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Zrna a plevy: hodnoceni kvality vyzkumu zalozeného na
skupinovych diskusich
ZURNG337 Fokusni skupiny




O ¢em to dnes bude?

— Ukol z minula: reflexe ZZ
— O hodnoceni kvality vyzkumu (zejména kvalitativni)
— Techniky dosahovani kvality

— Tip na automatické kodovani dat FG v Atlasu.ti
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Reflexe vyzkumnych zprav

Klady Limity
— Doporuceni obsazena — Nepékné formatovani
— Vice cilovek (komparativni — Nekonzistentni prace s prezentaci vynatku
perspektiva) (nekteré v téle textu, nékteré samostatne)
/ L — Mozné precenovani spojitosti jevu s cilovou
Do rekrutaci zapojen insider skupinou (zacileni vyzkumu) ->
Prehledné vysledky stigmatizace?

Upraveno pro pohodiny tisk
Interpretace doplnena literaturou
Reflexe limitu

Perspektiva zameérena na konkrétni
oblast

Pristupny jzyk

— Mala inovativnost

— Neni uplné jasné, proC zrovna tato technika
sbéru dat

— Nejasna struktura jednotlivych FG

— Citace nekvalitné provazané s textem
(vécna x graficka ?)

— Mozné vyuziti fotografii na hrané etiky
(emocionalita, bez popiskl)?
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Kvalita vyzkumu

Obecné

— Postupna a intenzivni snaha o profesionalizaci, standardizaci,

transparentnost a ucelnost vedeckého provozu

— Ddraz na metriky védeckého vykonu (citovanost, poCty publikaci)
— Ddraz na metriky kvality (zebfi€ky univerzit, pracovist, odbornych ¢asopisu)

— Projevuje se i v mimoakademickém sektoru

— Hodnoceni produktivity a kvality provozu vyzkumného subjektu (agentura, neziskovka,
apod.)
Klient
Poskytovatel financovani (EU, ministerstva, donofi apod.)

— Hodnoceni ucelnosti a kvality poptavaného vyzkumu u klienta
Interni reporty a evaluace (vykonné slozky organizace, divize, interni analytické tymy)
Externi reporty a evaluace (externi auditor, poskytovatel financovani)
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Kvalita vyzkumu

Obecné

— To vSe vystavuje vyzkum drobnohledu z nékolika uhld
pohledu:

— Uzite€nost: jak kvalitni vystupy pfinasi? (evaluacni prezkum)
— Validita: pfesnost/spravnost vysledku?
— Reliabilita: spolehlivost/konzistentnost vysledku?
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Uzitecnost, validita, reliabilita

Byl vyzkum prinosny?

Kolika osobam pfinesl uzitek
/zasahl je?

Kolik prostfedkl bylo uSetfeno,
o kolik stoupla hodnota, prodej
apod., co bylo vytvoreno, Cemu
bylo zabranéno?

Opravdu jsou vysledky
dostate¢né soudrzné, ukazuje
,realné jevy?

Interni validita: Opravdu
zjistujeme to, co chceme?
Externi validita: Daji se vysledky
zobecnit?

Not Reliable Reliable

Not Valid

Valid

Jsou vysledky
konzistentni napric
meérenimi, casem,
populacemi, kontexty?




Validita, reliabilita
Kritika

— Vychazi z logiky pozitivismu: svét
zjednodusime na mechanismy, najdeme
vhodné méreni, aplikujeme, najdeme
vhodné méreni, zméfime spolehlivost

— Vhodné pro kvantitativni pfistupy
(experiment, survey)

— Jde o pozitivisticky imperialismus (nase
pravidla, pro vase pole)

— Hrozba marginalizace nékterych technik
(jen modni a nyni ,validni®)

— Neexistuje jedna objektivni realita, ale
mnoho intersubjektivnich realit

,ntervence” neni nezadouci, ale podminka
provadéni vyzkumu

Intersubjektivni vyznam se neda zkoumat
nahodnym vybérem

Ocekavat naprostou opakovatelnost a
stejnost mezi kontexty je naivni a
nebezpecné

Dvoji zavér na poli kvali vyzkumu:

— Je nutné vyuzivat jiné pojmy

Validita -> dlvéryhodnost, vérnost, legitimita, autenticita
Reliabilita -> konzistentnost, stabilita, pfenositelnost,

— Je mozné pouzit stavajici, ale pfistupovat k nim
jinak
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Stejneé a pritom jinak

— | kvalitativnimu vyzkumu jde o kvalitu

— Zakladem je sveédomitost, reflexivita a transparentnost

— Probiha v celém procesu vyzkumu

— LiSi se jen techniky k jejich dosahovani (navic ne nutne
vsechny)

— Vysledkem je zhodnoceni kvalit a limitu studie
— Uspé&3nost postupu pfi vytvareni a vysledku v podobé ,krajiny vyznamu®
(Reed)
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Techniky k dosazeni validity

Interpretace
— Validace Géastniky — Peer validace | |
— Konzultace celého procesu/klicovych &asti s jednim - Podobn’e, jen provadi odbornici Z?byVaﬂC' se
nebo nékolika &leny/kami cilové skupiny a/nebo podobnym tématem nebo alespon metodou
zadavatelem — Validace negativnim pfipadem:

— PredlozZeni dil€ich nebo kone¢nych vysledku ke
konzultaci nebo autorizaci
— Zabranuje chybam v zakazce a porozumeni,

— Systematicka snaha o zpochybrovani zaveéru
(jinymi kousky dat, literaturou)
— Vede k solidnéjSimu vysvétleni a porozumeni

neduvére > RSV
— Umozriuje vétsi diivéru, transparentnost, etiénost a kvalit i limitu
porozument , e — Triangulace
— Pozor v§ak na prolomeni anonymity a duvérnosti a el B o
problémy souvisejicimi se snahou zasahovat do — Vyuziti vice zdroju dat a analytickych sond
vyzkumu nebo ho problematizovat | — Duslednost v hranicich vykladu (tyka
Ucastnici/e nebo i zadavatel/ky mohou mit tendenci . o, . o
zpochybiiovat zéleZitosti, které jim nekonvenuji nebo jsou v se vSech, nebo ¢asti, proc?)

rozporu s jejich interpretaci.
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Techniky k dosazeni validity

Prenositelnost (zobecnitelnost)

— Rekrutace

— Vedena snahou o homogenitu nebo
heterogenitu?

— Interpretace
— Pomduze zejména literatura
— Lze se s vécné stejnou zalezitosti setkat
Vv jiném kontextu?
— Lze se s jinou zalezitosti setkat ve
stejném kontextu?
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Techniky k dosazeni reliability

Vyzkumu jako celku Datové analyzy a vysledku
— Transparentnost — Kdédovat ve vice osobach
— Co nejvice pro vSechny faze — Kd&ddovat svédomité a
— Reflexivita konzistentné
~ Neustale odstupovani a — Mit kédovaci knihu
sebezpochybnovani Soupis kodu
— Svédomitost Jejich podstata

Jejich osud (pro€ byly vytvoreny, jak se ménily)
— Kontrolovat shodu kdéderu/ek

— Opakované/pravidelné kédovani vzorku
dat
— Snaha dosahnout pfijatelné shody
postupu
Stejné véci stejnymi kody
Stejné véci ve stejném rozsahu I\II U I\I I

— Ve vSech fazich
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Techniky k dosazeni reliability

Datové analyzy a vysledku

— Techniky k dosahovani shody

koderek/U

— Subjektivni ,okometrické": debata o
kddech, procesu kodovani a vyznamu
kodu

— Relativni shoda: vypocCet ,tabulky® s
procentualnim podilem shodnych kodu.
Zavedené kritérium > 80 %

— Cohenovo Kappa: Koeficient shody
zohlednujici rozsah oblasti (hahodnou
shodu). Kritérium > 0,7-0,8 v poradku.
NaroCné na dosazeni i proces.

Umi i Atlas, viz:

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6

8muE8dg6LI

https://atlasti.com/research-
hub/measuring-inter-coder-agreement-
why-cohen-s-kappa-is-not-a-good-
choice
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Techniky k dosazeni validity a reliability

Checklist

STUDY PURPOSE

Study Purpose

Is the study purpose clearly stated?

Does the article title effectively capture the study
purpose?

Are focus group discussions the most effective
method for the study purpose?

Is the significance of the study clearly articulated?

Research Is the research question clear and focused?
Question Is the research question suitable for qualitative
research?
Are focus group discussions suitable to answer
the research question?
RESEARCH DESIGN
Theoretical Is the study embedded in a theoretical
Framework framework?

Study Design

Is the study design clearly identified?

Does the study design operationalize the
theoretical framework?

Are focus group discussions appropriate for the
study design?

Is the use of focus group discussions clearly justified?
Is the role of focus group discussions clear in a
mixed methods study design?

DATA COLLECTION

Context

Field Team

Participants

Is the study context sufficiently described?

Is the selection of study sites described?

Is it clear who collected the data and their
characteristics?

Are the moderator(s) characteristics described?
Was there a note-taker present at the focus groups?
Is training of the field team described?

Is the study population defined?

Was the study population segmented in any way?
Are the types of study participants recruited
appropriate for the study purpose?

Do they appear to be the most 'information rich’
sources on the topic?

Figure 5.1. Assessing focus group research.

Recruitment

Group Size,
Composition
& Number

Data
Callection

Research
Instrument

Are the inclusion/exclusion criteria made clear?
Is participant selection theoretically justified?

Is the process of participant recruitment
described in detail?

Are recruitment strategies relevant to the study
population?

Was participant recruitment iterative?

Is the size of focus groups appropriate? Are
particularly small/large groups justified?

Is group composition homogeneous? How was
this achieved?

Is the level of acquaintance between participants
indicated (e.g. strangers or acquaintances)?

Is the number of focus groups stated and
justified?

When were data collected?

Is there evidence of iterative data collection?
How was group interaction encouraged?

Is there evidence of responsive probing?

How was information saturation achieved/
determined?

Were focus groups held in a suitable location?
Is the context of data collection reflected?

Is an audit trail of data collection and analysis
evident?

Was a discussion guide used?

Does the discussion guide operationalize the
study objectives?

Are the topics or questions asked described? Are
they suitable for a group discussion?

Are questions open and designed to promote
discussion?

Are questions culturally appropriate for the study
population?

Is the number of questions appropriate?

Was the discussion guide piloted?

Was it translated and checked for accuracy?

Reflexivity

Ethics

Is there evidence of reflexivity during the
research process?

Do researchers reflect whether characteristics
of the moderator, group location or contextual
issues may have influenced data collection?
Was ethical approval received?

Are ethical issues adequately described?
How was the research explained to participants?
How was informed consent achieved?

How were anonymity and confidentiality of
participants protected?

How were risks to participants minimized?

DATA

Data
Recording

Data

Analysis

How were data recorded?

Were group discussions transcribed verbatim
andfor translated?

How were transcriptions/ translations checked for
accuracy?

Is there evidence of ‘thick’ data with depth,
breadth, context and nuance?

Does the data retain the "voices' of the
participants?

Is the analytic approach stated and appropriate?
Were data analyzed systematically?

Is the process of data analysis clearly described,
allowing the reader to see how analysis was
conducted and results were derived?

Is there adequate description of how codes and
concepts were derived from the data?

How was code development and coding of data
validated?

Is it clear whether data analysis was inductive?
How were study findings validated?

How was interpretation bias managed?

Was a theoretical framework used to guide data
analysis?

Are negative cases discussed and explained?

Figure 5.1. (Continued)

Figure 5.1. (Continued)

Limitations Are limitations of the data, method or study
described?
STUDY RESULTS
Clear & Are the study results described clearly?
Coherent Do the study results reflect the application of the
analytic approach stated?
Is there logical coherence between the methods,
results and study conclusions?
Do results respond effectively to study purpose
and research question?
Is it clear how data collection and analysis arrived
at the findings presented?
Structure Is there a clear and logical structure, argument or
central message conveyed?
Is there a clear distinction between presentation
of data and their interpretation?
Are results from different methods presented
effectively?
Is the data source of results indicated (if different
types of data are used)?
New Did new or unanticipated issues emerge from
Knowledge data?
Is sufficient context of findings presented to
determine their transferability?
Is the significance of the results made clear?
Variation Are a range of issues reported?
Are diverse views described?
Were effective comparisons made and reported?
Was group interaction evident in the study
results?
Depth & Are issues described in depth and detail? Are
Focus specific examples provided?

Are nuances of issues described?
Do results focus on responding to the research
question?

Figure 5.1. (Continued)
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Techniky k dosazeni validity a reliability

Checklist

Context Is the context of each issue described?

Do the recommendations consider the broader
socio-cultural or political context?

Can participants ‘voices’ be distinguished from
their interpretation by researchers?

Are study findings placed in the context of the
research literature on the topic?

Presentation | Are results presented appropriately within the
interpretive paradigm?

Are diagrams or visual displays of results effective?
Are results presented ethically?

Are quotations used effectively to support study
findings?

Are participants’ identities protected in reporting
of quotations?

Validity Have effective strategies been used to validate
data and its interpretation?

Are study findings effectively grounded in the data?
Are assertions made supported by the data?

Is there sufficient evidence presented to validate
findings?

DISCUSSION & CONCLUSION

Appropriate Are study implications clearly articulated?

Are the implications adequately supported by
study data?

Is the transferability of results appropriately
discussed?

Are conclusions based on the research evidence?
Is further research suggested?

Figure 5.1. (Continued)
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Atlas.ti (jeste jedna vychytavka)

Automatické kdédovani prepist FG

— Viz e e e e e et
https://doc.atlasti.com/Manual e
Win.vO/FocusGroups/FocusGr et L
oupDataGuidelines.html

g
Alex: I don't know, I'm the sort, I don't really struggle to make friends cos everyone tells me I've got a big mouth,

Tom: So is that how, is that how you met just, just through you striking up a conversation?

J
Deb: I'm trying to think exactly [laughs] | think that's what it was, we were both in the same research methods class ..
J

P
Tom: So is that how, is that how you met just, just through you striking up a conversation?

J
Deb: I'm trying to think exactly [laughs] | think that's what it was, we were both in the same research methods class ...
J

E\Iex: I don't know, I'm the sort, | don't really struggle to make friends cos everyone tells me I've got a big mouth,
and | don't stop talking [laughs] I don't know, I'm the sort, | don't really struggle to make friends cos everyone tells
me |'ve got a big mouth, and | don't stop talking [laughs] | don't know, I'm the sort, | don't really struggle to make
friends cos everyone tells me I've got a big mouth, and | don't stop talking [laughs] | don't know, I'm the sort, |
don't really struggle to make friends cos everyone tells me I've got a big mouth, and | don't stop talking [laughs] |
don't know, I'm the sort, | don't really struggle to make friends cos everyone tells me I've got a big mouth, and |

don't stop talking [laughs]

Deb: I'm trying to think exactly [laughs] | think that's what it was, we were both in the same research methods class ...
J

r
Tom: So is that how, is that how you met just, just through you striking up a conversation? So is that how, is that

how you met just, just through you striking up a conversation? So is that how, is that how you met just, just through

you striking up a conversation? So is that how, is that how you met just, just through you striking up a conversation?

J
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O cem to dnes bylo?

— O tom, ze ruzné ZZ maji ruzné klady a limity

— O tom, proc je dulezité uvazovat nad kvalitou vyzkumného usili
— Jak to udelat, aby byl nas vyzkum kvalitni

— Jak si uSetrit praci s kddovanim zakladnich informaci o

ucastnicich/icich

V prezentaci byly pouzity piktogramy pochazejici z platformy Flaticon, dékuji puvodcim Freepik, IYAHICON,

i MUNI
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Cokoliv dalsiho?

— Jak se vam dari s praci?
— Jak hodnotite kurz?
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