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Abstract

Although researchers have long employed videoconferencing, the technology became particularly popular during the “physical

distancing” measures observed during the COVID-19 pandemic, which limited social interactions and thus curtailed in-person

qualitative interviews. This interview method may grow due to the increasing digitization of researchers’ and participants’

environments. While there is abundant literature on videoconferencing and its use in qualitative research, the result of the

analyses remains scattered and lacks a unified framework to capture how researchers have covered the topic. By adopting a

systematic approach, this article provides an integrative review of research conducted over the past 25 years. The result is

an integrative framework that summarizes knowledge about the strengths and weaknesses of videoconferencing and provides

practical guidance for researchers embarking on research projects using this tool.
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The Joys and Challenges of Videoconferencing in Research 

Interviews: An Integrative Review 

 

Although field observation has generally been understood to require the researcher’s 

physical presence on the site (Howlett, 2021), different methodological options are now 

available for organizing data collection (O’Connor & Madge, 2017; Redlich-Amirav & 

Higginbottom, 2014). Among these, online research methods have become increasingly 

popular in the past 25 years as the range of available tools has expanded (Archibald et al., 

2019). The first such tools emerged in the second half of the 1990s, shortly after Netscape was 

introduced in 1995 as the first web browser to incorporate images and sound (Berners-Lee & 

Fischetti, 1999). Subsequently, Hotmail appeared in 1996 as the first free public email service. 

In the mid-2000s, social media entered the Internet landscape, with Facebook, YouTube, and 

Twitter becoming available in 2004, 2005, and 2006, respectively (Snelson, 2016). These 

interactive media (and the many others now available) have bolstered the rise of the Internet as 

a place for interaction and exchange between researchers and participants. The Internet has 

thus been mobilized in several disciplines to answer qualitative observational questions 

(Howlett, 2021). Researchers have mobilized various alternatives such as virtual ethnography1 

or “Netnography” (Schiek & Ullrich, 2019; Kozinets, 2009), email (Fritz & Vandermause, 

2018), chat or instant messaging interviews (Chen & Neo, 2019; O’Connor & Madge, 2017), 

and videoconferencing (Gray et al., 2020; Archibald et al., 2019).  

This article focuses on videoconferencing as an alternative to traditional in-person 

(face-to-face) interviews. Videoconferencing is an audio-visual technology that allows for 

 
1 Videoconferencing should be distinguished from virtual ethnography, where researchers immerse themselves in the daily 
lives of Internet users, for example, among users of a forum, or, generally speaking, by observation on social networks 
(Dewalt & Dewalt, 2011). 
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“real-time communication with geographically distant interlocutors via computers, tablets, or 

mobile devices” (Archibal et al., 2019). Although researchers have long employed 

videoconferencing, this technology has become particularly popular during the “physical 

distancing” (WHO, 2020) measures observed during the COVID-19 pandemic, which limited 

social interactions and thus curtailed face-to-face, qualitative interviews (Rahman et al., 2021). 

Thus, many researchers were driven to move toward a “socially distant” mode of data 

collection to continue their work (Lobe, 2020; Teti et al., 2020). Researchers have had to learn 

to use videoconferencing, which previously tended to be ignored or presented as a “second 

best” alternative to traditional interviews (Gray et al., 2020). Also, beyond the constraints posed 

by the COVID-19 pandemic, it seems likely that this mode of interviewing will increase in the 

future. Indeed, the process of digital transformation, which is already well entrenched in many 

societies (Hanelt et al., 2021), seems to augur that the lives of researchers and their participants 

will evolve in an increasingly digital context (Nowicka, 2006).  

Beyond the research world, videoconferencing is increasingly being used in many 

private and professional spheres of contemporary societies. Also, the introduction of online 

research methods such as videoconferencing is proving relevant for interacting with 

participants dispersed across vast digital spaces with porous spatial and temporal boundaries 

(Hausberg et al., 2019). However, such methods imply profound changes in data collection 

processes, data analysis, and, most importantly, how the relationship between the researcher 

and the participants is developed and structured (LeBaron et al., 2018; Graffigna & Bosio, 

2006). In this respect, while there is abundant and diverse literature reporting on researchers’ 

experiences using videoconferencing, the results of the analyses remain dispersed and lack an 

integrative framework to capture how researchers have covered the issue (Post et al., 2020). 

However, such a framework could offer practical guidance to researchers interested in 

engaging in a particular research project via videoconferencing. This article aims to fill this 
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gap in the literature and take stock of and structure existing knowledge in this area to identify 

the main trends by integrating and highlighting the hitherto scattered literature. The value of 

our study lies in the desire to explore the potential of videoconferencing compared to traditional 

face-to-face interviews and identify the points of vigilance and possible solutions to circumvent 

or reduce them. The study taken contributes to the vast field of qualitative research methods by 

providing a basis for researchers and, to varying degrees, practitioners who use 

videoconferencing.   

In the first section of this paper, we describe our research methodology, including the 

methods of identifying documents in the databases; the evaluation of the documents included 

in the analysis, taking into account our research objectives; and, finally, the content analysis of 

the selected works. In the second section, we present the results of the content analysis, 

emphasizing the advantages and points of vigilance attributed to the use of videoconferencing. 

Finally, in the conclusion, we assess the contributions of this article. 

 

METHODOLOGY 

We have chosen an integrative review (Hopia et al., 2016; Whittemore & Knafl, 2005) 

as the analytical method for reviewing existing works on videoconferencing. By definition, an 

integrative review identifies, analyzes, and synthesizes research findings related to an area of 

interest (Post et al., 2020). Although there are many alternative methods for organizing a 

systematic literature review (Petticrew & Roberts, 2008), such as a meta-analysis (Cooper, 

2010) or meta-synthesis (Sandelowski & Barroso, 2007), the integrative review is more 

relevant because it offers a much broader analysis perspective (Souza et al., 2010). An 

integrative review allows us to include experimental and non-experimental studies in the 

analysis and combine empirical and theoretical articles to fully understand the phenomenon 

being analyzed (Whittemore & Knafl, 2005). The approach, however, involves manipulating 
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“a large and varied repertoire of data” (Whittemore & Knafl, 2005, p. 547) while maintaining 

rigor in the process. In this regard, the presentation and explanation of this research process are 

crucial to legitimizing such an approach (Torraco, 2016). The guidelines for conducting an 

integrative review consist of five major steps: (1) identification of the problem to be analyzed, 

(2) a literature review, (3) an assessment of the literature, (4) data analysis, and (5) a 

presentation of results (Christmals & Gross, 2017; Whittemore & Knafl, 2005).  

Beyond step (1), which originated with our desire to explore the validity and 

practicalities of videoconferencing as a data collection mode,2 steps (2), (3), and (4) are 

summarized in the following discussion. A separate section dedicated to step (5) is presented 

thereafter.   

Scientific papers were identified using a multi-source search tool, Exlibris Summon, 

offered by our home institution. This tool benefits from Big Data analyses by consolidating 

data from several sources. The databases available in the institutional document base come 

from an extensive network of providers (EBSCOhost, Proquest Abi Inform, Emerald 

Publishing, CAIRN Info, Science Direct). Additionally, a search option entitled “Include 

results from outside your library’s collection” allows for a wider web search for data from other 

sources (e.g., open-access data from the multidisciplinary database Archive Ouverte-HAL or 

article titles collected via the Google Scholar tool, etc.). Also, to assign keywords in the search 

tool, we first read articles in the field of interest. We looked holistically for articles dealing 

with videoconferencing as a data collection tool and performed several search loops to 

iteratively identify keywords.  

 
2 The initiative was born from the distancing measures necessitated by the COVID-19 pandemic. Indeed, as part of our current 
research, and although we did not initially plan to use videoconferencing, it quickly became clear that we were considering 
using this approach to advance our work. Prior to conducting the online interviews, we wanted to ensure the validity of this 
mode of data collection from the existing literature, hence the initiative to write this article. 
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At the end of this step, we deduced a set of relevant keywords. Then, in a second step, 

we combined Boolean operators with the keywords in a search equation to extract articles 

related to the topic of interest. Finally, we employed the following search strategy:  

(video-interviewing OR video-conferencing OR video teleconferencing  OR 

visioconference OR visio-conference) AND (research methodology OR qualitative 

research) AND (interviews OR online interviews OR virtual interviewing OR 

digital interviews OR e-interviews OR e-terviews) AND (social sciences OR 

management OR business)  

We recognize that such combinations of keywords may have some limitations. In particular, 

we may have omitted useful keywords that would have allowed us to identify more articles. As 

a result, some articles that could have been included in the analysis were excluded. 

Nevertheless, we intended to find as many articles as possible that addressed the topic of 

videoconferencing, and, more specifically, in qualitative data collection interviews. Therefore, 

we applied several inclusion and exclusion criteria to our search strategy to circumscribe the 

integrative review over a limited time period while also including articles that addressed 

videoconferencing in a way that was relevant to our research objectives.  

First, we decided to limit the search period to the last 25 years, that is, from 1995 

(01/01/1995), when the first videoconferencing tools emerged following the first web browser 

integrating images and sound (Berners-Lee, 1999), until December 31, 2020, in order to 

integrate some of the articles published during the COVID-19 crisis. In addition, the search 

was limited to publications written in English and French, the two languages understood by the 

author. Journal articles were published in a peer-reviewed journal, and thus were peer-based, 

to ensure a minimum degree of quality on the information collected. We also included books 

and book chapters. However, theses, dissertations, and conference papers were excluded from 

the sample. It should be noted that all of the inclusion and exclusion criteria listed above were 
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directly configurable in the research tool we used. Finally, the search strategy enabled us to 

identify 1432 articles from which other selection criteria were added by passing through a 

series of filters. The process of identifying and selecting articles is shown in Table 1. 

Table I : Procedure for the Identification and Evaluation of Articles 

Step/Filter  
 

Action Output  

Literature review We identified works in the databases that may 

meet the inclusion criteria. 

Articles retrieved from 

the databases 

n= 1432 articles 

1st filter: 

Evaluated articles 

based on reading 

the title and 

abstract (available 

via the mobilized 

search tool) 

After eliminating duplicate articles, we excluded 

articles that were unrelated to our research 

objectives or had no clear relationship with our 

research objectives (this was the case for several 

articles describing clinical observation in medical 

practice and articles related to distance learning). 

We were interested in articles that justified the use 

of videoconferencing in qualitative interviews, 

described the implementation of this medium, or 

reflected or reported on its advantages and 

limitations compared to face-to-face interviews. 

All the articles that met 

the criteria for filter 1 

n=114 

 

 

2nd filter: 

Evaluated articles 

based on a full 

reading of each 

article 

We selected the articles to be included in the 

narrative synthesis by excluding articles with 

insufficiently developed research protocols. In this 

context, we used an iterative process to analyze the 

potential contributions of each article to our 

research objectives.  

All works that met the 

criteria of the 2nd filter 

were included in the 

narrative synthesis 

n=51(3) 

 

At the end of this process, the final step of the integrative review was to analyze the 

content of the articles selected for the narrative synthesis. This involved looking beyond the 

content of the individual articles and considering them as a whole (Booth et al., 2016). Thus, 

we read and compared the articles to identify a unified picture. Our analysis followed 

Mayring’s (2000) structuring content analysis approach. We chose this approach because it 

reduces large amounts of textual data of all types by categorizing the data. We coded relevant 

passages in the texts according to the category or theme system (Mayring, 2000). As suggested 

by Whittemore and Knafl (2005), we adopted an emergent coding approach (Krippendorff, 

2012), which we applied to the 51 articles. This exercise involved an iterative reading of the 

 
3 The articles selected from the research protocol are those numbered in the bibliography.  
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articles to identify similarities and differences (Braun & Clarke, 2017). For each article, we 

coded the article’s objectives, theoretical framework, methodology, results, contributions, and 

avenues for future research. The length of the codes varied from one sentence to several 

paragraphs. We then distilled the results of the coding into different categories or themes, 

moving back and forth between the articles and the completed coding (Braun & Clarke, 2017). 

We relied on the qualitative data analysis software Nvivo starter 12 to facilitate our work. This 

software allows “storing information, classifying it, organizing it, and then…performing search 

operations” (Bazeley & Jackson, 2013). Finally, once coding was complete, the entire process 

grouped the content of the articles into the following four themes: (1) Financial, Spatial, and 

Temporal Considerations, (2) Technical Considerations, (3) Interview Quality and Data 

Authenticity, and (4) Ethical Considerations. These themes are presented in more detail and 

discussed in the following section. 

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

The results are presented and discussed according to the four themes observed in the 

content analysis. They allow us to identify the advantages and the points of vigilance inherent 

to the use of videoconferencing.    

 

Financial, Spatial, and Temporal Considerations 

Among the factors raised by researchers, let us begin with financial costs (O’Connor & 

Madge, 2017; Padgett, 2017; Iacono et al., 2016; Deakin & Wakefield, 2014; Cater, 2011; 

Chen & Hinton, 1999). Traditional face-to-face interviews may incur costs because the 

researcher must travel to the respondents. However, interviewing via videoconferencing 

reduces or eliminates such costs. Videoconferencing offers direct cost savings on 

transportation, lodging, and food, as well as indirect cost savings, such as the researcher saving 
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time by not traveling. Another convenience of videoconferencing is the logistical ease of 

arranging interviews that are compatible with participants’ spatial and temporal availability, as 

participants can choose a location and time that best suits their needs (Hanna, 2012). In 

addition, the potential costs associated with rescheduling or canceling videoconference 

meetings are much lower than with face-to-face interviews (Nehls et al., 2015). Another aspect 

is respondents’ geographic distribution (Tuttas, 2015; Archibald et al., 2019; Deakin & 

Wakefield, 2014; Lo Iacono, 2016; Seitz, 2016; Glassmeyer & Dibbs, 2012; Braun et al., 2017). 

Often, traditional face-to-face interviews are limited to a geographic area and a local population 

due in part to the financial and time constraints described above (Minichiello et al., 2008). 

Videoconferencing, on the other hand, can be mobilized for any research project where it may 

be useful or necessary to overcome geographic barriers (Matthews & Cramer, 2008). 

Videoconferencing allows researchers to transcend geographic boundaries, negating distances 

and eliminating the need to “visit an agreed upon location for the interview” (Rowley, 2012, p. 

264). This resolves the issue of disability and accessibility for researchers who may find 

physical access to the field difficult.  

Moreover, certain categories of participants who previously could not be included in 

certain research projects due to geographic distance can now be included (O’Connor & Madge, 

2017; Deakin & Wakefield, 2014 ). As a result, researchers can expand their sample size and 

participant diversity by connecting, as needed, with participants from around the world, across 

a wide range of cultures or profiles (Burkitt, 2004). For example, Rupert et al. (2017) reported 

in their study that the online sample was more diverse in terms of race/ethnicity, education, and 

household income than the face-to-face sample. More generally, videoconferencing provides 

researchers with a platform for a much more democratic research process. Fleitas (1998) argued 

that “distance is a variable that prevents international representation of participants in most 

qualitative research. The Internet eliminates this barrier” (p. 286). We also agree with Deakin 
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and Wakefield (2014), who stated that videoconferencing offers “an opportunity to talk to 

otherwise inaccessible participants” (p. 5). Glogowska et al. (2011), meanwhile, supported the 

idea that remote interviews have “the potential to emancipate entire sections of the population 

that might otherwise go unheard” (p. 26). Some authors even suggested that the physical 

distance between researcher and participant may be more appropriate for conducting research 

on particularly sensitive or controversial topics (Matthews & Cramer, 2008), for example, 

topics involving gender identity (Sipes et al., 2019), minorities, or vulnerable groups such as 

victims of violence (Woodyatt et al., 2016 ). Studies have shown that an online environment 

helps researchers study these types of sensitive topics with a greater level of perceived 

anonymity (Neville et al., 2016). Indeed, it can be difficult to obtain candid and in-depth 

responses from participants on these types of topics. Another benefit of videoconferencing is 

making the research process more sustainable by limiting pollution created by the 

transportation used to get to the interviews. For example, Hanna (2012) employed 

videoconferencing for this purpose in her study on sustainable tourism. More generally, in 

organizational practices, videoconferencing can help reduce an organization’s carbon footprint, 

for example, by reducing business travel as a way of addressing climate change (Douglas et 

al., 2013; Arnfalk & Kogg, 2003). 

 

Technical Considerations 

Researchers also mentioned the technical challenges of ensuring the success of a 

videoconference interview. Of course, the technical challenges described and their level of 

importance could differ from one author to another. Nevertheless, the authors converged on 

similar considerations. Also, although the technical issues researchers encountered may be less 

problematic over time due to technological advancement, the technical issues identified earlier 

in the literature still reflect some of the difficulties encountered today (Seitz, 2016; Deakin & 
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Wakefield, 2014; Hamilton, 2014; Hanna, 2012). For example, authors discussed their 

concerns about the risk of loss of connection or lags between video and audio (Jenner & Myers, 

2019; Mirick & Wladkowski, 2019; Sipes et al., 2019; Adams-Hutcheson & Longhurst, 2017; 

Weller, 2017; Sullivan, 2012 ). Such difficulties can disrupt the interview and hinder the 

development of relationships with participants, potentially leading to a decrease in the richness 

of the data collected (Hanna & Mwale, 2017; Seitz, 2016; Deakin & Wakefield, 2014) and the 

quality of that data (Archibald et al., 2019; Jenner & Myers, 2019); Glassmeyer & Dibbs, 2012; 

Adams-Hutcheson & Longhurst, 2017).  

Authors also mentioned that technical problems could be more common and disruptive 

when participants are uncomfortable or unfamiliar with the technology (Deakin & Wakefield, 

2014; Seitz, 2016). In the latter case, this requires the researcher to explain to participants how 

to use the tool, thus delaying the start of the interview (Archibald et al., 2019; Lo Iacono et al., 

2016). This highlights the need for researchers to be able to resolve technical issues and, if 

necessary, have a contingency plan in place, such as switching to the telephone (with all the 

limitations inherent to this type of media, including the absence of video, which can 

compromise the capturing of non-verbal cues). Such technical difficulties generally stem from 

limited access to Internet technologies (Schram et al., 2018). Indeed, reliable Internet is not 

always available in all countries or geographical areas. A lack of up-to-date software or 

hardware or low levels of digital literacy can also create difficulties (Barraket et al., 2016). 

Admittedly, the latter argument is less valid nowadays than in the past because the use of digital 

technologies is now more common. However, it remains a concern if participants belong to a 

group with less access to the required technology. Therefore, careful attention must be paid 

when designing sampling strategies (Hanna & Mwale, 2017). For example, it is important to 

determine whether the use of videoconferencing is well suited to the population being studied 
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(Walker, 2013). This also highlights the need for the researcher to test the technology with the 

participant before beginning the interview (Gray et al., 2020; Seitz, 2016).  

Beyond the technical considerations, Seitz (2016) argued that pre-interview testing 

builds a relationship with the participant, thereby making the exchange more relaxed during 

the interview. Building this connection with the participant is an essential skill for a qualitative 

researcher (Roulston, 2009). In traditional interviews, for example, researchers use behaviors 

such as shaking hands and sharing a beverage (Deakin & Wakefield, 2014) to develop a trusting 

relationship before the interview. In videoconference interviews, establishing a relationship 

with participants, especially those who are new to the videoconferencing system, is also 

important (Evans et al., 2010). Of course, the type of relationship to be established must be 

appropriate for the medium. Deakin and Wakefield (2014) and Sedgwick and Spiers (2009) 

suggested that the researcher initiate this relationship during the recruitment and interview 

planning process. Most likely, the initial interview planning and arrangements will be done by 

phone or email. The researcher must be precise about all aspects of the interview. Moreover, 

the researcher should provide details regarding the interview expectations, answer any 

questions that may arise, and ease any apprehensions the participant may have (Hermanowicz, 

2002). 

 

Quality of Interviews and Data Authenticity  

One assertion reported in the literature is that high-quality interviews are characterized 

by depth of detail or richness of data (Hermanowicz, 2002). In this regard, some of the reviewed 

authors compared the quality of videoconference interviews to traditional face-to-face 

interviews. For some of these authors, the quality of responses in videoconference interviews 

was substantially the same as in traditional interviews (Deakin & Wakefield, 2014; Cabaroglu 

et al., 2010). These authors even stated that videoconference interviews were better, as the 
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physical distance makes the participants feel more comfortable. This distance also makes 

participants quicker to disclose their experiences (Sipes et al., 2019; Weller, 2017). According 

to Deakin and Wakefield (2014), the occurrence of pauses and repetitions did not differ 

significantly between the two interview modes. 

As with face-to-face interviews, videoconferencing allows the researcher to identify 

nonverbal and emotional cues such as facial expressions, voice inflections, and body gestures 

(Sipes et al., 2022). However, other authors mentioned that the camera only captures the head 

or part of the upper body, meaning some bodily cues may not always be observed (Lo Iacono 

et al., 2016; Strauss et al., 2001). According to Bayles (2012), “in a simple head-to-shoulder 

presentation, we lose a whole range of postural, gestural, and expressive movements that the 

body can convey, as well as the intentionality that is carried and expressed in these movements” 

(p. 578). In short, not all authors agreed about the quality of videoconference interviews; some 

authors were more positive than others. However, we feel that capturing as many non-verbal 

cues as possible throughout the interview is useful. Bekkering and Shim (2006) concurred, 

stating that “the richness of a medium depends on the availability of instant feedback, the use 

of multiple cues or body language to convey a wide range of concepts and ideas” (p. 104). 

Therefore, nonverbal cues can provide the researcher with information that can enrich the 

participant’s verbal responses (Christianson, 2018; Ferran & Watts, 2008). According to Seitz 

(2016), the potential limitations of videoconferencing can be overcome by listening very 

carefully to the participant’s voice and watching their facial expressions (Jarrett et Liu, 2018). 

For example, according to Licoppe and Morel (2012) and Grayson et al. (2003), the mutual 

gaze between researcher and participant is an important conversational resource; the researcher 

should also deliberately use their own facial expressions to convey an understanding of the 

participant’s emotions (Seitz, 2016).  
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The authors also discussed the importance, both for participants and researchers, of 

choosing a disturbance-free interview environment (Lo Iacono et al., 2016). The authors 

mentioned different types of disturbances that could interfere with the smooth operation of the 

interview and could reduce the richness of the data. For example, they discussed “flaming” 

(Rodham & Gavin, 2006) or “Zoom bombing” (Hern, 2020), refer to the sudden intrusion into 

a virtual meeting by an uninvited person whose sole purpose is to disrupt the meeting by using 

profanity or other unwelcome behavior. This type of disruption can also occur when the 

physical location (of the researcher or participant) is accessible to non-participants, who may 

interrupt the exchange, potentially contributing to discontinuity of the interview and a loss of 

data richness (Glassmeyer & Dibbs, 2012). As a result, interviews should be conducted in 

environments that minimize disruptions to reduce the impact of self-censorship (Weller, 2017), 

improve interview flow, and improve the depth of responses (Seitz, 2016). 

The authors also focused on the authenticity and validity of the data. Indeed, not 

knowing exactly who is on the other side of the conversation can affect the authenticity of the 

data collected, as the participant’s identity cannot be fully established (Lo Iacono et al., 2016; 

Sullivan, 2012). The proof of the participant’s identity appears more obvious in traditional 

face-to-face interviews than in videoconference interviews. Indeed, how can the researcher be 

sure that the person who consented to participate in the interview is the same person who 

attends the interview? In this regard, videoconferencing fares better than other remote data 

collection methods (telephone, email, and other digital data collection methods) because 

videoconference interviews allow the participant to be seen and heard. Also, it is possible to 

ask the participant to present identification to the camera (Lo Iacono et al., 2016), although this 

may not be the best way to establish a relationship with the participant. Still, it at least provides 

a level of validity because the participant is personally authenticated in some way. Another 

method is to cross-reference participant identities through social media (Sullivan, 2012). Since 
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many people today use social networks (such as LinkedIn, Facebook, or Twitter), participants’ 

identities are likely available for verification. However, attempting to verify a participant’s 

identity online can be subject to bias, given the existence of “fake profiles” or false identities 

online (Kozinets, 2019). In addition, this practice raises an ethical issue that requires the 

researcher to explicitly notify the participant of this verification process when obtaining the 

participant’s consent to participate in the research. 

 

Ethical Considerations 

Superficially, the ethical considerations associated with videoconferencing are similar 

to those of traditional face-to-face interviews (Lo Iacono et al., 2016). Nevertheless, some 

considerations are unique to videoconferencing because the interaction is mediated through 

technology (Lee, 2001). Thus, some authors have reported ethical considerations related to 

participant consent and confidentiality. 

 

The Participant’s Consent 

Obtaining consent from participants is crucial in videoconference interviews (Lo 

Iacono et al., 2016). Gray et al. (2020) mentioned that researchers must not only obtain 

participants’ consent to participate in the interview, they must also obtain consent for recording 

the interview. These arguments lead to the issue of informed consent, defined as the agreement 

that an individual gives to the researcher, by signing a document, after being informed of the 

methodology, purposes, and use of data in a research study (Gray et al., 2020). Informed 

consent avoids many practical problems. For example, it mitigates the risk to the researcher if 

what is collected can be used as evidence in legal proceedings. Informed consent also addresses 

ethical considerations, for example, the desire for publicity or anonymity of participants. Thus, 

before the interview, the researcher should have a discussion with the participant to answer any 
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questions and ensure that the participant has received all answers before the interview begins 

(Jenner & Myers, 2019). This conversation also ensures that the participant understands the 

research process (Teubner & Flath, 2019). In all cases, participants may choose to opt out 

because their privacy cannot be guaranteed or because of the risk of their recorded responses 

being disclosed beyond the original purposes (Seitz, 2016).  

 

The Participant’s Confidentiality  

With videoconferencing, the participant can be interviewed in the environment of their 

choice, be it a personal or public space (Lobe et al., 2020; Jenner & Myers, 2019; Seitz, 2016). 

This can be a disadvantage because the researcher lacks control over the participant’s physical 

environment during the interview, leading to potential confidentiality issues. Moreover, the 

participant may not be aware of what is within range of their camera and inadvertently disclose 

something they would have preferred to keep private. In some situations, a “mirror effect” can 

occur when images that were not intended to be seen are reflected in a mirror. Thus, 

videoconferencing can lead to the researcher making an unintentional virtual intrusion into the 

participant’s home, which can result in the participant disclosing visual information that should 

not be disclosed (Lo Iacono et al., 2016). It is possible to address this problem by advising the 

participants on appropriate locations from which they can be interviewed with regard to privacy 

considerations (Adams-Hutcheson & Longhurst, 2017). Moreover, Teubner and Flath (2019) 

suggested using avatars or blurring the background to ensure privacy.  

However, this mechanism may reduce trust between the researcher and participant and 

impede the visualization of some nonverbal cues (Deakin & Wakefield, 2014). Jenner and 

Myers (2019) emphasized the importance of the researcher being located in a private space, 

especially when the interview is about a sensitive research topic. Otherwise, the confidentiality 

of the interview could be challenged. Glassmeyer and Dibbs (2012) also mentioned the mistake 
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of conducting an interview in a shared office with colleagues present at the interview. However, 

researchers must choose a location where they can engage in discussion without fear of external 

interference or intrusion. 

 

CONCLUSION 

The multiplicity of academic journals in academic disciplines and the increasing 

number of intellectual contributions have led to a dispersion of thinking around certain areas 

of interest, which researchers are addressing (Fainshmidt et al., 2021; Hausberg et al., 2019). 

Thus, a summary of the literature can be useful in gaining a holistic understanding of a specific 

domain (Post et al., 2020). Such a summary provides an overview of existing academic 

knowledge (Camisón-Zornoza et al., 2004) and serves as a foundation for future research 

(Cronin & George, 2020). In this article, we conducted an integrative review (Hopia et al., 

2016; Whittemore & Knafl, 2005) on using videoconferencing for research interviews. We 

identified and compiled existing work on the topic to derive benefits and areas of concern. The 

results showed that videoconferencing offers researchers an alternative with comparable 

methodological “honesty” to traditional face-to-face interviews (O’Connor & Madge, 2017), 

especially when opportunities for interaction with participants are hindered or limited for 

various reasons (Edwards & Holland, 2020), including financial costs, geographical distance, 

and exceptional or unforeseeable circumstances. Additionally, videoconferencing allows 

access to larger and more diverse populations, allowing researchers to expand their samples 

and adopt a more democratic research process. Another consideration supported by 

videoconferencing is the integration of the ecological dilemma into the research process 
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because videoconferencing reduces the carbon footprint caused by traveling to interview 

locations and thus is one measure for addressing climate change (Douglas et al., 2013).  

However, to take full advantage of the benefits of videoconferencing and to improve 

participants’ experience, certain technical (Internet connectivity), relational (quality of the 

interviews and authenticity of the data), and ethical (participants’ consent and confidentiality) 

considerations should be integrated. On this last point, transparency between the researcher 

and the participants is fundamental  (Brewis & Wray-Bliss; 2008; Rhodes, 2009)). Adopting a 

transparent attitude makes it possible to remove certain concerns or reticence that could lead 

to interaction bias (Chapman & Rowe, 2001, 2022; Chapman et al., 2003). Also, based on these 

findings, it is important to balance the benefits and limitations associated with 

videoconferencing and consider that, despite some similarities with traditional interviews, 

videoconferencing has its own logic and rules (LeBaron et al., 2018; Salmons, 2012; 

Maubisson & Abaidi, 2011). 

Table 2 summarizes the advantages and points of vigilance discussed by the authors 

with regard to using videoconferencing, as well as the solutions they suggested to address some 

of the challenges.  
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Table II :  Summary of Benefits and Points of Vigilance Attributed to the Use of Videoconferencing 

 

 

 

Benefits Points of vigilance  Proposed solutions 

 

Conducting interviews  

 

-Saves time and travel costs 

-Logistical ease of conducting interviews that are 

compatible with participants’ spatial and 

temporal availability 

-Reduces geographic constraints and allows 

researchers to reach geographically dispersed 

participants 

-Circumvention of exceptional or unpredictable 

circumstances (crises, conflicts, etc.) 

-Expanded sample size and diversity of 

participants  

-Inclusion of populations that could not 

previously be reached in some research projects  

-Online environments are ideal to cover sensitive 

topics with a greater level of perceived 

anonymity 

-Addresses the ecological dilemma, reducing the 

carbon footprint by limiting pollution caused by 

transportation  

 

 

Interactions with the participants/respondents 

 

- Reveals more personal information on sensitive 

or controversial topics 

- Removes the bias associated with the physical 

presence of the interviewer by encouraging the 

expression of deepest feelings 

 

Technical considerations  

- Limited (or non-optimal) access to Internet technologies (see the 

“digital divide” in certain countries or geographical areas) can lead to 

a loss of connection that can disrupt the interview and hinder the 

development of relationships with participants, which may decrease 

the richness of the data collected. 
- Lack of up-to-date software or hardware 

- Participants’ low level of digital literacy and lack of familiarity 

with the tool  
 

- Consideration of the “digital divide” in the design of sampling strategies. For 

example, it is important to determine whether the use of videoconferencing is 

suitable for the study population. 

- Need to test the technology with the participant before the interview, especially 

with participants who are new to the videoconferencing system 
- Be able to provide technical support to participants 

- Have an emergency solution in place, such as switching to the phone in case of 

technical difficulties 

Interview quality and authenticity of the data  

-  Some body cues or non-verbal communication may not be 
observed because the participant’s image is often only visible from 

the waist up. 

- Videoconferencing limits the researcher’s ability to assess the 
participant’s environment, which often provides rich contextual data 

to situate the interview during the data analysis phase.  

- Risk of disruptions during the interview, which may interfere with 
the smooth conduct of the interview and decrease the richness of the 

data 

- Risk that the collected data may be inauthentic and, therefore, 
invalid since the identity of the participant cannot be fully 

established due to the distance between the researcher and the 

participant 

- Lack of body or non-verbal cues can be overcome by listening very carefully to 
the participant’s voice and watching their facial expressions. 

-The researcher will also need to use their own facial expressions to convey an 

understanding of the participant’s emotions.  
- The researcher should establish a relationship during the recruitment and 

interview planning process that will make the conversation more relaxed during 

the interview process, especially for conversations on sensitive topics.  
- The researcher and participant should choose an environment that minimizes 

disruptions to reduce the incidence of self-censorship, improve the flow of the 

interview, and enhance the richness/depth of responses.  
-Verifying the identity of the participant by presenting identification to the 

camera, which implies that the researcher should have signaled this verification 

beforehand when obtaining consent to participate in the research 

Ethical considerations  

 
 

 

 

-  Importance of obtaining the participant’s consent 

 

-  Risk of invasion of privacy 
  

-Signing an informed consent document before the interview period. This attests 
to the participant’s agreement to participate in the interview. The researcher 

should provide details about the interview expectations, answer any questions 

that may arise, and ease any apprehensions the participant may have. 
-Educate the participant about choosing an appropriate interview location with 

respect to privacy considerations 

-The researcher and participant should choose a location where there will be no 
fear of external interference or intrusion during the interview, especially when 

the interview involves a sensitive research topic. 

-The risk of privacy invasion can be reduced by appropriate planning. 
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Finally, by presenting an alternative to traditional face-to-face interviews, 

videoconferencing offers a way to establish co-presence with participants without losing 

connection or the need to reach the field (Knott, 2019). The idea of “being there,” which has 

long been considered “the only fully recognized model for observing the field” (Hannerz, 2003, 

p. 202), now appears outdated (Irani, 2019). Researchers can now work from any location 

thanks to technological advancements. Access to a wide range of social activities provides new 

research opportunities and original data to understand new or unknown social phenomena, for 

example, communities of practice, telecommuting, and remote/distance working (Fernandez et 

al., 2014; Douglas et al., 2013), networking, and social media. Digital technology opens up 

new ways of accessing the field and more and more data sets. It renews subjects for study by 

enabling the observation of entire sections of the experience of individuals and organizations. 

The promises linked to Big Data not only heighten the enthusiasm of data scientists but also 

arouse the interests of social scientists, particularly those in management sciences, who are 

concerned with the daily activities and traces left on the Web by individuals and organizations 

(Lénardi, 2020).  

Therefore, the objective of this article was not to prove that the videoconference 

interview mode could entirely replace the so-called “traditional” mode. Nor was it to approach 

videoconferencing as a new phenomenon, although the new realities of the COVID-19 

pandemic may have further stimulated its use. On the contrary, we felt that exploring the 

potential of videoconferencing interviews would be useful. Indeed, the digital transformation 

and the diversity of methodological approaches—as well as the strong reaffirmations that they 

raise regarding the place of theory, the status of data, the role of researchers, and the importance 

of context (Boukala & Proulx, 2020; Martinet & Menger, 2019)—urge us to question the 

conditions for conducting research “on” and “with” digital tools beyond post-pandemic 

realities. Identifying the benefits and limitations of these tools allows researchers to frame 
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subsequent research (Cronin & George, 2020), make thoughtful decisions for answering 

specific questions, or overcome particular methodological challenges (Kistruck  & Shantz, 

2021).  
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