Using the ICECAP capability measures in non UK/English-speaking
contexts

The ICECAP measures were developed through qualitative research with the UK general
population. As a result, both the concepts covered by the ICECAP measures and the
language used is appropriate for the UK, but may require adaptation for other contexts.

Non-English speaking contexts

1. Before embarking on a translation, researchers should formally consider whether the
attributes (items) of the measure have face/content validity for the new setting/context in
which the measure will be used. This may, for example involve some piloting work to
establish that the attributes cover the key domains of wellbeing for the relevant population.
If this is not the case our recommendation would be that primary qualitative work is
conducted to generate appropriate attributes.

2. If the measure does have face/content validity, the measure should be translated using
forward-backward translation. These two steps should be conducted by two different bi-
lingual individuals.

3. Other validity studies should be undertaken. This may include, for example: (i) the use of
bilingual individuals to complete measures in both languages; (ii) the use of think-aloud
approaches to identify any problems with language or meaning; (iii) the use of quantitative
studies comparing the measure with other indicators.

4. The back translation should be forwarded to the central ICECAP team for checking of
appropriate equivalence of meaning.

5. Following approval, the translated version should be placed on the ICECAP website in due
course for use by other researchers.

6. In terms of scoring the measure, a judgement must be made as to whether to apply the
UK index values (representing the average value of the capability states to UK citizens), or
develop a bespoke set of index values.

English speaking contexts

7. In English speaking contexts outside the UK, it is still important to check that the
attributes have face/content validity and that the terminology used in the measure is
appropriate. In addition to some piloting work to check that the attributes are conceptually
relevant, researchers may also wish to consider piloting the terminology used in the
guestionnaire. In particular researchers may wish to pay attention to respondents’
understandings of the capability terminology and the ordering of the levels.

8. Where attributes or terminology are not seen as relevant we would recommend
conducting primary qualitative research to generate an appropriate descriptive system for
the local context. Steps 3 to 5, outlined above, should then also be carried out.



9. Even if no changes are made to the descriptive system for the measure, a judgement
must be made as to whether to apply the UK index values (representing the average value
of the attributes to UK citizens), or develop a bespoke set of index values.
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