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sustained in practice [22]. Similarly, the Greek pilot of 
WHO iSupport Dementia indicates that user-centered 
adaptation must also address usability and accessibility 
constraints (e.g., navigation, screen-reading fatigue, and 
interactive features) to enable successful rollout [23].

The combination of forward translation by both 
informed and lay translators, back translation and ex-
pert committee review offers multiple opportunities to 
detect conceptual drift and identify areas where simple 
linguistic translation may not be adequate. Cognitive 
debriefing with target users is especially important for 
these instruments, as it can reveal how respondents 
interpret complex or technical terms, and whether ex-
amples drawn from other media systems are meaningful 
in the language and cultural context.

Minimum reporting essentials:
•	Describe permissions, translators’ backgrounds, and 

how reconciliation decisions were made (including 
a decision log).

•	Report cognitive debriefing methods (sample charac-
teristics, interview approach, and the most common 
issues identified).

•	Provide a clear description of the final version and 
any culturally adapted items (what changed and 
why).

•	Report evidence for structural validity, reliability, 
and cross-cultural validity (invariance/DIF) before 
interpreting group differences.

	 Table 2 summarizes key decision points and com-
mon pitfalls, showing how to report these minimum 
essentials and how to document planned or com-
pleted evidence for key measurement properties 
and cross-group comparability [13–16,18,19].

Limitations
This narrative review proposes a methodological 

framework and does not present empirical data; accord-
ingly, the feasibility, acceptability, and measurement 
performance of the adapted target-language versions 
should be established in appropriately powered samples. 
The workflow synthesizes widely used guidance, yet 
implementation quality may vary across settings and 
teams, and the framework cannot eliminate all sources 
of context sensitivity inherent to literacy measures 
(e.g., time-bound media practices or platform-specific 
exposure). In addition, the review is not a systematic 
evidence synthesis and may not capture all relevant 
methodological discussions; readers should interpret 
recommendations as a structured, practice-oriented 
roadmap rather than prescriptive rules.

Conclusions
By integrating process-oriented translation and 

cultural adaptation steps with measurement-focused 
planning for equivalence and item-level diagnostics, 
the proposed framework provides a transparent and 
reproducible workflow for adapting literacy-related 

Table 2. Key decision points and common pitfalls for student projects.

Stage Minimum deliverable Common pitfall to avoid

Item content Truth-value check with justification for the correct 
answer (evidence/source) and a brief item rationale.

Literal translation that changes the factual claim or 
makes it time- or culture-bound.

Translation team Named review group with content and measurement 
expertise; documented decisions (who reviewed, when, 
outcomes); Developer feedback log (queries-responses-
decisions)

Over-reliance on bilingual translators without construct/
measurement expertise; no developer consultation 
-ambiguous items unsolved. 

Pre-testing Cognitive debriefing report (sample, interview guide, 
top issues, revisions made + rationale).

No interview guide / no record of changes → pre-test 
becomes “proofreading” and cannot justify revisions.

Equivalence Analysis plan + results for measurement invariance 
(MG-CFA) and/or DIF/IRT with decision rules; or explicit 
limitation if not feasible.

Reporting between-group comparisons without an 
equivalence plan (MG-CFA/DIF) or an explicit limita-
tion statement.

Familiarity bias If reuse is unavoidable: spacing/alternate forms + mea-
sure perceived familiarity; run a sensitivity check.

Inflated scores due to prior exposure rather than learn-
ing gains.

Note: Table 2 translates the comparative synthesis in Table 1 into minimum deliverables and common pitfalls for student projects.
Abbreviations: MG-CFA, multi-group confirmatory factor analysis; CFA, confirmatory factor analysis; DIF, differential item functioning; 
IRT, item response theory; TCA, translation and cultural adaptation.


