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Focus groups in triangulation contexts

Introduction

There are numerous ways to combine focus groups with other methods in social sciences research. [START_REF] Morgan | Focus Groups as Qualitative Research[END_REF] proposed that focus groups can be used as a stand-alone method or in combination with other methods: as an exploratory tool or as a follow-up method. In these kinds of combinations, focus groups are conceived of as part of a sequential research design and their role is similar to their original use by Merton. Conducted ahead, focus groups permit the development of hypotheses to be tested in a survey or in an experiment [START_REF] Merton | The focussed interview and focus groups. Continuities and discontinuities[END_REF], or in order to find the relevant dimensions to ask for and the appropriate wording for a questionnaire (Hughes & Dumont, 2013). Conducted afterwards, focus groups can help to further interpret the data as for example, understanding experimental data that do not fit with the hypotheses [START_REF] Merton | The focussed interview and focus groups. Continuities and discontinuities[END_REF] or interpreting survey results [START_REF] Lucas | Starting smoking: girls' explanations of the influence of peers[END_REF]. In such research designs, focus groups provide a supplement to quantitative methods. During the 80s focus groups were used also as a stand-alone method in social sciences.

However, "a stand-alone method" does not mean that focus groups are necessarily used alone. In fact, focus groups as a stand-alone method can be combined with other methods, allowing for the adoption of a strong triangulation approach [START_REF] Flick | I can't prescribe something just because someone asks for it[END_REF]. In this chapter we will develop this point, which, in some aspects, seems to be underdeveloped in the literature. For example, for the period between 1995 and 2015, 18,177 publications containing the word "focus group" are indexed by the databases Psycinfo and Sociological Abstracts. But only 1% of them contain at least a reference to triangulation (and 5.74% of them contain the term "mixed methods"). While focus groups are quite often used in combination with other methods, this is not often conceptualized as part of a triangulation strategy.

The term "triangulation" refers, in this chapter, to the combination of different methods.

The notion was first proposed by [START_REF] Denzin | The research act[END_REF] as a strategy to validate results (with the idea that results which converge across methods are right). However, this perspective was criticized and replaced by the idea that each method constitutes the phenomenon under study in a specific way and that attention should be paid to the theoretical differences between methods [START_REF] Flick | Triangulation revisited: strategy of validation or alternative?[END_REF]. Thus, triangulation is perceived less as a strategy of validation than as an alternative to validation, allowing systematically for a broad and deep understanding of the phenomenon (see [START_REF] Denzin | Introduction. The discipline and practice of qualitative research[END_REF][START_REF] Flick | Triangulation revisited: strategy of validation or alternative?[END_REF]Flick, , 2007[START_REF] Flick | An introduction to qualitative research[END_REF]. In this context, divergent results are not considered as "wrong", but should be interpreted by reference to the theoretical perspectives underpinning the use of different methods. Methods can be applied either one after the other or in parallel, but all methods should be treated on an equal footing [START_REF] Flick | An introduction to qualitative research[END_REF]. For example, using explorative interviews in order to create a survey is not considered as triangulation, because both methods are not treated on an equal footing [START_REF] Flick | Triangulation[END_REF].

Thus, in a first part, we will characterize the specific way we consider focus groups -i.e. the theoretical background of this method, and consider the main differences between focus groups and individual interviewing. Then, we will provide some examples in order to illustrate how data from focus groups can enrich our understanding of the phenomenon under study, within a triangulation research design.

The aim of this chapter is to present one specific way to combine focus groups with other methods (through triangulation). This does not mean that we consider that other perspectives are not relevant; rather, in some situations, a sequential research design can be the one most appropriate to the objectives of a study.

Focus groups as a stand-alone method

Using group interactions for analyzing social construction of meaning

Focus groups can be considered as "a simulation of these routine but relatively inaccessible communicative contexts that can help us discover the processes by which meaning is socially constructed" (Lunt & Livingstone, 1996: 85). Defined in such a way, focus groups permit us to study how meanings, interpretations, and narratives are socially constructed during group interactions. Thus, group processes which influence the discourse are not 'biases' which should be controlled in order to capture opinions or attitudes and do not constitute a threat to the validity of data [START_REF] Markova | Dialogue in Focus Groups. Exploring Socially Shared Knowledge[END_REF]. In contrast to group interviews, during focus groups group interactions are explicitly viewed as research data [START_REF] Kitzinger | The methodology of focus groups: the importance of interaction between research participants[END_REF]. This makes them particularly relevant when it comes to studying social representations [START_REF] Lunt | Rethinking the focus groups in media and communications research[END_REF][START_REF] Kalampalikis | Les focus groups, lieux d'ancrages[END_REF]. Social representations can be defined both as content (images, metaphors, etc.) and as processes (elaboration, production, diffusion of shared knowledge -see Wagner, 1994). Social representation theory considers that groups construct their knowledge about an object during social interactions, amongst others through everyday communications [START_REF] Markova | Dialogue in Focus Groups. Exploring Socially Shared Knowledge[END_REF].

Focus groups are a methodological tool which provoke this specific kind of social interaction and, thus, enable the researcher to observe social interactions relating to a specific issue (the focus). Even if focus groups are not 'natural discussion', they allow social representations to be observed in the making, as if the researcher reproduces a "thinking society in miniature" [START_REF] Farr | Western and Hungarian representations of indidualism: a comparative study based on group discussions and social dilemmas[END_REF]. Therefore focus groups can significantly contribute to the study of social representations, as the method allows for answers with regard both to questions such as "what" a group thinks about? And "how" and "why" (i.e. the processes involved) a group thinks this way? [START_REF] Barbour | Doing focus groups[END_REF]. This makes focus groups a relevant methodological tool not only for studying social representations, but, more generally, for other theoretical approaches which endorse a social constructivist approach. In her work on analyzing focus group data, [START_REF] Barbour | Analyzing Focus Groups[END_REF] highlights that is important to analyze not just for content but by also paying attention to how the conversation in these groups is organized. She refers to [START_REF] Halkier | Focus groups as social enactments: integrating interaction and content in the analysis of focus group data[END_REF] who advocates employing some concepts from conversation analysis for understanding what is happening during the interaction.

By considering focus groups in this manner, it becomes evident that the group dynamic is also in itself data and that focus groups can be used as a stand-alone method. For example, they can facilitate the understanding of group norms as in the study by Kitzinger where a group of mothers agreed that they have "the right to know if another child in the play group had HIV " (1994: 110). Some assertions like "that's right", or "of course" underline assumptions about the existence of consent. Other group processes can be observed in focus groups (role of majority/minority, polarization, etc.) and this brings some authors to argue that focus groups can be viewed within the Lewinian tradition of group dynamics [START_REF] Markova | Dialogue in Focus Groups. Exploring Socially Shared Knowledge[END_REF][START_REF] Kalampalikis | Um instrumento de diagnóstico das representações sociais : o grupo focal[END_REF]. For example, focus groups were used in order to study how groups collectively cope with negative emotions in discussing responsibility for ecological problems [START_REF] Caillaud | How groups cope with collective responsibility for ecological problems: symbolic coping and collective emotions[END_REF]. Results highlight how groups change the level of social categorization, refer to stereotypes, and maintain a high consensus in order to feel less responsible for ecological problems and how this was related to a decrease in negative emotions. Considering the group dynamic as a result in itself, rather than a 'bias' which should be controlled for, focus groups, as a stand-alone method, are well-situated to contribute to a more social social psychology [START_REF] Greenwood | Individualism and the social in early american social psychology[END_REF].

But this also implies that data from focus groups should be explored by taking into account their specificity. In fact, it would be very frustrating for a researcher who attempted to use focus groups in order to capture individual 'attitudes', because, during focus groups, participants may change their minds, transform their opinions more than once, and hold different and often contradictory points of view in the course of the discussion [START_REF] Barbour | Doing focus groups[END_REF]. Thus, the use of focus groups as a stand-alone method should be compatible with the epistemological and theoretical frame of the study.

Moreover, data obtained via focus groups are very different in nature to those obtained through individual interviews or surveys, as they are characterized by a particular group dynamic. Comparing results obtained in individual interviews and focus groups will illustrate this point and will allow us to engage in a better understanding of potential triangulation strategies.

A specific context of meaning production: comparing focus groups and individual interviews

Focus groups are sometimes used in research designs which combine different methods (e.g. individual interviews and focus groups) without considering the particular properties of focus groups in comparison to other methods. In some cases (see for example Campbell, Foulis, Maimane & Sibiya, 2005 or Kingsnorth, Lacombe-Duncan, Keilty, Bruce-Barrett & Cohen, 2013), results from individual interviews and from focus groups may not even be differentiated: the main themes evoked by participants in both contexts may be presented together. This may be consistent with the specific aims of certain explorative studies and it may be a workable strategy for presenting results while respecting the permitted word counts of journal or report formats. However lack of differentiation may be confusing for the reader. This is not to say that during individual interviews answers are less framed by social influence; rather that the social context in which discourse occurs is different [START_REF] Lunt | Rethinking the focus groups in media and communications research[END_REF]. The relationship between the interviewer and the interviewee determines the way the interviewee constructs his/her discourse and both actors contribute (of course, in different ways) to the construction of meaning [START_REF] Holstein | The active interview[END_REF][START_REF] Haas | La relation à l'autre comme condition à l'entretien[END_REF]Kvale, 2007). Thus the analysis should consider how the specific context of the interview (place, time, etc.) and the relationship between both actors have contributed to the data obtained. The same is true for focus groups (Green & Harth, 1999): the analysis should take into account the context of the discussion and how the group dynamic contributes to the results. Nevertheless, the social context in which discourse is produced during individual interviews and focus groups is qualitatively different: during focus groups participants comment on each others' points of view, they may challenge themselves, manifest disagreement or ambivalence, and they debate [START_REF] Kidd | Getting the focus and the group: enhancing analytical rigor in focus groups research[END_REF]. In contrast, during individual interviews, the interviewee addresses his/her discourse to an interviewer who manifests empathy (Kvale, 2007). The role of the moderator and interviewer is very different.

In focus groups, the role of the moderator is certainly to maintain the focus of the discussion [START_REF] Orfali | Analogies in focus groups: from the victim to the murderer and from the murderer to the victim[END_REF][START_REF] Kitzinger | Qu'est-ce que les focus groups?[END_REF]) but also to support the exchange among participants, to encourage both cohesion and confrontation of opinions within the group [START_REF] Acocella | The focus groups in social research: advantages and disadvantages[END_REF]. Thus, moderator interventions tend to be rare especially at the beginning of the discussion [START_REF] Kitzinger | The methodology of focus groups: the importance of interaction between research participants[END_REF], in order to facilitate discussion and to avoid the session turning into a group interview (characterized by dialogue between the moderator and the group - Watts & Ebbutt, 1987;[START_REF] Acocella | The focus groups in social research: advantages and disadvantages[END_REF]. While, in both contexts, the meaning is co-constructed during social interaction, this is different for each method and data should not be confounded when presenting the results. Different examples can actually illustrate the ways in which focus groups and individual interviews reveal different kinds of data.

For example, [START_REF] Michell | Combining Focus Groups and interviews: telling how it is; telling how it feels[END_REF] reported differences in the results obtained during individual interviews and focus groups with regard to young people's experiences of their social world, and -more specifically -concerning the 'pecking order' between girls, enabling the research to observe how this was expressed and maintained in the groups. However, in individual interviews, the girls could report their experiences as victims of this hierarchic order and reveal their ideas about factors contributing to the status of victim in peer groups (e.g. lack of money, difficult familial relationships). Thus the author claims that the sole use of focus groups is not adequate in all circumstances. We are tempted to add that the contrary is true too: individual interviews should not be used alone in all circumstances. During focus groups, the researcher gained insight into the social dynamic of the peer group, which the individual interviews do not permit. The comparison proposed by [START_REF] Michell | Combining Focus Groups and interviews: telling how it is; telling how it feels[END_REF] is a qualitative one. Systematic and statistical comparisons between interview and focus groups data also support this conclusion (Kaplowitz and Hoehn, 2000): data obtained are different and complementary. [START_REF] Lambert | Combining individual interviews and focus groups to enhance data richness[END_REF] report on their experience by using focus groups and interviews in a study about information-seeking behavior in cancer. At the beginning of the research, the methods were combined for pragmatic reasons: participants who could not participate in focus groups were invited to take part in an interview, and vice-versa. As the research proceeded, it became apparent that different types of data were generated, depending on the context of interviewing. Thus, participants in individual interviews provided more detail about the decision-making process (narration of antecedents that motivated a behaviour) whereas during focus groups, participants described the contextual factors that might have been involved (such as the role of the oncologist). In the course of the study, the researchers decided to further exploit these differences. Also systematic comparisons of data obtained using each method highlight the capacity of focus groups to illuminate the way in which groups, through social interactions, construct meanings. The debate, thus, is not about determining which kind of data is more valid; rather it is to understand which methods to use in which context and for which specific research aim: "To increase the rigour of method combination, consideration should be given to the correspondence of the study aims with the data collection methods, and the epistemological assumptions of each method and their compatibility" (Lambert & Loiselle, 2008: 231).

Planning focus groups, analyzing and interpreting focus groups data within triangulation designs

In the previously mentioned studies, individual interviews and focus groups are often planned without giving consideration to the specificity of each method. For example, the same interview guide may be used both for focus groups and individual interviews. Results are compared but the researchers do not refer to the theoretical background of each method in order to interpret the different results obtained with each method. The concept of triangulation [START_REF] Flick | Triangulation revisited: strategy of validation or alternative?[END_REF][START_REF] Flick | I can't prescribe something just because someone asks for it[END_REF], supporting the reflexive development of the research design, can help in planning studies combining focus groups (as a stand-alone-method) with other methods. In order to fully appreciate the potential of each method, and to obtain the full advantages afforded by the combination of methods, the strategy of triangulation offers a thought-provoking framework for planning the research design, adapting tools (e.g. the interview guide) developing analysis strategies and supporting the interpretation of data.

In the next section we will review three separate studies, which each adopted a triangulation approach, combining focus groups with other methods. All adopt the theoretical framework of social representations (Moscovici, 2001). For each example, we outline the specific research aims underpinning the use of focus groups, how they were planned and analyzed in order to fulfill their aims, and, finally, how the use of focus groups within a triangulation strategy enables a ripe understanding of the object under study.

Focus Groups for capturing the point of view of specific actors

The aim of the first study [START_REF] Pearce | A social psychological approach to understanding moral panic[END_REF] was to examine how a social psychological approach can promote the understanding of "moral panic" concerning the issue of asylum seekers in the UK. The authors analyze the social representations of "asylum seekers" and issues of social identity that are at play in this context in order to understand the widespread invocation of moral panic. Three methods are used in this research: a media analysis (in order to understand how the UK national press covers asylum); individual interviews with people who have sought asylum; and focus groups with members of the "host community". In this research, triangulation seeks to understand how the different social actors (media, members of the community, asylum seekers) approach the issue of asylum, and how they create, transform and react to the moral panic. Concerning, more specifically, the focus groups, these were used in order to explore how the community members collectively make sense of the issue of asylum. Eight focus groups were conducted with naturally-occurring groups. The interview guide contains questions about participants' understanding of the term "asylum seekers", public opinion, perceptions of media coverage, and whether asylum seekers can become "British". Each dataset was analyzed separately and the authors carried out a thematic analysis, comparing the results arising from the three datasets.

While core elements of social representations appeared in all data sources, some peripheral elements varied. For example, in all datasets the theme of the economic threat was present; however the idea that asylum seekers can "take our jobs" was found only in the focus groups. Thus, the representations originated in the media, as participants who had no direct experience with asylum seekers repeatedly call up the same representations in their discourse, but these representations are subject to transformations by the community (e.g. the theme "economic threat" which is present in media representations is expanded in group discussions to cover the idea that "they take our jobs"). Moreover, individual interviews furnish evidence that people who have sought asylum are aware of these negative representations and do not identify with the group of "asylum seekers". They adopt social mobility strategies (such as successful integration, contesting negative representations, etc.). Thus, in this study, each method accesses a specific point of view on the same object (asylum). The results from the focus groups allow the researchers to understand how community members familiarize and transform representations from the media during social interactions.

Focus groups for capturing a specific dimension of social representations

In the first example, each method gives access to the point of view of different social actors. The second example used triangulation in order to capture the different modes in which social representations are embodied. In fact, social representations are created, circulated and transformed in different modes: habitual behaviour, individual cognition, informal and formal communication [START_REF] Bauer | Towards a paradigm for research on social representations[END_REF][START_REF] Kvale | Doing interviews[END_REF]. Thus, we planned our research design based on triangulation in order to capture some different dimensions of social representations. This forms part of a broader study conducted in France and in Germany about social representations of ecology and ecological practices. Climate change was used as an example, as it is a typical ecological issue.

Most of the time we become aware about ecological issues only indirectly -i.e. through the media discourse. Thus we analyzed how the United Nations climate conference held in Bali was presented in the main daily newspapers in both countries (N articles =250) and how the media discourse (formal communication) contribute to the construction of social representations of climate change (Caillaud, Kalampalikis, Flick, 2012). We used it in order to access the culture-specific core of social representations, the part of "objective culture" which circulates in each country and which should be complemented by an analysis of the "subjective culture" (e.g. individual based data) [START_REF] Sommer | Social representations and media communications[END_REF].

Thus, episodic interviews [START_REF] Flick | An introduction to qualitative research[END_REF] were conducted with French respondents (N=18) and German respondents (N=23) in order to investigate everyday knowledge about climate change (the mode of individual cognitions). Interviewees were asked about the causes and consequences of climate change and they were invited to speculate as to how they think climate change will evolve (imagination about the future). Another part of the interview guide was specifically concerned with everyday practices (e.g. recycling, saving energy, etc.). These interviews were analyzed through a process of thematic encoding inspired by Strauss (1990) and further developed by Flick (1996Flick ( , 2007) ) for the purpose of comparative studies.

Additionally, we conducted ten focus groups (6 in Germany and 4 in France). Some of the participants had previously taken part in interviews. These focus groups were used in order to analyse how social knowledge is constructed and transformed during group interactions and informal communications. They sought to grasp social representations in the making. After a short discussion about images representing nature, we asked participants to comment on a world map showing the countries producing the most greenhouse gas and the evolution of this production since 1990. The moderator invited the group to discuss this map by asking "what do you think about this map?" Some follow-up questions were integrated into the question guide in order to encourage participants to discuss more specific issues. Thus, we this part of the discussion, the moderator asked the group to list their daily ecological practices and to evaluate their efficiency on a four point scale. The moderator made clear that the discussion about the efficiency of ecological practices was what was important, rather than reaching a consensus. The analysis was developed in order to understand how social representations are constructed and transformed during group interactions: thus focus group transcripts were coded using an iterative process, by combining the content of the discussion (themes) and the group dynamic (consensus, debate, laughing, etc.) into a dialogical unit in order to highlight patterns followed by the groups (Caillaud & Kalamplikis, 2013). Figure 1 illustrates the triangulation strategy developed in this research design.

Two main findings are relevant for the purpose of this chapter. The first one is a difference we observed between the discourse produced in focus groups and in individual interviews. During individual interviews both French and Germans admitted that they did not know a lot about climate change and that they were not sure how to correctly explain its causes and consequences. In France, this lack of knowledge was admitted during focus group discussions and the theme was even the subject of jokes: Here the group dynamic underlines that this lack of knowledge recognized during individual interviews is socially accepted and something that it is possible to laugh about. In Germany, while, during individual interviews participants recognized their lack of knowledge, this ignorance was not a theme discussed during focus groups. On the contrary, participants comment on the map in a way that allowed them to claim to be "experts": FGG5 F: And Brasilia should probably appear here. Because their greenhouse gas production is not very far away from France or Great-Britain. Ach: it's possible yes F: I don't know why they are missing right now, in regard to their greenhouse gas production, they are not very lower. M: so also actually there should be an indication for South America and Africa, even if they are not on the top 10, in order to have a reference, such an information would be necessary as it is a global problem This excerpt illustrates how the different participants criticized the map and positioned themselves as individuals who knew how to talk about climate change. This contradicted the findings from individual interviews. From a triangulation perspective (i.e. by referring to the theoretical backgrounds of each method), we interpret this discrepancy as signifying that, in Germany, it is not acceptable to affirm one's ignorance on this theme in front of peers, while, in France, it is acceptable to acknowledge this ignorance. This interpretation is also supported by the result of the press analysis: in Germany, climate change is presented as a moral problem for the whole of humanity (which already has consequences in Germany and, thus, concerns everybody). In France, by contrast, climate change is presented as a political and economic issue that is quite distant (consequences are presented as predominantly concerning poor countries). Also, focus groups allowed us to understand the normative function of knowledge about climate change: in Germany it is a theme you should know how to talk, but this is not the case in France. What if our research design had been based only on one method? Without individual interviews, we would have interpreted the differences between French and German discourse as signaling a better familiarization with climate change in Germany. Without focus groups, we would have simply concluded that participants from both countries acknowledge their ignorance.

The second example from this study concerns the discourse about ecological practices.

Both during interviews and focus groups, participants outlined the central paradox of ecological practices: they are efficient only if everybody follows them. During individual interviews, French and German interviewees, appealed to the 'obviousness' of these practices ("it's like doing the housework"). When asked to narrate how they began to enact these practices, they explained that they are inherited from their parents or arise from a process of continuous reflection. These habits from the past serve to legitimate of these practices in individual interviews. During focus groups, the same practices are legitimated via a different route: when debating efficiency, participants considered that practices were efficient if the majority of the group followed them, and this became the criterion that legitimated their practices (there was no reference made to scientific arguments). Moreover, participants did not evoke habits from the past as they did during individual interviews. But their discourse constructed ecological practices as a way to act in altruistic mode (i.e. for future generations in Germany) or as a way to express one's own political values (i.e. changing the actual economic system in France). Thus ecological practices were legitimized through different modes, depending on whether they are presented in individual interviews or in focus groups: in the context of individual interviews, ecological practices were legitimized by reference to past habits and their alleged 'obviousness'. In the context of focus groups, where participants had social support from peers, ecological practices were legitimized by reference to a social project for the future (future generations, a new society). Also, in a triangulation perspective, the different findings outlined the complex function of ecological practices which embodied both past habits and a project for the future. Focus groups, as they favour the making of social comparisons, interactions and a co-construction of meaning, allowed participants to explore a dimension absent from individual interviews, as it requires social support in order to be viewed as relevant.

Focus Groups for feeding back results from interviews

In both previous examples, focus groups were conducted in parallel with other methods.

The following example involves a study of professionals' concepts of health and ageing [START_REF] Flick | Health in the context of being old -representations held by health professionals[END_REF]. The research questions were: How is an orientation towards health and health promotion taken up in day-to-day practices of general practitioners and home care nurses, or more concretely: Which health concepts do doctors and nurses have? Which dimensions of health concepts are relevant for their professional work in health care? Which relevance do they attribute to their own subjective health concept for their own professional practices?

Here focus groups are used as in a second step, but still within a triangulation perspective.

We first conducted episodic interviews with nurses and general practitioners about their experiences and practices. As the second step, we fed back selected results from the one-toone interviews and discussed them in focus groups, consisting of participants who had already taken part in the interviews. We convened the focus groups in the two German cities where the study took place and held separate groups for physicians and nurses. A main topic was the relevance of the health concepts we found for the participants' professional practices and a discussion of the consequences that should be drawn from them on how to plan these practices. The aim is to advance a transfer of the results into the health system and its practices. For opening the discussion, we chose the barriers against prevention, health promotion and a stronger orientation towards health in the participants' own medical or nursing practice, which had been mentioned in the interviews. These had been located on the side of the patients, of the professionals (see below) and of the health system. We asked the participants to discuss the findings and then to discuss 'Do you have any suggestions for how to overcome the barriers?' At the same time we collected new data in these focus groups. In this study we applied what Morgan (1988, p. 11) sees as one central use of focus groups: "getting participants' interpretations of results from earlier studies".

In our focus groups, we could not feed back the whole range of our findings from the interviews due to time and capacity reasons. In order to stimulate discussion, we chose to focus on the barriers against prevention, against health promotion and against taking a stronger orientation towards health in what the participants do in their own medical or nursing practice, which had been mentioned in the interviews. In moderating the groups, we followed the following steps:  Stimulation. In the beginning, the research project was briefly presented and the methods were described. Then selected results were presented that referred to the doctors' and nurses' attitudes towards prevention for older people and how to realize this.

 Presentation of the barriers. In the next step, we presented the barriers mentioned in the interviews from the viewpoint of patients, of professionals and those that were a product of the health system. Sometimes, for example, relatives ("interfering with care" and "making professional care impossible") were identified as presenting problems and physical surroundings (not something anticipated) had been perceived as barriers. The following list includes a selection of barriers mentioned by patients and professionals and which were used to stimulate discussion in the focus groups:

The outcomes from these sessions are outlined with reference to the ranking exercise carried out, discussion prompts and overall results.

 Ranking. After answering questions for a better understanding, we asked the participants of the focus groups to rank the barriers. By nominating the three barriers they individually felt to be the most important ones using flip charts and cards, we produced a ranking for each group. This result was taken as a starting point for the following discussion of how to solve these problems.

 Discussion. As a stimulus for the discussion of the findings, we used the questions 'Do you find your position represented in the result? What is missing for you?' The discussion about solutions to the problems mentioned here was initiated with the question 'Do you have any suggestions for how to overcome the barriers?'  Results. At the end of the session, the main results of the discussion were noted on cards, then documented as a commonly produced result on a flip chart and finally validated with the group.

Barriers against prevention

On the patients' side

On the professionals' side In the discussion, the general practitioners located in their clientele problems with regard to achieving prevention in their work, suggesting that patients come to the surgery for treatment for a disease or symptoms rather than being open to suggestions as to how to stay healthy. General practitioners acknowledged that, as practitioners, they earn their money from treating patients' diseases and not from promoting their health. They, therefore, saw their role as involving healing rather than as preventing.

A nurse mentioned that she sees age as a barrier only in connection with resistance and inconsistency, but that this was something that could be overcome: Focus groups, as an additional methodological step, allowed the participants to evaluate, comment and criticize the results from the interviews. This produced additional results at a different levelrevolving around group interaction instead of single interviews. In addition to interviews and focus groups, other materials (curricula and journals) were analyzed in the study.

Conclusion

In this chapter, we have explained how focus groups, as a stand-alone method, can be articulated with other methods as part of a triangulation strategy. Thus, we argue that the theoretical background of each method has to be reflected upon, in order to meaningfully interpret divergent results. In the cited examples, focus groups were used as a methodological tool which enables the researcher to observe and analyze the social construction of meaning, referring to a Lewinian tradition of the group dynamic. In this context, social interactions are not 'biases' for which we should control; rather they are part of the results and should be analyzed too. When used in a triangulation context, focus groups can, thus, help the researcher to access a deeper understanding of the phenomenon, by furnishing results on social interactions and on the way they participate to meaning construction. This goes handin-hand with reflective planning and analyzing of focus groups. In fact, using the same interview guide for individual interviews and focus groups fails to recognize and take advantage of the full potential of focus groups. Rather, we have to plan for focus groups by considering their specificities and, thus, structuring the discussion and proposing methods of analysis in order to capitalize on this potential [START_REF] Markova | Dialogue in Focus Groups. Exploring Socially Shared Knowledge[END_REF][START_REF] Halkier | Focus groups as social enactments: integrating interaction and content in the analysis of focus group data[END_REF][START_REF] Caillaud | Focus groups and ecological practices: a psychosocial approach[END_REF][START_REF] Barbour | Analyzing Focus Groups[END_REF] and in order to fully engage with the triangulation of methods. The example presented here illustrate how focus groups can successfully be used as part of a triangulation approach, in order to gain insights into different dimensions of the same object (e.g. social representations of ecology), in order to understand the specific role played by social actors in a phenomenon (e.g. the diffusion of moral panic) or in order to elicit participants' interpretations of results from earlier studies (e.g. the relevance of health concepts).

The examples referred to here rely on a triangulation research design using individual interviews and FG. However, it is possible to imagine other combinations. For example, in research conducted in France (in collaboration with Valérie Haas), we examined whether and how the new legal definition of disability re-organized, or impacted on the way professionals conceptualize disability and the role of the psychologist in the evaluation of disabilities. This new definition departed from the old biomedical evaluation of disability to favour a new global evaluation (including the person, the social and material environment, etc.) We conducted focus groups with multidisciplinary teams (psychologists, doctors, social worker, teachers, etc.) whose work is to propose the best care package for a person with disabilities.

Participants were invited to debate about a fictitious and dilemmatic case (where medical elements contradicted psychological elements). We also conducted an online survey, which addresses similar questions and the different professionals were asked to answer individually.

The interesting thing is that, during focus group discussions, the teams constructed a rather coherent representation on the role of the psychologist, in accordance with the way they represent disabilities. The different results arising from a triangulation exercise, and identified via questionnaire and focus groups are thought-provoking: while team members are able to elaborate a coherent evaluation of a specific case, but when looked at individually, they vacillate between the old and the new definitions of disability.

Finally we wish to suggest that focus groups can also be usefully combined with experimental studies and that this afford a strong triangulation research design. Mostly these methods are used in a sequential research design (e.g. [START_REF] Debucquet | Perception of oyster-based products by french consumers. The effect of processing and role of social representations[END_REF]. A student from a seminar in Lyon proposed an experiment investigating how children (girls and boys) accept counter-stereotypical behaviours in stories depending on the way the hero is depicted (i.e. whether alone or with peers). She proposed to use focus groups in order to explore how these counter-stereotypical behaviours are accepted when children are with their peers (and not "alone" with the experimenter). Focus groups could tap into and elucidate collective strategies elaborated by a group in relation to the depicted behaviours, allowing researchers to observe how social norms frame the discourse, how the group interactions maintain (or challenge) the stereotypes, etc. Thus, it is possible to combine qualitative and quantitative methods in a triangulation strategy [START_REF] Flick | I can't prescribe something just because someone asks for it[END_REF] if we recognize that qualitative and quantitative approaches do not necessarily refer to different and incompatible epistemologies or paradigms [START_REF] Kelle | Qualitative and quantitative methods: not in opposition[END_REF][START_REF] Kelle | Combining qualitative and quantitative methods in research practice: purposes and advantages[END_REF]Mac Grath & Johnson, 2003).

  asked them: what do you feel astonished about? and why? what did you expect? In your opinion what are the reasons for the differences between countries? According to you, what are the causes of climate change? What are the consequences? What are the solutions? After

  FGF1 J : there are other green-house gases but CO2 is nearly 80% Ch : Sabine (moderator) what are the other gases ? J : Sabine does not say anything, she does not help us (they are laughing) she leaves us ignorant Ch : And how, yeah she mocks us S : I wanted to revise before she arrived but I had no time (she laughs)