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Community-based participatory research (CBPR) refers to an approach to
conducting research that equitably involves community members, researchers,
and other stakeholders in the research process. CPBR centers the research on
the experiences of those most affected by the issue, and all partners contribute
expertise and share in decision-making. CBPR must address linguistic and
cultural aspects of research, by developing a translation approach that is
consonant with its principles, in particular in studies in which the community
involved includes limited English proficient individuals (LEPs). However, in
most cases CBPR proposals are not explicit about how their approach to the
preparation of translated materials (surveys, questionnaires, etc.) responds to
CBPR principles. Descriptions of procedures and quality assessment processes
tend to be like those used in traditional research studies. This conceptual paper
argues that the translation approach and processes utilized by CBPR must be
aligned with the research methodology. It proposes a community-based
participatory translation (CBPT) methodology based on a functionalist
framework to translation and a process that trains and involves qualified
community translators early in the process. It provides guidance on how to

create capacity and develop infrastructure for CBPT.

Introduction

Federal regulations (e.g., Title VI of the Civil Right Act; Department
of Health and Human Services regulations, 45 C.F.R. Section 80.3(b)(2))
require recipients of federal financial assistance to take reasonable steps to
provide meaningful access to limited English proficient (LEP) individuals.
‘Meaningful access’ is often understood in connection to translation quality.
However, the assessment of translation quality is complex and translation
scholars have long debated how to assess it (Han, 2020; House, 1997, 2015;
Martinez Melis & Hurtado, 2001; O’Brien, 2012). As a construct, quality is
highly variable and dependent on one’s views on translation (Colina, 2019,
2026; House, 1997, 2015).

This paper focuses on translation quality in community-based
participatory research (CBPR), a research approach that equitably involves
community members, researchers, and other stakeholders in the research
process (Brush et al., 2020; Horowitz et al., 2009). The process of centering
research within the context of community inevitably raises questions about
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the quality and appropriateness of translations, demonstrating that current
translation methodologies are not adequate for community-engaged research,
and more broadly, highlighting the need for a methodology that takes an

adaptable view of translation quality.
Community-based Participatory Research

CBPR is a research approach grounded in the acknowledgement of the
central role of communities in prioritizing and addressing the health issues
that most affect them. Designed to address historical harm of a positivist
research paradigm in marginalized communities, CBPR has been significant
in transforming the nature of health assessment and intervention research
(Wallerstein et al., 2019; Wallerstein & Duran, 2010). CBPR principles
include identifying the community as the unit of study and ensuring that
community representatives are equal partners in all phases of the research
process, including in defining the research outcome of interest (Israel et
al., 2017). Typically, CBPR studies involve community organizations and/or
members as contracted partners or critical advisors to the research process. A
focus on community benefit is an essential aspect of CBPR, rather than the
attainment of generalizable knowledge that may not be applicable within a
speciﬁc community context.

While CBPR ensures that research studies address the priorities and needs
of community members, the approach also addresses unequal power
relationships intrinsic to traditional research, improves the quality of health
research by facilitating recruitment, ensuring cultural appropriateness of
research protocols and interventions, and validating research findings (Balazs
& Morello-Frosch, 2013; Wallerstein & Duran, 2010). Improvements in
research quality from CBPR practices extend to the translation of research
materials, such as recruitment flyers, research instruments and intervention
materials, which are an essential component of health research. While the
best approach is to develop materials in the language of the focus population,
intervention studies commonly involve adapting materials from evidence-
based interventions. Surveys and validated scales that are intrinsic to health
research are most often developed in English and require translation.

Translation approaches as a determinant of quality
Redefining translation quality

In securing the quality of translated cross-cultural research materials (e.g.,
informed consents, questionnaires, surveys, etc.), numerous studies use a
combination of procedural and product-based methodologies, following a
process that is considered more likely to result in a quality translation product
(see Epstein et al., 2015 for a review of methodologies). For instance, World
Health Organization recommendations consist of a four-step translation
process: 1. Forward translation, 2. Expert panel and back-translation, 3.
Pretesting and cognitive interviewing, 4. Final testing and documentation
of process. Most studies follow some variation of these recommendations,
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Table 1. Conceptualizations of translation quality in health care and social science research

Current New

Equivalence to the source text How well a translation meets translation specifications (including accuracy)
One definition for all projects Flexible definition according to project needs

Approach: unimportant Approach selected according to project needs/specifications

typically including an expert panel and/or committee, which may (or may
not) include community members or representatives (Dhamani & Richter,
2023; Epstein et al., 2015; Hall et al., 2018; Maneesriwongul & Dixon, 2004;
Teig et al., 2023; Valdez et al., 2021). The quality of the resulting translation
product is frequently assessed by means of back-translation and testing/
cognitive interviewing.

Back-translation (Brislin, 1970, 1986), which consists of translating the
translation back into the original language and assessing the match, is
historically the most-widely used quality assessment tool in international and
cross-cultural social research, as well as in health care research, specifically in
quality-of-life research (Acquadro et al., 2008; Colina et al., 2017; Douglas &

Craig, 2007; Kowal, 2024).'

However, back-translation has been criticized due to its reliance on
misguided assumptions about translation (such as that a one-to-one
correspondence is possible across languages) and translation quality, and its
inaccuracy as a measure of overall quality. Furthermore, it is based on a
monolithic notion of quality as perfect equivalence for all texts. As a result,
some methodologies are critical of back-translation as a quality assessment
tool or propose to eliminate it entirely (Behr, 2017; Colina et al., 2017;
Douglas & Craig, 2007; Fourie & Feinauer, 2005; McKenna & Doward,
2005; Ozolins et al., 2020; Son, 2018).

In line with those critical of back-translation, we argue for a
reconceptualization of translation quality that relies on how well a translation
meets translation specifications, including the purpose of the translation (i.e.,
what one desires to accomplish with it) (Colina, 2019, 2026; Hague et al.,
2014; Lauscher, 2000). It views the selection of a translation approach as a
determinant of quality and it incorporates it in the translation methodology.
The adequacy of this reconceptualization will be exemplified by CBPR.
Table 1 summarizes these concepts and compares them with current
conceptualizations.

The importance of the translation approach

Many (if not most) translation methodologies lack an explicit presentation
of their approach to translation, and, as a consequence, to quality. In fact, it is
rare to find publications on evaluation of research instruments that describe

1 Acquadro et al. (2008) report that 14 out of 15 translation guidelines for clinical research published between 1966 and 2005 included back-
translation as one of the recommended components for multistep translation.
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their approach and do so informed by current literature in translation studies,
with few exceptions (Colina et al., 2017; Fourie & Feinauer, 2005; Tyupa,
2011; Verbillis-Kolp et al., 2023). We use the term ‘translation approach’ to
denote the principles and criteria that guide the textual production aspect
of the translation, to distinguish it from the translation process understood
as the steps taken from the decision to translate to the use of the translated
materials with research participants (e.g. WHO’s recommendations; TRAPD

[Harkness, 2003]). * Studies tend to explain the process used, their procedural
vision of quality, and the steps taken to ensure quality (Cruchinho et al,,
2024; Epstein et al., 2015; Hall et al., 2018; Harkness, 2003, 2011; Harkness
et al., 2010; Valdez et al., 2021). However, rarely do they state how they
approach the actual process of converting the English text into the second
language (i.e., what guides the translation decisions, how are conflicting
solutions resolved?) (Colina et al., 2017). Their view of translation and their
goal—the translation approach—are not explained.

Being explicit with respect to the translation approach is essential because:
(i) it provides a set of guidelines against which to evaluate quality; (ii)
articulating the translation approach helps align expectations among all
involved—including translators who, as independent consultants, may not
be part of the research team—and assists in the consideration of alternative
strategies; (iii) research has shown that the approach selected can influence
the quality of the translation product (Colina et al., 2022).

Examples of translation approaches

In most cross-cultural research methodology, the translation approach is
not explicitly mentioned. However, one can surmise the adoption of an
equivalence approach (combined with some degree of cultural adaptation)
from the use of back-translation as a quality assessment mechanism
(expecting that the translated text will match the source when translated back
into the source language). Equivalence approaches (Newmark, 1981, 1988,
1991; Nida, 1964) have as their ultimate goal maximum faithfulness to the
source text, although different aspects of equivalence could be prioritized
(e.g. textual, functional, linguistic). These models are often criticized for
their dependence on the notion of equivalence, a vague term in translation
studies (HOnig, 1997). Furthermore, some translations are commissioned for
a somewhat different function than that of the original. A new audience and
time, among other factors, may require a slightly different function than that
of the source text (Colina, 2025; Nord, 2018). In sum, equivalence will not
work for all materials and all purposes. More specifically, it will not work for
CBPR, as it is not consonant with its goals, as will be shown below.

2 By ‘methodology’, we refer to both the procedures or processes employed and the approach to the translation of the text (i.e., how does a
translator make concrete translation decisions?).
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Other translation scholars argue for the use of a functionalist approach
(Colina, 2025; Colina et al., 2017; Nord, 2018; Reiss & Vermeer, 1984;
Vermeer, 1992) in which translation decisions are guided by the translation
specifications (purpose/function, audience, motive, medium, etc.). In other
words, given various options, the translator will select the one that best fulfills
the purpose of the translation. For instance, the source text may use a highly
formal term if the purpose is for an educated audience to answer a survey, but
if the survey is to be answered by a high school educated population, a less
formal term may be more adequate. It should be noted that a functionalist
approach can encompass equivalence when necessitated by the translation
instructions.

Translation approach and translators

The translation approach utilized can be affected by the profile of the
translator selected for the work, especially in those cases in which the
researchers do not explicitly define the desired approach. It is well known
that most bilinguals—individuals with various degrees of proficiency in two
languages and with no training/education in translation— tend to translate
word for word, as they share the layperson’s understanding of translation as
a linguistic matching activity (Harkness et al., 2004; Harris, 1977; Kussmaul,
1995). This low-level equivalence does not work for most translation
purposes. For instance, a study by Colina et al. (2022) investigated how
translation approach affected the usability of a survey and how users
responded to it. They compared an existing published survey, Personal Stress
Survey, which exhibited a word-for-word approach, with one developed with
a functionalist framework. Results showed that Spanish speakers preferred
the functionalist translation. They found that it was easier to understand;
they raised fewer questions; and had fewer comments in semi-structured
interviews. The findings suggest that a word-for-word, equivalent approach
may impede participant comprehension in research surveys.

Translators’ failure to adjust their translations to the needs of the target
populations and to translate for various contexts and populations can pose
a challenge, especially if trained under equivalence frameworks. Additionally,
professional norms that prioritize formal and prestigious varieties of a
language can result in overuse of those varieties, even in cases where they do
not respond to the translation instructions (also known as translation ‘brief’).
Although using qualified/certified professionals is a good first step towards
ensuring quality, the absence of clear translation instructions or project-
specific guidance can lead to inadequate approaches and, consequently,
comprehension issues for certain populations.

In short, as summarized in Table 2, the quality of a translation is impacted
by the chosen translation approach (which is in turn influenced by the
translator’s profile), translation processes and methodologies, and quality
assessment techniques. Among these, the translation approach has received
the least attention, despite its significant interaction with commonly used
methodologies.
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Table 2. Factors influencing translation quality

Factors Examples

Translation approach Equivalence based; functionalism
Influenced by translator profile

Translation process Multistep recommendations (e.g. WHO recommendations; Baker et al.,
2010; Cruchinho et al., 2024; Hall et al., 2018; Teig et al., 2023; Verbillis-
Kolp et al., 2023, and multiple others)

Assessment techniques Back-translation (favors equivalence approach); translation specifications
(favors functionalist/specifications approach)

Translation approach and CBPR

Very frequently CBPR literature provides limited descriptions of how
materials are translated (Garcia et al., 2008; Tajik et al., 2010), even though
CBPR projects are centered on communities with diverse primary languages
and with linguistic and cultural differences across subgroups. Even more
extensive descriptions do not discuss the translation approach (Chasukwa &
Crack, 2024; Sinchez-Johnsen et al., 2015); instead they tend to describe
strategies for community partner engagement in improving back-translations
or other formal translations, and emphasize tailoring translations to reflect
regional language usage. For instance, Sinchez-Johnsen et al. (2015) discuss
the translation process within a CBPR partnership, and recommend
including bilingual staft on the research team, obtaining a translation from a
professional company, working with community partners to review and edit
the translated materials, and pilot testing the translation with community
members; but they do not mention the translation approach.

We argue that the translation methodologies of CBPR projects are
misaligned with CBPR goals and that this misalignment is a consequence
of the insufficient consideration of translation quality and approach and
of the limited involvement of community partners in the translation itself,
who are often tasked only with providing translation feedback. The next
section considers the sources of the misalignment further and proposes a
methodology better aligned with CBPR - Community-based participatory
translation (CBPT).

Community-Based Participatory Translation (CBPT)
Definitions, rationale, and community participation

CBPR projects recognize the importance of language variation and of
cultural adaptation in developing study protocols and creating study
materials. Intentional strategies include having community representatives
on expert panels and focus groups/group deliberations, or working with
community partners in instrument piloting or cognitive debriefing (e.g.
Formea et al.,, 2014; Ospina-Pinillos et al., 2019; Sdnchez-Johnsen et al.,
2015; Tajik et al., 2010). However, translation in CBPR projects generally
lacks the same level of community participation seen in CBPR research.
Community members are mostly involved in modifying existing translations,
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rather than in the actual translation process from the beginning. This is
illustrated by Verbillis-Kolp et al. (2023) who state that "... participatory
translation approaches combining professional translation with iterative back
and-forth expert committee consensus processes ensure cultural equivalency,

accuracy, and clarity of meaning in translation.’

Although not specifically designed for CBPR projects, TRAPD
(Translation, Review, Adjudication, Pretest, Documentation) (Harkness,
2003, 2011; Harkness et al., 2010; Walde & V6lm, 2023) is a frequently
used methodology for questionnaire translation that can potentially be used
in CBPR projects. It does, however, suffer from similar misalignments as
the translation methodologies currently used in CBPR projects. Although
TRAPD can involve community members, most often, community
stakeholders only participate in the translation process during the team
translation and review stages, instead of in the early stages of translation.
In the TRAPD methodology, professional translators are not ideal due to
their lack of expertise in questionnaire design, while bilingual survey designers
lack professional language expertise. As a consequence, a team- or committee-
based process is recommended as the most effective solution for reviewing
and supplementing the work of professional translators (Harkness, 2003;
Harkness et al., 2010). A more significant degree of community participation
is present in Baker et al. (2010) who propose “... that researchers utilize
community-based, process-oriented language translation to improve the
consistency and quality of translation, in contrast to use of method-focused
translation (431).” They describe a process-based translation methodology
that includes principles of CBPR through community involvement and
consultation in the translation process, including culturally sensitive research
design, item equivalence (translatability, but also relevance and acceptability
of each item), semantic equivalence, and cognitive interviewing. Four staff
members (“certified in language translation”) used blind translation to
translate from Hmong to English and from English to Hmong. Another
study relied upon community health worker staft to conduct initial
translations, which were then discussed and finalized through group processes
and piloting of materials. In this case, these frontline public health workers
had developed the original materials in English and thus were translating
their own work (Gandara et al., 2023). A similar degree of community
involvement was attained for the ASL community, as described by Graybill

3 Verbillis-Kolp et al. (2023) use the term “community participatory translation” to refer to a type of translation process that involves the
community in translation review and focus groups and argue for “community consensus-based translation as best practice (p. 277)”. As
noted above, this and similar methodologies, which apply to modify and/or evaluate an existing (previously produced) translation, lack the
same level of community participation seen in CBPR. Verbillis-Kolp et al. (2023) reference the term ‘community translation’ in translation
studies. It should be noted, however, that ‘community translation’ in this field refers to: (i) translation services provided to assist underserved
populations with access to services or (ii) institutional (i.e., governmental) translation, in contrast to translation produced by members of the
same community it seeks to serve. ‘Community translation’ is at times also used to mean translation produced by non-professionals for their
own use (Pym, 2011, p. 79), although the more commonly used term is ‘crowdsourcing’.
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et al. (2010)." Within the context of an NGO, Chasukwa and Crack (2024)
describe a CBPT methodology for the production of English/Chichewa

glossaries; however, their project did not involve textual translation.”

The above examples highlight that to be in full alignment with CBPR,
a translation methodology must mirror the design principles of CPBR.
Doing so will bear the additional benefit of contributing to more equitable
participation of LEP research study participants. By ‘equitable’ we mean
active participation in the translation (in addition to the research design, as
in Baker et al., 2010), rather than the mere provision of materials in the
participants’ language.

To accomplish these goals, we propose a collaborative, participatory
translation model: Community-based Participatory Translation (CBPT).
CBPT is a translation methodology for CBPR projects that comprises: a
redefined role for community participation, an explicit translation approach
aligned with CBPR and community needs, and a process-based methodology.

Developed within the context of a CBPR study addressing age-related
hearing loss, CBPT centers the translation process in the expertise of
community members. As described in Marrone et al. (2017), community
health workers in this study were collaborative members of a research team,
participating in all aspects of the study, including the development and
translation of research materials. As cultural brokers for the study, the
community health workers piloted CBPT techniques by comparing the
translation of a standardized questionnaire to a translation that was
conducted collaboratively among members of the research team. In the
second translation, the CHWs brought their cultural interpretations of the
language to the translation, correcting language that they felt would engender
misunderstandings and even anxiety among local respondents (Colina et al.,
2017). Also illustrating the genesis of CBPT and community involvement,
other study documents were produced by soliciting two translations per
source text: one prepared by a community member with field expertise and
one by a professional translator. Community members with field expertise
were later asked to select one of the translations, which was subsequently
used for committee discussion and review (Colina et al.,, 2017, p. 286).
This collaboration provided the foundation for the CBPT methodology as
a concrete process of incorporating CBPR principles into the translation
process.

4 Graybill et al., unlike our proposal, use back-translation and an equivalence approach. Although they refer to the need to “establish
principles for making translation decisions” (2010, p. 438), they do not present an explicit translation approach.

5 Additional studies have proposed alternative methodologies that address language barriers through increased community participation, such
as Boot Camp Translation (Magnusson et al., 2020; Medina et al., 2023). However, Boot Camp Translation is not strictly a translation
methodology, as it relies on message co-creation with themes constructed collaboratively, rather than on translation alone.
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CBPT constitutes the linguistic and cultural dimension of CBPR. It
resorts to qualified, trained translators that belong to the community and
are stakeholders and partners in the research project along with researchers,
professional translators, and community members.” It is guided by a
functionalist approach to the translation of the relevant texts.

Table 3 summarizes the components of CBPT and compares them with
existing methodologies and their alignment with CBPR.

To recapitulate, CBPT is essential for CBPR projects for the following

reasons:

i. From the perspective of research participation, and as
mentioned above, CBPR is in need of an explicit translation
methodology that is congruent with its research
methodology, and that does not limit participatory action
to consultation (i.e. participation in panels), pilot testing
and cognitive debriefing. The methodology should require
active participation and guide both the production (including
translation approach and translation processes) and the
quality review aspects of translation.

ii. From a translation studies point of view, anyone embarking
on a translation should be guided by an approach against
which to make decisions and evaluate their translation. We
propose that a functionalist framework is consonant with this
general principle, by guiding translation decisions according
to the needs of the translation users (i.e., audience) and the
purpose of the translation. In addition, functionalism is well

aligned with the philosophy behind CBPT and its process-
based translation methodology. ’

CBPT’s translation approach: Functionalism

CBPT takes as its point of departure a translation and evaluation approach
rooted in functionalism and consonant with community involvement in
translation (Colina, 2025; Nord, 2018).

Functionalism (which draws heavily from Skopos theory from the Greek
skopos, meaning ‘purpose,’) is the theory of translation that argues that the
translation process is guided by extra-linguistic factors. Under this approach,
a translator makes translation decisions based on the extra-linguistic factors
surrounding the target text, such as the purpose of the text, the needs of the

6 Note an important and inevitable distinction between translators who belong to the same community as the LEP participants and the LEP
stakeholders themselves: the latter are monolingual or have limited English proficiency, whereas translators must be bilingual. Both groups,
however, share membership in the non-English speaking community. LEP participants should also be involved in the translation process (see
Translation process below).

7 Other types of participatory, democratic translation include fan sub and crowd source translations.
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Table 3. Translation methodologies for Community-Based Participatory Research (CBPR)

Existing methodologies Aligned CBPT Aligned
with with
CBPR? CBPR?
No explicit translation approach No Explicit translation approach v
(equivalence by default) (functionalism) aligned with
CBPR and community needs
Limited community participation: feedback No A redefined role for community v
on completed translations, group/panel participation: initiators of
participation; translations initiated by non- translation, professionals and
community members experts provide feedback
Process-based methodology v Process-based methodology v
Assessment techniques: Back-translation No Assessment techniques:

Translation specifications (favors
functionalist/specifications
approach)

audience, the motive for production of the translation, the medium in which
it will be delivered, and the time and place of reception. Extralinguistic factors
(also known as situational features) are normally defined in the translation
instructions. To translate according to the extralinguistic factors of the target
text, the translator must first find out the answer to such questions as: Who is
this translation for? What is the readers’ educational level? What age are they,
and what are their cultural beliefs? What do they know about the content of
the text? What is the purpose of having the text translated? Is it to inform, to
educate, to collect information, or perhaps to fulfill a legal requirement? Will
the text be delivered in writing, orally, or in another format?

For instance, in the translation of the focus group questions of a study
on hearing loss assessment for a US border community, the purpose of the
text was to obtain information about hearing loss challenges from a Spanish-
speaking community; the participants were monolingual Spanish speakers
born and raised in Sonora, Mexico, older than 50, with high-school level of
education or less and in an 40k or lower income bracket; the medium was
written text to be delivered orally by the interviewer; and the motive for the
study was to investigate the hearing health care habits of this population (to
improve access).

Under functionalism, the evaluation of the translation product takes place
in reference to the extra linguistic factors and the specifications for the
translation: how well does the translation fulfill its purpose? Is it adequate
for the target audience? Will it work well if delivered in a mixed medium
(written but also to be read) etc.? (for an example of functionalist translation
in the context of a public health audiology study, see Colina et al., 2017,
pp- 283-284). Functionalist proposals allow for variable notions of quality,
depending on case-specific values and customer-defined and negotiated
quality criteria.

CBPT is characterized by a multi-step process spanning from translation
assignment to translation use, which captures the defining elements of the
methodology, i.e., an active role for the community in the translation, a
translation approach (for making translation decisions) and a congruent
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evaluation method. The multistep process (e.g., translator selection, review
panels, quality assessment, piloting, etc.) must be made explicit, as it is
another component of CBPT.

Translation process. Description of procedures

We propose the following steps, congruent with CBPR:
| Step 1. Specification of translation requirements

In accordance with a functionalist approach, the translation requirements
(Step 1) should include at least:

a. Type of materials to be translated: text type (e.g., obtain
information, fulfill a legal requirement), genre (e.g.,
questionnaire; semi-structured interview script)

b. Characteristics of the users: socioeconomic background,
details about the language variety spoken (e.g., Spanish from
Northern Sonora, Mexico), educational background, etc.

c. Purpose of the translation: e.g., to obtain demographic
information from participants, to obtain feedback after a
workshop/presentation, to obtain lifestyle information, to
obtain a self-assessment of stress, etc.

d. Motive for translation: e.g., a grant sponsor requires the
participation of LEPs, so English questionnaires must be

provided in Spanish.

e. Medium of translation: e.g., written, oral, mixed, etc.

Step 2. Translator selection (bilingual community members,
professional translators)

Translator selection is crucial for CBPT as it influences the approach
and the quality of the translation (Step 2). Each of the two most used
options—bilinguals and professional translators—comes with their own set
of challenges: bilinguals may lack translation skills (and sometimes language
proficiency, which is often not assessed), while professional translators may
lack knowledge of the relevant community (linguistic and cultural). A
selection committee could be useful if it is chosen in an informed manner,
based on expert knowledge of the translation task at hand. In CBPT the
committee should be conducive to community member participation,
including LEP individuals.

Step 3. Translation by qualified bilingual community members
a. Linguistic and translation skill assessment
b. Training in CBPR and functionalism
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For CBPT we propose that the translation be executed first by bilingual
community members (with consultation with professional translators,
committee), and that community members play a much more significant role
than they often do (Step 3). In other words, community participation should
start with the translation, rather than with the review process. In order to
do that, we recommend involving community members who are bilingual,
or bilingual staft who are community members (after having assessed their
language skills), and supplementing their skills with translation/interpreter
training.

Step 4. Translation (review) by professional translators and
committee
a. Training in CBPR and functionalism

In Step 4, professional translators and researchers use the text produced
by qualified bilinguals as a starting point for their translation, focusing on its
form, accuracy, and adherence to the translation instructions.

Professional translators and committee members must be provided with
detailed instructions to guide their work on the translation provided by
community members. They should ensure that terminology and specialized
content are accurate, and that the text flows well and adheres to the norms
for the intended text type. It is important that professional translators do not
modify the translation provided to make it more formal, if the translation
brief does not require that, so that any community linguistic or cultural
features are not erased.

It is commonplace in translation and interpreting to state that bilinguals
should not replace professional translators, as they often do not have the
required skills. CBPT does not advocate for replacing professional translators
with bilinguals. Rather, it promotes a collaborative method in which
qualified, trained bilinguals play a more central role in providing translated
materials. This method mirrors their existing role in CBPT, where their
expertise and cultural insight are integral to the process. The ‘qualified
bilinguals’ in CBPT may or may not earn a living as translators, or be
qualified to perform other types of translation, but are experts in the
linguistic and cultural aspects of their community. As such, they should play
a key role in the provision of non-English materials for their communities,
in alignment with the philosophy of CBPR. Moreover, these bilinguals
should be vetted, trained and have their translations reviewed by professional
translators, educators/trainers to ensure the quality and accuracy of their

8
work.

8 Professional translators who are community members would be in principle qualified to perform this work, but they should also be vetted
to ascertain their ability to apply CBPT and make translation decisions guided by the needs of the audience, rather than by professional
norms of equivalence and prestigious linguistic varieties.
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It is worth emphasizing again that the order of the CBPR translation
process differs from that utilized in much instrument translation, including
widely used models, such as TRAPD (Harkness, 2003, p. 2010): the process
starts with bilingual ad hoc translators (Step 3), followed by the involvement
of professional translators and researchers (Step 4), rather than starting with a
professional translation that is reviewed by community members according to
cultural nuances and linguistic variety. It is the community that dictates the
language and the professional translators that check for translation accuracy
and form. Community involvement can of course start earlier than actual
translation with construct and instrument design for cultural sensitivity and
validity (Baker et al., 2010).

Community involvement in language for this type of research is a crucial
component in minority serving institutions and Hispanic  Serving
Institutions, as it builds on and develops community assets, and provides
equity and professional development for qualified bilingual employees.

Step 5. Committee review
Step 6. Translation review (according to committee feedback)
Step 7. Pilot testing and/or cognitive interviewing

Steps 5-7 are similar to those in TRAPD (Harkness, 2003; Harkness et al.,
2010), in Baker at al. (2010), and WHO recommendations. They differ in the
recommendation to include LEP individuals in Steps 5 and 6 in addition to
7. Community translators and interpreters can facilitate communication with
LEP individuals participating in Steps 5-7, as well as in Step 2.

To illustrate the types of changes effected by CBPR, consider one example
from the Oyendo Bien project described in Colina et al. (2017). The Hearing
Handicap Inventory for the Elderly-Screening Version (HHIE) (Lichtenstein
& Hazuda, 1998) includes the following question in English and in Spanish:

Does a hearing problem cause you to feel embarrassed when you
meet new people?

cEL problema auditivo (de no oir bien) le causa verguenza cuando
usted conoce por primera vez a las personas?

The Oyendo Bien translation process, more closely aligned with CBPR’,
used 'sLe da pena cuando conoce a personas por primera vez porque no oye
bien?’ instead. Among monolingual Mexican audiences in living in Nogales,
Arizona, along the Sonora-Arizona border, ‘le da pena’ is more commonly
used to convey the intended feeling, even though ‘pity’—the closest lexical
equivalent to 'pena’—is not part of the meaning in this context. The target
population is therefore more likely to identify with ‘le da pena’ because of its

9 The fully developed CBPT process was not available yet.
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Table 4. Steps of the CBPT process

1. Specification of translation requirements/instructions

2. Translator selection

3. Translation by qualified bilingual community members
a. Linguistic and translation skill assessment
b. Training (if needed)

4. Translation (review) by professional translators and researchers
a. Training in CBPR and functionalism

5. Committee review

o

Translation review
7. Pilot testing/cognitive interviewing

frequent use, rather the more literal dictionary equivalent, 'vergiienza’. Notice
also that the HHIE translation shows a closer structural parallel between the
English and Spanish versions.

As mentioned earlier, the novel contribution of CBPT lies in the
integration of community stakeholders early in the process, in alignment with
CBPR methodologies, and in the specification of a translation approach (i.c.
functionalism) (Steps 1-4). The CBPT multistep process is not intended for
all types of research or materials but specifically for CBPR materials, in an
effort to align the linguistic component of the research with the principles
of the community-based participatory framework. If multiple languages are
involved, the process should work mostly in parallel, each language following
Steps 1-7 separately. Some overlap and efficiencies are, however, possible;
for instance, the training in Steps 3b and 4a can be administered to all
team members, regardless of language. In Steps 5 and 6, we recommend
having at least one representative from the language/s not in focus, to include
their perspectives in the overall process. Table 4 presents an overview of the
multistep CBPT process.

The CBPT framework presented above, which incorporates bilingual
individuals as ad hoc translators, raises an important question of
implementation: how can research institutions develop the infrastructure and
capacity needed to effectively put this model into practice? Below we provide
some guidance on how to address this challenge.

Building capacity and developing infrastructure for CBPT

Building capacity and developing infrastructure for CBPT requires a
multi-pronged framework that: (i) establishes clear guidelines and protocols
for all processes (including the recruitment and training of qualified
bilinguals, translators and interpreters, etc...): (ii) develops and administers
training, and (iii) ensures ongoing support for quality assurance throughout
the translation process.

More specific ways to build capacity are the following:

1. Design and pilot a set of protocols to review qualifications of
bilinguals and require training when needed. The protocols
should be developed with translation studies expertise and
cost-effectiveness in mind.
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Table 5. Recommendations for building capacity for CBPT

Design and pilot protocols to review qualifications of bilinguals

Design and pilot a set of translation and interpreting protocols for translation and interpreting requesters
Develop a CBPT training and certification process for research administrators and research teams.
Develop a CBPT training and certification process for translators and interpreters

Create a network of CBPT-vetted, qualified individuals

SANESEE R ol

2. Design and pilot a set of translation and interpreting
protocols to guide researchers in need of translated materials.
The protocols should be developed with translation studies
expertise and cost-effectiveness in mind.

3. Develop a training and certification process that can be
offered to research administrators and research teams on how
to navigate the provision of quality non-English language
materials within a CBPT framework.

4. Develop a training and certification process that can be
offered to translators and interpreters to work within a CBPT
framework

5. Create a network of qualified bilinguals vetted to work with
CBPT experts and of community experts that research teams
can consult with.

Additionally, institutions will need to support the initiative, financially,
and non-financially through dissemination and facilitation. Non-financial
support can occur through existing research infrastructure, such as research
support and development services that should disseminate and facilitate
protocols, guidelines and training, such as those mentioned above. Research
hubs (in particular, those involved in CBPT) can be used to implement
the process and make it cost-effective. Centrally supported resources for all
university researchers can make translation methodologies more accessible,
economical, informed and consistent. Establishing and leveraging existing
networks of community partnerships and previously trained, qualified
individuals, especially in universities or other governmental institutions, is
crucial for the dissemination and recruitment of community experts and
bilinguals, especially when there are timeline or budget constraints. Financial
support can be institutional (e.g. through indirect cost recovery funds) or
grant based. Table 5 summarizes the recommendations presented for building

capacity for CBPT.
Conclusions

This article argued that CBPR would benefit from an explicit
methodology for the translation of materials for limited English proficient
individuals and from ensuring alignment with its research principles. By
methodology, we refer to both the procedures or processes employed and
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the approach to the translation of the text (i.e. how does a translator make
concrete translation decisions?). Studies tend to explain the translation
procedures used. However, rarely do they state how they approach the actual
process of converting the English text into the second language (i.e., what
guides the translation decisions, how are conflicting solutions resolved?).
Being explicit with respect to the translation approach is essential because:
(i) research has shown that translation approach can influence the translation
product (Colina et al., 2022); (ii) the approach and the assumptions about
translation goals provide guidelines against which to evaluate quality; (iii) an
explicit translation approach facilitates the alignment of expectations among
all stakeholders.

A CBPT methodology is proposed both for the production and the
evaluation of translated materials. CBPT is based on a functionalist
framework to translation and a process that trains and involves qualified
community translators early on in the translation; as such, it does not limit
participatory action to consultation (i.e. participation in panels), pilot testing
and cognitive debriefing. CBPT is shown to align well with the goals of
CBPR as an approach and a process. Finally, the article provides guidance on
how to build capacity and develop infrastructure for CBPT.
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