result
in failure of the whole research project due to the po-
or translation quality impeding collection of compa-
rable data by researchers (Behling and Law, 2000;
Maneesriwongul and Dixon, 2004; Mazeikiene and
Merkys, 2001, 2002; Merkys, 1999; Pauliukaite,
2009; Riklikiene, 2007, 2009 a, b; Survey Research
Center, 2010). Good quality translation of a survey in-
strument does not ensure the success of a survey, ho-
wever, poor translation is the most important source
of'item bias. In conclusion, the transfer of a survey in-
strument from one sociocultural environment to anot-
her is a very complex task and translation quality is
one of the key elements to be assessed before making
any further data analysis.

Scientific problem of this article may be ex-
pressed by the following question: how to ensure and
assess translation quality of a transferred survey in-
strument?

The aim of the article is to seize the proble-
matic of survey instruments’ translation quality asses-
sment and according to the contemporary scientists’
recommendations to analyse quality of translation of
questionnaire on Motivation and Academic Studies
Quality (QUISS II).

Research methodology: analysis of scienti-
fic literature on translation quality of survey instru-
ments; QUISS II translation quality assessment by ex-
pert panel review description; psychometric characte-
ristics (reliability and construct validity) of QUISS II
scales for Motivation and Academic Studies Quali-
ty analysis: 1) Cronbach’s alpha; 2) Cronbach’s alp-
ha if item deleted; 3) corrected item-total correlation;
4) factor analysis.

Translation quality of survey instruments

In cross-national/cross-cultural research the
translated version of research instrument must satis-
fy two sets of requirements: a) it must meet the basic
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standards set for all measures, translated or not. That
is, it must be valid, reliable, and cost-effective (i.e.,
possess utility); b) it must meet requirements for equi-
valence relative to the source language measure. Re-
searchers must aim to establish comparability of con-
cepts, norms and semantics (Behling and Law, 2000;
Dean et al., 2007).

A literature review indicates that the main pro-
blems involved in questionnaire transfer to target lan-
guage are various. First of all, standard monolingual
survey instruments quality testing requirements and
assessment procedures, surprisingly, are not requi-
red for translated questionnaires (Behling and Law,
2000; Harkness et al., 2004). Second, there is no com-
monly accepted set of standards and procedures estab-
lished in the survey research community neither for
translating questionnaires nor for assessing the quali-
ty of translations procedures. Without some clear cri-
teria for translation quality assessment, it is impossib-
le to know if the translation quality is good, and con-
sequently whether to keep it that way or to improve
it (Schiaffino, 2005; Survey Research Center, 2010).
Third, particular goals of the translation are rarely
specified, i.e., articulated. This means that if the go-
als to be met by the product are not specified in advan-
ce, the criteria of assessment cannot be set in any man-
ner fair to translators. Without specifications, it is im-
possible to evaluate the usefulness of assessment pro-
cedures (Harkness et al., 2004; Survey Research Cen-
ter, 2010). Fourth, more complex measurement met-
hods (e.g., item response models and factor analysis)
that appear to be useful in formally establishing the
equivalence of scores obtained from instruments tran-
slated (adapted) into multiple languages are not well-
known to people involved in studies using translated
instruments (Geisinger, 1994).

Quality of translation and validation of the tran-
slated instrument plays a significant role in ensuring
that the results obtained in cross-cultural research are
not due to errors in translation, but rather are due to
real differences or similarities between cultures in the
phenomena being measured (Maneesriwongul and
Dixon, 2004). Lots of translation techniques exist
aiming to ensure quality of a translated questionnai-
re: Simply Direct Translation, Modified Direct Tran-
slation, Parallel Blind Technique, Committee and
Modified Committee Translation, etc. (Dean et al.,
2007; Hambleton et al., 2005; Martinez et al., 2006;
McGorry, 2000; Pauliukaite, 2009). For many rese-
archers, combining translation techniques is seen as
the best and the most efficient way to deal with tran-
slation-related problems (Birbili, cited by Riklikiene,
2007). Time, personnel and funds available for tran-
slation quality ensuring are usually limited. Therefo-
re, decisions on which translation procedure to adopt
are influenced by the time, funding, expertise and per-



sonnel available, as well as by specific aspects of a gi-
ven study. All these factors are interrelated and inter-
fering. Once a questionnaire or a survey instrument
is constructed, its quality is assessed by using statis-
tical methods. As mentioned above, there is the rele-
vance of survey translation quality to data quality. In
spite of this, few research projects have been familia-
rized with some current translation assessment techni-
ques and/or the assessment outputs (Harkness et al.,
2010).

Different qualitative and quantitative methods
are used for translation quality assessment. For exam-
ple, expert panel review, cognitive interviews, in-
terviewer and respondent debriefing, focus groups,
back-translation and etc. are used for qualitative eva-
luation of translation quality. For quantitative asses-
sment of translation quality in the review process dif-
ferent statistical tests are used (Harkness et al., 2004;
Survey Research Center, 2010). Many factors can de-
termine which assessment strategies are suitable and

when. However, an overview of theoretical and em-
pirical publications indicates that questionnaire tran-
slation must be subjected to both qualitative and qu-
antitative assessment (Harkness et al., 2004; Manees-
riwongul and Dixon, 2004; Survey Research Center,
2010). As Figure 1 demonstrates, qualitative asses-
sment of translation quality is usually used first, that
is, when the process of instrument translation is not
finished yet in order to improve it. Quantitative pro-
cedures to evaluate the translated survey instrument
(questionnaire) constitute a further step and are used
after data collection (e.g. in a pilot study). The obvio-
us route to take is first to make translation as good as
possible by using design and translation strategies,
then to produce a qualitative testing and afterwards
to produce statistical analysis confirming the proble-
matic issues detected by the qualitative procedures
or discovering some new incorrectly translated items
that were not detected in qualitative appraisal (Har-
kness et al., 2010).
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Translation, Parallel Blind
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Translation, etc.
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Form to Split Ballot tests, etc.

v
Confirmed items
Can be analyzed and cross-cultural
comparisons can be produced

Fig. 1. Cycle of Questionnaire Translation Quality Assessment
Source: compiled by the authors

As qualitative methods of translation quali-
ty assessment are not sufficient to indicate whether
items truly function as required across different cul-
tures, quantitative procedures are used to assess whet-
her translated instruments perform as expected (Har-
kness et al., 2004).

Statistical tests take various forms, depending
on the characteristics of an instrument, the number of
items, the sample sizes available, and the target of as-
sessment. Some of the quantitative assessment proce-
dures used mainly to assess whether translated instru-
ments perform as expected include: Multi Trait Mul-
ti Method, Item Response Theory (IRT) and Differen-
tial Item Functioning (DIF), various Form to Split
Ballot tests (Survey Research Center, 2010).

Statistical analyses are required to investiga-
te the measurement characteristics of items. That is,
they determine whether the item functions similarly
in both the adapted and the source language versions
of the text or not. This is accomplished through the
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use of an item bias study (often called a “Differen-
tial Item Functioning” or DIF study). Item bias may
cause problems if such situations as poor wording,
inaccurate translations, and inappropriateness of item
content in a cultural group exist at the item level of
the measurement (Ellis, 1989 cited by Yi-Hsiu et al.,
2005). If there are items that function differently for
each group, it is necessary to rewrite or retranslate, re-
administrate, and reanalyze those items to determine
whether they function in the same manner for both
groups. The statistical techniques developed to detect
item bias are divided into two main categories: one
procedure developed for dichotomously scored items
is the Mantel-Haenszel procedure (Holland and Thay-
er, 1988 cited by Yi-Hsiu et al., 2005), another proce-
dure developed for detecting differential item functio-
ning in test scores with interval-scale properties was
based on the analysis of variance (ANOVA) (Hamble-
ton and Patsula, 1999; Yi-Hsiu et al., 2005).



When assessing whether the translated instru-
ment performs as expected psychometric parameters
are widely used (Falk et al., 2007; Kalinauskaite and
Merkys, 2007; Riklikiene and Pukenas, 2007b; Rugie-
ne et al., 2005; Tafas et al., 2002). Seeking to test the
clarity and appropriateness of the target language ver-
sion questionnaires psychometric characteristics inc-
luding internal consistency, reliability and indicators
of validity are used (Clifford et al., 1999; Tafas et al.,
2002; Maneesriwongul and Dixon, 2004). Cron-
bach’s alpha coefficient analysis indicates items that
should be reviewed and corrected. When some high
psychometric indicators are obtained by using transla-
ted questionnaire in the target population, it confirms
that the transfer procedures were successful.

Our recommendation is that to make the pro-
cess of questionnaire translation and quality asses-
sment clear as well as to confirm the quality of the
transferred questionnaire, authors who use translated
instruments should always describe their translation
technique in detail (e.g. using schemes) and present
translated questionnaire psychometric characteristics
obtained in target population. Thus, according to the
use of qualitative and quantitative survey instruments
assessment methods presented above, a) description
of QUISS II translation quality assessment by expert
panel review; and b) analysis of psychometric cha-
racteristics of questionnaire on Motivation and Acade-
mic Studies Quality (QUISS II) are presented next.

Research methodology

After completion of analysis of scientific publi-
cations aiming to seize survey instruments translation
quality assessment issues (Bagdonas, 2009; Behling
and Law, 2000; Clifford et al., 1999; Dean et al.,
2007; Harkness et al., 2010; Harkness et al., 2004;
Humbleton, 2005; Kalinauskaite and Merkys, 2007;
Maneesriwongul and Dixon, 2004; Mazeikiene and
Merkys, 2001, 2002; Merkys, 1997, 1999; Merkys
and Pauliukaite, 2010; Pauliukaite, 2009; Riklikiene,
2007, 2009 a, b; Yi-Hsiu et al., 2005), psychometric
characteristics of QUISS II* questionnaire on Motiva-
tion and Academic Studies Quality will be assessed.
QUISS survey methodology was elaborated by the te-
am of scholars directed by Professor Werner Georg
at Konztanz University (Germany) in 1983, since it
was used repeatedly in surveys in Germany and sys-
tematically improved by authors. In 2000-2002 one
of its recent versions, QUISS I, was used on interna-
tional level: respondents from 16 universities took
part in the survey (2 German universities — 984 res-
pondents, 6 Spanish universities — 1823 respondents
and 8 French universities — 1230 respondents). In
2009 the latest version of the instrument, QUISS II,
was used in students’ survey in Lithuania. Lithuanian
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State Studies Foundation financed the project “Acade-
mic Studies Quality and Social Context Survey” by a
group of scientists directed by Professor Gediminas
Merkys in which QUISS II was translated and cultu-
rally adapted (Merkys et al., 2009; Turcinskaite-Bal-
ciuniene and Merkys, 2010).

Translated paper-pencil type questionnaire do-
minated by psychometric Likert-type scales of diffe-
rent levels (from 3 to 9), most often with central ca-
tegories, was filled in by 964 respondents from Kau-
nas, Klaipeda, Siauliai and Vilnius higher education
institutions constituting a data basis for quantitative
questionnaire translation quality assessment procedu-
res.

In this paper, psychometric characteristics of
QUISS II scales for Motivation and Academic Stu-
dies Quality are assessed: 34 scales consisting of
297 items.

A. Motivation scales (5 scales — 42 items):

1. Choice of Higher Education Institution
(8 items);

Choice of Studies (7 items);
Meaningfulness of Studies (10 items);
Motivation for Doctoral Studies (11 items);

5. Intentions to Study Abroad (6 items).

B. Academic studies quality aspects (29 sca-
les — 255 items):

1. Availability of Information (3 sca-
les— 29 items): a) Information Availab-
le (10 items); b) Information Needed
(6 items); ¢) Use of Internet (13 items);
Major Problem Areas (3 scales — 42 items):
a)Areas in Need for Improvement
(16 items); b) Problematic Areas (12 items);
¢) Urgent Problems (14 items).

Studies and Teaching (7 scales — 76 items):
a) Speciality Studies (12 items); b) Studies
Requirements (14 items); c) Studies and
Teaching Quality (9 items); d) Teaching
Quality (10 items); e) Studies Experience
(7 items); f) Anxiety over Possible Failures
(10 items); g) Studies Results (14 items);
Communication and Consulting (7 scales —
30 items): a) Satisfaction with Communica-
tion Possibilities (3 items); b) Consulting
Possibilities (4 items); c¢) Consultations
(4 items); d) Attentiveness to Students’ Pro-
blems (3 items); e¢) Consultations Provided
by Student Offices (3 items); f) Benefits of
Consultations by Student Offices (3 items);
g) Functions of Student Representative Of-
fice (10 items);

StudiesResults (6 scales —50 items):a) Per-
sonal Growth Factors (13 items); b) Pro-
fessional Perspectives Factors (13 items);
c) Seeking for Improvement (6 items);

v



d) Interests in Improvement Possibilities
(6 items); e) Autonomous Search for Impro-
vement (5 items); f) Studies (9 items);
European Higher Education Area (3 sca-
les — 28 items): a) EHEA Means (9 items);
b) EHEA Studies Organization Forms
(7 items); ¢) EHEA Objectives (12 items).

Aiming to ensure QUISS II questionnaire tran-
slation quality expert panel review was used. Eva-
luating QUISS I psychometric characteristics (re-
liability and construct validity) statistical package
SPSS 13.0 for Windows was used when computing
various statistics: 1) Cronbach’s alpha in order to as-
sess internal consistency of the items in the scales;
2) Cronbach’s alpha if item deleted analysis aiming
to determine whether some of the items have signi-
ficantly different scores; 3) corrected item-total cor-
relation analysis in order to determine how well sco-
re of one item is internally consistent with composi-
te scores from all other items that remain; 4) factor
analysis aiming to determine the dimensionality of
the scales.

Research results

Qualitative assessment of translation of ques-
tionnaire was ensured by expert panel review. The-
re were 3 versions of the questionnaire: English, Ger-
man (original), and French. Each version of the qu-
estionnaire was translated separately and then the
three translations were confronted aiming to elabora-
te the best possible translation by the panel of three
experts (an expert and two translators) assessing and
ensuring translation quality. Two of the three experts
were researchers. Once the experts validated transla-
tion, the questionnaire was reviewed by another in-
dependent expert (trilingual) and returned to the ex-
pert panel for finalisation of questionnaire translation
procedure (see Figure 2). After final expert panel tran-
slation quality review, the final version of the Lithua-
nian questionnaire was confirmed to be of good quali-
ty and suitable to be applied as a survey instrument.
As translation was a part of the scientists’ group pro-
ject “Academic Studies Quality and Social Context
Survey”, according to deadlines pre-test and pilot-stu-
dy were not administrated.

E isting French

German Original

E isting English Translation

Lithuanian version 1

Lithuanian version 2

Translation
! ! !
Forward Translator 1 Forward Translator 2 Forward Translator 3
(researcher) (e ternal) (e ternal)

Lithuanian version 3

|

!

!

Bilingual E pert 1 (researcher), Translator 1 (researcher), Translator 2 (e ternal) analyze three
Lithuanian versions, discuss

|

| Lithuanian version4 |

|

Trilingual E pert 2 (e ternal) reviews Lithuanian version 4
by referring to German Original and E isting English Translation

|

| Recommendations |

|

I E pert 1, Translator 1 (researcher) analyze recommendations

|

I Final Lithuanian version |

Fig. 2. QUISS II Questionnaire Translation Quality Review by Expert Panel within Translation Process
Source: authors’ questionnaire development protocol

Next, psychometric properties (translated
items reliability and construct validity) were asses-
sed. When both validity and reliability analyses pro-
duce reasonably good results, then the translated qu-
estionnaire can be concluded and declared to have ac-
ceptable psychometric properties. Statistical methods
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evaluating internal consistency (see Table 1 and Tab-
le 4) and dimensionality (see Table 2 and Table 3) we-
re applied for quantitative translation quality asses-
sment of QUISS II Motivation and Academic Studies
Quality scales.



Table 1

Internal Consistency Statistics — Translated Items Reliability

Cronbach’s Corrected
Scales (N=964) Items Cronbach’s alpha alpha if item | item-total cor-
deleted relation

Motivation scales (42 items)
Choice of Higher Education Institution 8 0.82 good 0.79 —0.82 0.36 — 0.60
Choice of Studies 7 0.87 good 0.84—0.87 0.50 - 0.77
Meaningfulness of Studies 10 0.88 good 0.87-0.89 0.40-0.70
Motivation for Doctoral Studies 11 0.88 good 0.87—0.88 0.47-0.72
Intentions to Study Abroad 6 0.95 excellent 0.94 - 0.95 0.80 —0.89
Academic Studies Quality: Availability of Information (29 items)
Information Available 10 0.88 good 0.87 - 0.88 0.50 — 0.68
Information Needed 6 0.90 excellent 0.87-0.91 0.58 — 0.82
Use of Internet 13 0.96 excellent 0.96 0.77 - 0.84
Academic Studies Quality: Major Problem Areas (42 items)
Areas in Need for Improvement 16 0.90 excellent 0.90 0.48 — 0.67
Problematic Areas 12 0.95 excellent 0.95 0.71 -0.83
Urgent Problems 14 0.93 excellent 0.92 -0.93 0.59-0.74
Academic Studies Quality: Studies and Teaching (76 items)
Speciality Studies 12 0.81 good 0.79 - 0.81 0.35-0.61
Studies Requirements 14 0.94 excellent 0.93 -0.94 0.48 - 0.79
Studies and Teaching Quality 9 0.80 good 0.76 — 0.82 0.23 - 0.65
Teaching Quality 10 0.94 excellent 0.93 -0.94 0.62 —0.84
Studies Experience 7 0.90 excellent 0.88 —0.90 0.61 —0.78
Anxiety over Possible Failures 10 0.83 good 0.81-0.84 0.36 —0.62
Studies Results 14 0.95 excellent 0.95 0.67-0.78
Academic Studies Quality: Communication and Consulting (30 items)
Satisfaction with Communication Possibilities 3 0.79 acceptable 0.71-0.84 0.50-0.77
Consulting Possibilities 4 0.95 excellent 0.93 - 0.94 0.86 —0.90
Consultations 4 0.86 good 0.81-10.83 0.69 —0.72
Attentiveness to Students’ Problems 3 0.46 unacceptable 0.25-0.43 0.23-0.35
Consultations Provided by Student Offices 3 0.96 excellent 0.94 —0.95 0.92 -0.94
Benefits of Consultations by Student Offices 3 0.90 excellent 0.85-10.89 0.78 — 0.83
Functions of Student Representative Office 10 0.97 excellent 0.96 —0.97 0.74 - 0.90
Academic Studies Quality: Studies Results (50 items)
Personal Growth Factors 13 0.94 excellent 0.93 -0.94 0.56 - 0.76
Professional Perspectives Factors 13 0.96 excellent 0.95-0.96 0.66 — 0.82
Seeking for Improvement 6 0.97 excellent 0.96 0.88 —0.91
Interests in Improvement Possibilities 6 0.92 excellent 0.90-0.91 0.75-0.82
Autonomous Search for Improvement 5 0.91 excellent 0.88 —0.90 0.33 - 0.58
Studies 9 0.76 acceptable 0.72-0.76 0.71-0.82
Academic Studies Quality: European Higher Education Area (28 items)
EHEA Means 9 0.90 excellent 0.88 —0.90 0.62 —0.75
EHEA Studies Organization Forms 7 0.93 excellent 0.92 -0.93 0.74 -0.81
EHEA Objectives 12 0.95 excellent 0.94 -0.95 0.65—-0.81

Use of Likert-type scales is imperative to cal-
culate Cronbach’s alpha, which is also a good reliabi-
lity indicator for the translated scales. According to
George and Mallery (2003), Cronbach’s alpha scores
lower than 0.50 are unacceptable; scores from 0.50
to 0.60 are poor; scores from 0.60 to 0.70 are questio-
nable; scores from 0.70 to 0.80 are acceptable; sco-
res from 0.80 to 0.90 are good; and those higher than
0.90 are excellent. An alpha of 0.80 is considered to
be a reasonable goal.
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According to the results, in general strong in-
ternal consistency among items is observed. 91% of
the scales demonstrate good or excellent overall Cron-
bach’s alpha scores: 22 scales demonstrate excellent
scores and 9 scales display good Cronbach’s alpha
scores. Satisfaction with Communication scale of
3 items and Studies scale of 9 items show acceptable
scores and Attentiveness to Students’ Problems scale
shows unacceptable Cronbach’s alpha scores, indica-
ting some lack of internal consistency among items.



According to Cronbach’s alpha if item deleted analy-
sis, it appears that in some cases internal consisten-
cy of the scale is so strong that after deleting any of
items overall Cronbach’s alpha would drop, for exam-
ple in the scales of Consultations or Benefits of Con-
sultations by Student Offices. In general Cronbach’s
alpha if item deleted varies around the overall Cron-
bach’s alpha score within four points, nevertheless, in
the case of Studies and Teaching Quality scale, Satis-
faction with Communication Possibilities scale and
Attentiveness to Students’ Problems scale it varies by
6-18 points reflecting unequal contributions of diffe-
rent items to total alpha and pointing at the lack of in-
ternal consistency.

Finally, corrected item-total correlation analy-
sis for each of the item of the scale was done. It is
the correlation between a given item and the total sco-
re of the other items of the scale. The last column in
Table 1 displays for each scale the range of corrected
item-total correlations of its items. This is a way to as-
sess how well the score of one item is internally con-
sistent with composite scores of all other items that
remain. This correlation is considered weak when the
score is lower than 0.30 (De Vaus, 2004). There are
2 scales with weak corrected item-total correlation:
Studies and Teaching Quality (9 items) and Attentive-
ness to Students’ Problems (3 items). In the case of
Studies and Teaching Quality scale, only 2 items ha-
ve weak corrected item-total correlation of 0.23 and
0.25 respectively, the remaining 7 items range from

0.48 to 0.65, meanwhile all the data indicate that A¢-
tentiveness to Students’ Problems scale lacks inter-
nal consistency: 1) overall Cronbach’s alpha is unac-
ceptable, 2) Cronbach’s alpha if alpha deleted va-
ries by up to 18 points for only 3 items in the scale,
and 3) corrected item-total correlation is between
0.23 and 0.35.

Internal consistency analysis of different
QUISS 11 Motivation and Academic Studies Quality
scales allows us to conclude that only one scale of
34 analysed obviously lacks internal consistency by
all analysed criteria. This result may be related to tran-
slation quality issues, or it may be also due to diffe-
rent original methodology conception aspects. Other
two scales Satisfaction with Communication Possibi-
lities and Studies show acceptable internal consisten-
cy score and 2 items of Studies and Teaching Quali-
ty scale demonstrate weak corrected item-total corre-
lation score. Based on internal consistency analysis,
280 items seem to be reliable and consistent, some
17 items lack internal consistency and need to be re-
viewed and corrected.

High value of Cronbach’s alpha indicates good
internal consistency of the items on the scale, but it
does not mean that the scale is one-dimensional. Ex-
ploratory factor analysis involving the principle com-
ponent analysis extraction and varimax rotation is
commonly used to assess the construct validity (see
Table 2).

Table 2
Factor Analysis Statistics — Construct Validity
Per.cent of the total Initial cigenva- .
Scales (N=964) Items | V2Yiance that factor lues Kals.er-Meyer-Ol-
accounts for kin measure
1 | 2 1 | 2

Motivation scales (42 items)
Choice of Higher Education Institution 8 45 - 3.60 0.91 0.86 good
Choice of Studies 7 57 18 3.97 1.29 0.84 good
Meaningfulness of Studies 10 51 11 5.09 1.06 0.87 good
Motivation for Doctoral Studies 11 47 13 5.15 1.39 0.88 good
Intentions to Study Abroad 6 81 - 4.86 0.34 0.93 excellent
Academic Studies Quality: Availability of Information (29 items)
Information Available 10 49 10 4.86 1.01 0.91 excellent
Information Needed 6 69 - 4.12 0.66 0.90 good
Use of Internet 13 70 - 9.08 0.70 0.97 | excellent
Academic Studies Quality: Major Problem Areas (42 items)
Areas in Need for Improvement 16 43 8 6.88 1.34 0.92 excellent
Problematic Areas 12 67 - 8.00 0.61 0.97 excellent
Urgent Problems 14 78 - 7.81 0.44 0.98 excellent
Academic Studies Quality: Studies and Teaching (76 items)
Speciality Studies 12 35 14 4.14 1.64 0.87 good
Studies Requirements 14 56 - 7.91 0.85 0.96 excellent
Studies and Teaching Quality 9 46 17 4.16 1.51 0.87 good
Teaching Quality 10 66 - 6.58 0.65 0.96 | excellent
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Continued to Table 2

Studies Experience 7 64 - 4.47 0.83 0.89 good
Anxiety over Possible Failures 10 43 10 4.3 1.06 0.88 good
Studies Results 14 61 - 8.53 0.90 0.96 | excellent
Academic Studies Quality: Communication and Consulting (30 items)
Satisfaction with Communication Possibilities 3 71 - 2.13 0.63 0.61 | questionab-
le
Consulting Possibilities 4 87 - 3.48 0.21 0.87 good
Consultations 4 70 - 2.81 0.47 0.82 good
Attentiveness to Students’ Problems 3 49 - 1.47 0.85 0.58 poor
Consultations Provided by Student Offices 3 93 - 2.80 0.11 0.78 | acceptable
Benefits of Consultations by Student Offices 3 84 - 2.52 0.28 0.75 | acceptable
Functions of Student Representative Office 10 78 - 7.81 0.44 0.98 excellent
Academic Studies Quality: Studies Results (50 items)
Personal Growth Factors 13 58 - 7.54 0.87 0.95 | excellent
Professional Perspectives Factors 13 67 - 8.76 0.63 0.96 excellent
Seeking for Improvement 6 86 - 5.14 0.23 0.94 excellent
Interests in Improvement Possibilities 6 72 - 4.34 0.45 0.92 excellent
Autonomous Search for Improvement 5 73 - 3.67 0.45 0.87 good
Studies 9 36 20 3.20 1.75 0.72 | acceptable
Academic Studies Quality: European Higher Education Area (28 items)
EHEA Means 9 58 - 5.18 0.88 0.93 excellent
EHEA Studies Organization Forms 7 71 - 4.98 0.52 0.93 excellent
EHEA Objectives 12 65 - 7.76 0.89 0.96 | excellent

Factor analysis is based on the correlation mat-
rix of the variables involved, and correlations usual-
ly need a large sample size for them to stabilize. Sam-
ple size is expected to be at least 300, better 500, and
1000 or more is excellent. As a rule, a bare minimum
of 10 observations per variable is necessary to avoid
computation difficulties. As our sample size is 964,
factor analysis can be applied for dimensionality ana-
lysis of the scales.

Before conducting a factor analysis for each
scale, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling ade-
quacy needs to be run: a value lower than 0.50 is
unacceptable; from 0.50 to 0.60 is poor; from 0.60 to
0.70 is questionable; from 0.70 to 0.80 is acceptable;
from 0.80 to 0.90 is good; and higher than 0.90 is ex-
cellent (Cekanavicius and Murauskas, 2004).

According to Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure
of sampling adequacy, two scales are not appropria-
te for factor analysis: Satisfaction with Communica-
tion Possibilities and Attentiveness to Students’ Pro-
blems (see Table 2). To all other scales factor analy-
sis can be applied — none of the correlation matrixes
is an identity matrix (Bartlett’s tests of sphericity are
significant with probabilities lower than 0.05).

Factor analysis has shown that 23 scales are
one-dimensional and demonstrate strong internal
consistency. Other 7 scales are two-dimensional and
2 scales are three-dimensional. Further analysis of
items constituting different factors is needed (see Tab-
le 3) in order to determine whether it may be the re-

58

sult of translation or it is due to the original scales
conception particularities.

Two-dimensional Motivation scales: a) The
first factor of the Choice of Studies scale consists of
4 items and expresses socio-professional aspects of
studies motivation, the second factor of 3 items ex-
presses personal growth aspects of studies motivation,
hence, the two factors are obviously in original scale
and not necessarily the result of translation; b) The
first factor of the Meaningfulness of Studies scale con-
sists of 8 items, the second factor consists of 2 items
with quite different ideas: 1) willingness to spend ti-
me studying and to postpone as far as possible invol-
vement in professional activities; 2) higher education
enabling to be helpful to other people. For this scale
the two factors are difficult to label and two-dimensio-
nal character of the scale may be the case of inadequa-
te translation; c) The first factor of the Motivation for
Doctoral Studies scale consists of 7 items and expres-
ses positive aspects of choosing doctoral studies, the
second factor consists of 4 items and expresses nega-
tive aspects of choosing doctoral studies. These two
factors are obviously in original scale rather than re-
sulting from inadequate translation.

Two-dimensional Availability of Information
scale Information Available consists of 2 factors each
containing 5 items and respectively expressing 1) in-
formation about profession and institution’s policy re-
lated aspects; 2) information about different studies
aspects. In this case the two factors may also be in ori-
ginal scale and may not be the result of translation.



Two-dimensional Studies and Teaching scales:
a) Speciality Studies scale consists of 2 factors each
containing 6 items expressing 1) studies organization
aspects and competition among students; 2) social as-
pects and studying difficulty level. Two-dimensional
character of the scale may be in original scale; b) the
first factor of the Studies and Teaching Quality scale
contains 7 items and concerns teaching quality and
the second factor is of 2 items and concerns studies
quality. This scale in original language is definitely
two-dimensional; c) each of two factors of Anxiety
over Possible Failures scale contains 5 items: 1) an-
xiety related to social and personal aspects; 2) anxie-
ty related to perspectives and studies requirements.
The two factors are obviously in original scale and
not necessarily the result of translation.

The first factor of Areas in Need for Improve-
ment of the three-dimensional Major Problem Areas
scale consists of 8 items covering different studies
organization aspects (studies content, didactics, stu-
dies programmes, studies forms, teaching, etc.); the
second factor contains 5 items and covers different
aspects of requirements for the students; the third fac-
tor contains 3 items and covers such aspects as admis-
sion to the institution and institution’s staff. The three
factors may be conceived in the original scales and
may not be related to the translation issues.

Three-dimensional Studies Results scale Stu-
dies of 9 items consists of three factors: 1) anxiety
over the studies results — 4 items; 2) studying abili-
ties — 3 items; 3) examinations and studies achieve-
ments — 2 items.

Table 3
Two-dimensional and Three-dimensional Scales
Scales (N=964) Items Percent of the total variance that factor accounts for

1 | 2 | 3
Two-dimensional Motivation scales
Choice of Studies 7 57 (4 items) 18 (3 items) -
Meaningfulness of Studies 10 51 (8 items) 11 (2 items) -
Motivation for Doctoral Studies 11 47 (7 items) 13 (4 items) -
Two-dimensional Availability of Information scale
Information Available | 10 | 49 (5 items) | 10 (5 items) | -
Two-dimensional Studies and Teaching scales
Speciality Studies 12 35 (6 items) 14 (6 items) -
Studies and Teaching Quality 9 46 (7 items) 17 (2 items) -
Anxiety over Possible Failures 10 43 (5 items) 10 (5 items) -
Three-dimensional Major Problem Areas scale
Areas in Need for Improvement | 16 | 43 (8 items) | 8 (5 items) | 7 (3 items)
Three-dimensional Studies Results scale
Studies | 9 | 36(@items) | 20Q3items) | 12(2items)

Producing translation quality verification on a
set of QUISS II Motivation and Academic Studies Qu-
ality scales was started with internal consistency tests
considering that scales are supposedly one-dimensio-
nal. As it appeared, it is not the case for 9 of 34 sca-
les. Therefore internal consistency statistics for all
the factors were computed next (see Table 4).

Analysing internal consistency statistics for
each factor separately, it appears that 53 items regrou-
ped in 10 factors demonstrate excellent or good ove-
rall Cronbach’s alpha scores, and 39 items regrouped
in 10 factors show acceptable or poor overall Cron-
bach’s alpha scores. None of the items display weak
corrected item-total correlation score (less than 0.30),
therefore scores of the items are more or less inter-
nally consistent with composite scores from all other
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items constituting separate factors. In general Cron-
bach’s alpha if item deleted varies around the overall
Cronbach’s alpha score within five points, neverthe-
less, Choice of Studies: Socio-Professional Dimen-
sion Cronbach’s alpha if item deleted varies within
8 points; Choice of Studies: Personal Growth Dimen-
sion — varies within 14 points; Anxiety over Possible
Failures: Perspectives and Studies Requirements Di-
mension — varies within 13 points; Areas in Need for
Improvement: Admission to the Institution and Institu-
tion s Staff Dimension — varies within 25 points; Stu-
dies: Anxiety over the Studies Results Dimension —va-
ries within 11 points; and Studies. Studying Abilities
Dimension —varies within 11 points reflecting unequ-
al contributions of different items to total alpha.



Internal Consistency of Two-dimensional and Three-dimensional Scales

Table 4

Cronbach’s | Corrected
Scales (N=964) Items | Cronbach’s alpha | alpha if item | item-total
deleted correlation
Two-dimensional Motivation scales (28 items)
Choice of Studies: Socio-Professional Dimension 4 0.90 excellent | 0.82-0.90 |0.68 —0.83
Choice of Studies: Personal Growth Dimension 3 0.80 good 0.66 —0.80 |0.59-0.70
Meaningfulness of Studies, Dimension | 8 0.89 good 0.87-0.88 |0.60—-0.71
Meaningfulness of Studies, Dimension II 2 0.53 poor — 0.37
Motivation for Doctoral Studies: Positive Dimension 7 0.83 good 0.80-0.84 [0.38—-0.71
Motivation for Doctoral Studies: Negative Dimension 4 0.78 | acceptable | 0.70—0.75 |0.51 —0.64
Academic Studies Quality: Two-dimensional Availability of Information scale (10 items)
Information Available: Professional and Institution’s Poli- 5 0.77 | acceptable | 0.72—-0.75 |0.51-0.60
cy Dimension
Information Available: Different Studies Aspects Dimen- 5 0.85 good 0.81-0.84 |0.60—-0.71
sion
Academic Studies Quality: Two-dimensional Studies and Teaching scales (31 items)
Speciality Studies: Studies Organization and Competition 6 0.81 good 0.76 -0.80 |0.48—-0.67
among Students Dimension
Speciality Studies: Social Aspects and Studies Difficulty 6 0.71 | acceptable | 0.66—0.70 |0.38—-0.52
Level Dimension
Studies and Teaching Quality : Teaching Quality Dimen- 7 0.85 good 0.84-0.89 [0.50-0.71
sion
Studies and Teaching Quality: Studies Quality Dimension 2 0.70 | acceptable — 0.54
Anxiety over Possible Failures: Social and Personal Di- 5 0.79 | acceptable | 0.73-0.76 |0.55-0.63
mension
Anxiety over Possible Failures: Perspectives and Studies 5 0.70 | acceptable | 0.61 —0.74 |0.34-0.59
Requirements Dimension
Academic Studies Quality: Three-dimensional Major Problem Areas scale (16 items)
Areas in Need for Improvement: Studies Organization 8 0.88 good 0.86 -0.88 |0.53-0.70
Dimension
Areas in Need for Improvement: Requirements for the 3 0.80 good 0.75-0.78 | 0.54-0.64
Students Dimension
Areas in Need for Improvement: Admission to the Institu- 3 0.72 | acceptable | 0.51-0.76 |0.43-0.64
tion and Institution’s Staff Dimension
Academic Studies Quality: Three-dimensional Studies Results scale (9 items)
Studies: Anxiety over the Studies Results Dimension 4 0.72 | acceptable | 0.61 -0.72 |0.38 —0.58
Studies: Studying Abilities Dimension 3 0.75 | acceptable | 0.59-0.70 | 0.54 —0.63
Studies: Examinations and Achievements Dimension 2 0.84 good — 0.73

Analysing internal consistency statistics for se-

parate factors some observations may be made

o If Choice of Studies scale is originally cons-
tituted of two separate dimensions: So-
cio-Professional Dimension and Personal
Growth Dimension, its translation may be
considered of good quality.

e Translation and conception issues about the
two items constituting the second dimen-
sion of Meaningfulness of Studies scale and
of the two items constituting Studies Quali-
ty Dimension of Studies and Teaching Qua-
lity scale should be reviewed, other items of
those two scales may be considered of good
translation quality.

e Translation quality of half (6 items) of Spe-

60

ciality Studies scale (Studies Organization
and Competition among Students Dimen-
sion) may be considered of good quality
while its Social Aspects and Studies Diffi-
culty Level Dimension (6 items) lacks inter-
nal consistency. Translation and conception
issues about this scale are to be reviewed.
Translation and conception issues about
two-dimensional scales Motivation for Doc-
toral Studies, Information Available, and
Anxiety over Possible Failures should be re-
viewed.

Translation and conception issues about
three-dimensional scales should be revie-
wed. Especially problematic is Studies sca-
le.



Qualitative assessment of translation of the qu-
estionnaire was ensured by expert panel review, qu-
antitative assessment of translation was produced
by analysing psychometric characteristics of the qu-
estionnaire — reliability and construct validity. Sum-
ming up the analysis of psychometric characteristics
of QUISS Il Motivation and Academic Studies Qua-
lity scales, evidence is provided that based on all the
statistics computed 23 scales (67.7%) are one-dimen-
sional and exhibit strong internal consistency. There-
fore translation of 199 items (67%) can be concluded
to have acceptable psychometric properties (reliabili-
ty and validity), hence it may be considered being of
good quality. Based on statistics of internal consisten-
cy of separate factors, some additional 28 items may
be considered of good translation quality as well. Ne-
vertheless 9 scales (32.3%) that are not one-dimensio-
nal and 2 scales that are not appropriate for factor ana-
lysis need some further cross-cultural exploration by
comparing the data obtained using original question-
naire within German students’ population and the da-
ta obtained using translated questionnaire within Lit-
huanian students’ population. In addition to quantitati-
ve methods of translation quality assessment it is also
recommended to apply different qualitative methods
while reviewing the items that psychometric characte-
ristics analysis revealed to be problematic.

Conclusions

The transfer of a survey instrument from one
sociocultural environment to another is a very com-
plex task and translation quality is one of the key ele-
ments to be assessed before making any further data
analysis.

Translation assessment includes different
forms of qualitative and quantitative approaches. Ma-
ny factors can determine which assessment strategies
are suitable and when. However, an overview of theo-
retical and empirical publications indicates that ques-
tionnaire translation must be subjected to both quali-
tative and quantitative assessment.

To confirm the quality of the transferred ques-
tionnaire it is always necessary to describe its transla-
tion technique in detail (e.g. using schemes) and to
present translated questionnaire psychometric charac-
teristics obtained in target population.

QUISS II translation quality assessment was
performed a) by expert panel review; and b) by ana-
lyzing psychometric properties of different Motiva-
tion and Academic Studies Quality scales: reliability
evaluating internal consistency statistics (Cronbach’s
alpha, Cronbach’s alpha if item deleted and correc-
ted item-total correlation) and construct validity ana-
lysing factor analysis.

After the final expert panel translation quali-
ty review, the final Lithuanian questionnaire version
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was approved to be of good quality and suitable to be
applied as a survey instrument, pre-test and pilot-stu-
dy were not administrated.

Based on all the statistics computed 23 scales
are one-dimensional and demonstrate strong inter-
nal consistency. Therefore translation of 199 items
(67%) can be concluded to have acceptable psycho-
metric properties and may be considered being of go-
od quality.

Some further cross-cultural exploration by
comparing the data obtained using original question-
naire within German students’ population and the da-
ta obtained using translated questionnaire within Lit-
huanian students’ population is recommended for
the 9 scales that are not one-dimensional and 2 sca-
les that are not appropriate for factor analysis need.
Cross-cultural comparisons could provide additional
and reliable data concerning some survey instrument
translation quality aspects that are difficult to evalua-
te otherwise.

In addition to quantitative methods of transla-
tion quality assessment it is also recommended to ap-
ply different qualitative methods while reviewing the
items that psychometric characteristics analysis reve-
aled to be problematic.
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Apklausos instrumenty vertimo kokybé: Motyvacijos ir Akademiniy studijy kokybés klausimyno jvertinimas

Santrauka

Teoriniai tyrimo pagrindai. Visuotini zmonijos
modernéjimo ir globalizacijos procesai socialiniy moksly
tyréjus vis sparciau jtraukia { tarptautinio ir tarpkulttirinio
palyginimo tyrimus. Lietuva ne iS§imtis — nuoseklis ban-
dymai adaptuoti uzsienyje sukurtus klausimynus Siandien
aptinkami bemaz visose Lietuvos socialiniy moksly srity-
se: dalyvaujama tokiuose plataus masto tyrimuose kaip
Pasaulio vertybiy tyrimas, Eurobarometras, Europos socia-
linis tyrimas, Tarptautinés $vietimo pasiekimy vertinimo
asociacijos (IEA) vykdomuose tarptautiniuose mokymosi
pasiekimy tyrimuose, mediky atlickamuose gyvenimo ko-
kybés, slaugos tyrimuose ir pan. Vis tik Lietuvoje paste-
bima tendencija perkelta apklausos instrumentg taikyti
ne visada metodologiskai korektiskai. Kai kurie autoriai
nenurodo nei naudotos vertimo technikos, nei klausimy-
no psichometriniy charakteristiky, gauty Lietuvos popu-
liacijose, t. y. faktorinés validacijos rodikliy, pakartotiniy
matavimy rodikliy (Merkys, Pauliukaite, 2010). Kai kurie
mokslininkai, pristatydami tyrimo instrumenty parengima,
daugiausia démesio skiria psichometriniams matavimams
ir jvertinimams, kai instrumento vertimo procedira ir kal-
binés, kultiirinés ir praktinés adaptacijos procesas apraso-
mas labai glaustai (Riklikiené 2007). Siekiant iSvengti Siy
nekorektiskumy, tyréjams, naudojantiems verstinj instru-
menta, sitilytina visuomet detaliai apraSyti taikyta vertimo
technika ir pateikti Sio klausimyno tikslinéje populiacijoje
gautas psichometrines charakteristikas.

Straipsnyjeanalizuojamamoksliné problema formu-
luojama tokiu klausimu: kaip uztikrini ir jvertinti perkelto
apklausos instrumento vertimo kokybeg? Vertimo kokybés
fvertinimas apima jvairius kokybinius (interviu, fokus
grupés, atgalinis vertimas, etc.) ir kiekybinius (statistiné
analizé) metodus. Kada ir kokie metodai taikytini, lemia
daugybé veiksniy, taciau teoriniy ir empiriniy moksliniy
straipsniy analize atskleidzia, jog klausimyno vertimas tu-
réety buti jvertintas tiek kokybiniais, tiek kiekybiniais meto-
dais. Kokybin¢ prieiga dazniausia pasitelkiama apklausos
instrumento vertimo ,,darbinéje” stadijoje, siekiant uztik-
rinti galutinio klausimyno kokybeg, o kiekybine prieiga nau-
dojamasi analizuojant surinktus duomenis.

Vertinant iSversto ir adaptuoto klausimyno aiSkuma
ir tinkamuma, tikslingje populiacijoje daznai atsizvelgia-
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ma | psichometrines skaliy charakteristikas, t. y. analizuo-
jamas skaliy vidinis nuoseklumas, patikimumas, validumo
rodikliai. Kronbacho alfa koeficientas gali atskleisti, ku-
riuos testo zingsnius reikéty i§ naujo perzitiréti, koreguoti
vertima. Jei adaptavus klausimyng tikslinéje populiacijoje
gaunami labai auksti psichometriniai rodikliai, toks rezulta-
tas patvirtina, kad perkélimo (kartu ir vertimo) procediira
pavyko.

Sio straipsnio tikslas — aptarti apklausos instrumen-
ty vertimo kokybés ivertinimo problematika ir, remiantis
mokslo publikacijose teikiamomis rekomendacijomis bei
pastebéjimais, atlikti QUISS II° metodologijos Motyvaci-
Jjos ir Akademiniy studijy kokybés klausimyno vertimo ko-
kybés analizg.

Tyrimo metodika. QUISS apklausos instrumenta
sudaré profesoriaus Werner Georg vadovaujama moksli-
ninky grupé i$ Konstancos universiteto (Vokietija). Meto-
dika sudaryta 1983 m., pakartotinai naudota atliekant Vo-
kietijos studenty nuomonés apklausas ir tobulinta. 2000—
2002 m. viena paskutiniy jos versijy QUISS I naudota tarp-
tautinéje studenty apklausoje, kurioje dalyvavo studentai
i$ Sesiolikos universitety (4 037 respondentai i§ Vokietijos,
Ispanijos ir Pranciizijos). 2009 m. paskutiné QUISS II ver-
sija iSversta i lictuviy kalba ir naudota Lietuvos studenty
apklausoje, igyvendinant mokslininky grupés projekta:
»Akademiniy studijy kokybés ir socialinio konteksto tyri-
mas“. Projekta réme Lietuvos valstybinis mokslo ir studijuy
fondas, projekto vadovas — profesorius Gediminas Merkys
(Merkys et al., 2009; Turéinskaité-Balcitiniené and Mer-
kys, 2010). Popieriaus-piestuko klausimynas sudarytas i§
psichometriniy Laikerto tipo skaliy, turin¢iy nuo trijy iki
devyniy padaly. Klausimyna uzpildé 964 respondentai i$
Kauno, Klaipédos, Siauliy ir Vilniaus aukstojo mokslo ins-
titucijuy (universitety ir kolegiju).

Siame straipsnyje aptartos dvi apklausos instrumen-
ty vertimo kokybés ivertinimo prieigos: kokybiné — eks-
pertinis vertinimas ir kiekybiné — psichometriniy charak-
teristiky analizé (patikimumas ir konstrukto validumas)
34 Motyvacijos ir Akademiniy studijy kokybés skaliy,
sudaryty i§ 297 testo zingsniy. 42 testo zingsniai sudaro
5 Motyvacijos skales: aukstosios mokyklos pasirinkimo

5 Qualitdtsverbesserung in Schulen und Schulsysthemen II.



veiksniai — 8 testo zingsniai; studijy pasirinkimo veiks-
niai — 7 testo zingsniai; studiju prasmingumas — 10 testo
zingsniy; motyvacija daktaro laipsniui siekti — 11 testo
zingsniy; studijavimo uzsienyje planai — 6 testo zingsniai.
255 testo zingsniai sudaro 29 Akademiniy studijy kokybés
skales, kurios apima tokias pagrindines temas: ,,Informaci-
jos pasickiamumas® — 3 skalés (29 testo zingsniai); ,,Pro-
bleminés sritys* — 3 skalés (42 testo zingsniai); ,,Studijos
ir déstymas® — 7 skalés (76 testo zingsniai); ,,Bendravimas
ir konsultavimas® — 7 skalés (30 testo zingsniai); ,, Tobulé-
jimas“ — 6 skalés (50 testo zingsniy); ,,Europos aukstojo
mokslo erdvés kiirimo aspektai — 3 skalés (28 testo zings-
niai).

Klausimyno psichometriniai rodikliai (patikimumas
ir konstrukto validumas) analizuoti naudojant statistini pa-
keta ,,SPSS 13.0“. Analizuoti $ie rodikliai: 1) skaliy vidi-
nis nuoseklumas apskaiciuojant Kronbacho alfa bendrus
koeficientus; 2) skaliy vidinis nuoseklumas, paSalinus i§
skalés atskirus testo zingsnius, apskaiciuotos dalinés Kron-
bacho alfa kiekvieno testo zingsnio atveju; 3) skalés testo
zingsniy pastovumas jvertinant skalés ir jos testo zingsnio
koreliacija; 4) skaliu komponentiskumas atliekant faktori-
n¢ analizg.

Tyrimo rezultatai. Klausimynas verstas remiantis
kokybine vertimo kokybés prieiga — ekspertiniu kokybés
vertinimu. Klausimyno vertimas ir kultlriné adaptacija
atlikta per seminarus, kuriuose triju eksperty komanda
ieSkojo geriausio vertimo varianto, analizuodama trijy ver-
téju, nepriklausomai vienas nuo kito atliktus klausimyno
vertimus i§ angly, pranciizy ir vokie¢iy kalby. Klausimyno
vertimo kokybe uztikrinus ekspertiniu kokybés vertinimu,
atlikti kiekybiniai vertimo kokybés matavimai. ISversto
klausimyno skaliy vidinis nuoseklumas (patikimumas)
ivertintas apskaic¢iavus Kronbacho alfa koeficienta: kai
Kronbacho alfa reik§mé buvo 0,80 ir aukstesné, vidinis
nuoseklumas laikytas pakankamu. Atsizvelgta | Kronba-
cho alfa reik§més kitima, pasalinant atskirus testo zings-
nius i§ skalés: kai Kronbacho alfa reikSmés svyravo ties
bendraja Kronbacho alfa reik§me iki 0,5 punkty, vidinis
nuoseklumas laikytas pakankamu. Skalés-testo zingsnio
pastovumas ivertintas apskaiciavus skalés ir testo zingsniy
koreliacijos koeficientus: kai §i reik§Smé buvo aukstesné uz
0,30, laikyta, jog testo zingsniai pakankamai atspindi ma-
tuojama skalés konstrukta. Atlikus faktoring analize (kon-
strukto validumo patikrinima), paaiskéjo, kad 9 skalés yra
daugiakomponentés, Siy skaliy rodikliai skaiciuoti ir anali-
zuoti atskirai kickvienam faktoriui.
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ISvados. Vienoje sociokultiiringje terpéje sukurty
apklausos instrumenty perkélimas i kita sociokultiiring
terpg yra sudétinga procediira. Vienas problemiskiausiy,
daug diskusijy socialiniy tyrimy metodologinéje literatiiro-
je kelianc¢iy etapy — kaip uztikrini ir patikrinti perkeliamo
apklausos instrumento vertimo kokybe.

Vertimo kokybés ivertinimas apima jvairius kokybi-
nius ir kiekybinius metodus. Kada ir kokie metodai taiky-
tini, lemia daugybé veiksniy, taciau teoriniy ir empiriniy
moksliniy straipsniy analizé atskleidzia, jog klausimyno
vertimas turéty biti jvertintas tiek kokybiniais, tiek kieky-
biniais metodais.

Norint patvirtinti perkelto klausimyno metodologi-
n¢ kokybe, biitina visuomet Ssamiiai aprasyti taikyta verti-
mo technikg ir pateikti Sio klausimyno tikslinéje populiaci-
joje gautas psichometrines charakteristikas.

QUISS II klausimyno vertimo kokybé ivertinta
ekspertiniu vertinimu (kokybinis metodas) ir kiekybiniais
metodais, analizuojanéiais psichometrines skaliy charakte-
ristikas.

Eksperty komanda ivertino klausimyno vertimo ko-
kybe ir nusprende, jog klausimynas tinkamas apklausai at-
likti, bandomasis tyrimas neatliktas.

Pagal visus analizuotus statistinius rodiklius 23 ska-
liy vertimo kokybe galima pripazinti gera: 199 testo zings-
niams (67 proc.) gauti auksti psichometriniai rodikliai (pa-
tikimumas ir konstrukto validumas).

Faktoriné duomeny analizé atskleidé 9 skaliy dau-
giakomponentiskuma, dar 2 skaliy duomenims taikyti fak-
torinés analizés nerekomenduojama, nes ju Kaizerio-Meje-
rio-Olkino matai santykinai Zzemi. Pastaryjy 11 skaliy verti-
mo kokybés jvertinimui biitina lyginti duomenis, surinktus
originaliu klausimynu Vokietijos studenty populiacijoje,
su duomenimis, gautais iSverstu i lictuviy kalba klausimy-
nu apklausus Lietuvos studentus.

Rekomenduojama greta tolesniy kiekybiniy klausi-
myno vertimo kokybés jvertinimo metody, analizuojanciy
psichometrinius rodiklius, perzitréti i§ naujo ir performu-
luoti netiksliai iSverstus testo zingsnius, naudojant kokybi-
nius vertimo jvertinimo metodus.

Pagrindiniai ZodZiai: apklausos instrumenty verti-
mo kokybé, vertimo kokybés jvertinimo kokybiniai meto-
dai, vertimo kokybés ivertinimo kiekybiniai metodai, eks-
pertinis jvertinimas, psichometriniai rodikliai, QUISS II
Motyvacijos ir Akademiniy studijy kokybés klausimynas.
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