Multimedia Appendix 11- Interpretation of the obtained results from the Cohen Kappa
Definition of kappa is as follows:
𝑘=

𝑃(𝑎) − 𝑃(𝑒)
1 − 𝑃(𝑒)

where P(a) denotes the observed percentage of agreement, and P(e) denotes the probability of expected
agreement due to chance [1, 2]. Possible values for the Kappa coefficient ranges from -1 to 1, where 1
indicates complete agreement, 0 indicates completely random agreement, and -1 indicates complete
disagreement. Landis and Koch [3] provides more specific instruction on the obtained results from kappa:
0.0 to 0.2 indicates “slight agreement,” 0.21 to 0.40 indicates “fair agreement,” 0.41 to 0.60 indicates
“moderate agreement,” 0.61 to 0.80 indicates “substantial agreement,” and 0.81 to 1.0 indicates “almost
perfect” or “perfect agreement”. Low IAA means that the annotators found it difficult to agree on which
unit of analysis belonged to a theme and which did not. The theme may be interesting from the perspective
of qualitative analysis, but cautions needs to be taken when including the theme in the analysis of finding.
According to Hayes and Krippendorff, themes with 𝑘 less than 0.67 should be discounted from the
analysis, themes (variables) with 𝑘 between 0.67 and 0.80 should be tentatively used in the analysis, and
themes with 𝑘 above 0.80 can be used for the definite conclusion[4]. In contrary to this instruction, in
practice, themes with 𝑘 less than 0.67 is often retained in the conclusion of the studies. Taking into account
this instruction strongly depends on a study’s research question and methodology.
We used Cohen Kappa to compute the inter annotator agreement (IAA) for the project “attitudes to
antidepressants.” The obtained Kappa for this case study was 0.78, indicating a substantial agreement
between annotators.
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