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Abstract: The COVID-19 pandemic control measures, among them social 
distancing, led to a rise in video meetings and interviews in business, social and 
research arenas. Face to face human interaction decreased dramatically during 
2020–2022, when video meetings and e-conferences quickly became the order of 
the day. Qualitative researchers rapidly adapted to restrictions and face to face 
interviews or group discussions were held on line. The purpose of this commentary 
is to share some of the experiences made by researchers that used electronic media 
for data collection during the pandemic and to reflect on the advantages and 
disadvantages to determine the added value that can be applied post-pandemic. The 
advantages and disadvantages of this methodology have not been widely reported 
and existing evidence is not conclusive. Highlighting and sharing qualitative 
researcher experiences with this data collection approach will hopefully further 
stimulate debate, hone methods, raise awareness and prepare researchers as more 
pandemics are forecasted.  
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1. Background 

The COVID-19 pandemic control measures, among them social distancing, led to a rise in video meetings 
and interviews in business, social and research arenas. Digitalization is about using digital technologies to 
transform, processes, access, and create knowledge. Online qualitative research methods are described as 
traditional methods; key informant interviews and focus group discussions that make use of infrastructure provided 
by the internet and related digital technologies for example video interviews [1]. Face to face human interaction 
decreased dramatically during 2020–2022, during the most stringent restrictions to reduce transmission, when 
video meetings and e-conferences quickly became the order of the day [2,3]. Qualitative researchers rapidly 
adapted to restrictions and face to face interviews or group discussions were held on line [4,5]. Video interviews 
are a digital qualitative research method used to collect rich, in-depth data through spoken narratives, facial 
expressions, gestures, and context. Compared to text or audio alone, they (i) capture non-verbal cues (emotion, 
hesitation, confidence) (ii) enable remote participation and (iii) create reusable, multimodal data [6]. 

Video-based formats include FaceTime, Facebook, Video Chat, Skype and platforms like ZOOM, 
GoToMeeting, and Webex Adobe that support full-motion video imaging with real-time audio. These formats can 
lead to selection bias since participants need to have digital devices with a functional camera and microphone and 
participants need to have at least some digital competence [7]. Fortunately, digital literacy levels are rising globally and 
desktop computers, laptops, tablets, smartphones and other similar devices now have these functionalities built-in [8]. 

In telemedicine, telephone communication between doctor and patient have long since been is use [9]. 
Recently, video consultations in telemedicine have increased and these have been found to have the potential to 
improve the effectiveness and quality of therapeutic interventions [8]. The drawback however, is the difficulty 
reaching the correct diagnosis due to the lack of physical examination [10]. 
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In research, for both experienced qualitative interviewers and beginners, online interviewing presents a new 
set of challenges worth exploring [1]. Prior to the pandemic, the use of telephone interviews for qualitative data 
collection has generally been viewed as an inferior to face-to-face interviews [11]. Concerns for telephonic 
interviews, included the challenge of establishing rapport, inability to respond to visual cues and potential loss of 
contextual data [11] and non-verbal behaviours like frowning or nodding [1]. On the other hand, online video data 
collection and methods are particularly valuable when the participants are hard to reach or are geographically 
dispersed, in addition to reducing time and costs [7]. As with any new form of data collection, video-conferencing 
will require methodological research to determine their strengths and limitations [7]. 

The purpose of this commentary is to share some of the experiences made by researchers that used electronic 
media for data collection during the pandemic and to reflect on the advantages and disadvantages to determine the 
added value that can be applied post-pandemic. In the experiences shared here, the participants were subjects in 
different countries that had taken part in qualitative or mixed method designs. The sample sizes depended on 
theoretical and thematic saturation. Interview technique 

During the COVID-19 study, two researchers interviewed the patients in each sitting, fielding questions in 
alternating turns. Occasionally, three researchers took part in a video call. This interviewing approach had been 
tested and used by one researcher during an earlier research project [12–16]. Having two to three researchers, 
fielding questions in turn had proved very useful in eliciting rich detailed narratives, hence the recommendation 
to use the approach. The interview technique of having at least two researchers in a session added value to the data 
quality, engagement and helped in combating researcher fatigue. Research elsewhere revealed videoconferencing 
fatigue as a social determinant of health among workers [17]. Fielding questions in turn seemed to have averted 
that. All researchers took detailed notes. Each interview session was followed by a debriefing session where 
researchers also compared notes. The same interviewing technique is currently being used in a global menopausal 
study exploring perspectives, meaning, experiences, coping strategies as well as what comprehensive menopausal 
education should entail. 

2. Patients and Public Involvement Statement 

Patients and public were not involved in the design, conduct, reporting or dissemination of this research since 
this is a researcher perspective. 

3. Experiences of Interviewers 

• Attention span 
During debriefing, the interviewers reported being less tired as compared to earlier studies where they had 

interviewed participants alone and had experienced conversations at times, becoming monotonous. Key informants 
too, found video interviews comfortable. One participant said the following; 

“I initially thought, oh video interview and I actually found the interview really interesting and dynamic 
talking to two people rather than only one. I am now a fan of Zoom.” 

Key Informant 1 
• Detailed rich data 

According to literature, the richness of narratives depends on researcher experience. In our experience, having 
two researchers balanced the strength and weaknesses of the interviewers, granting the senior researcher the 
opportunity to compensate for the less experienced junior researcher. 
• Reflective listening 

In our experience, having two researchers allowed for reflective listening since one researcher could 
summarize what the participant said, used the participants words to play back, thereby building in a reflective 
listening component into the interview 
• Saves time and travel costs 

Video interviews proved very efficient, particularly with regards to saving time and costs of travel. One 
participant said the following; 

“If you had asked me to come to your institution in person, I would have opted out of the research due 
to time constraints. “ 
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Key informant 2, see Table 1: 

Table 1. Advantages and Disadvantages of face-to-face interview vs. Video interviews. 

 Advantages  Disadvantages  

Face to face   Fewer tech issues  
 Inclusive of computer-illiterate people.  

 Travel and transport costs  
 A guest at some institution  
 Time to travel to and fro  
 Potential exposure to virus  
 Lower participation rates due to 

time demands  
 Cancellations due to sickness  

Video  

 Comfort of own home  
 Equal interviewer and interviewee power  
 Saves time  
 Saves travel costs  
 Social distancing maintained  
 Higher participation rates  
 No cancellations if one has the virus  
 May exclude people who do not use 

communications technologies.  
 Wide -reach in countries with high connectivity  

 Tech issues can be a challenge, 
telephone was used as back up  

4. Discussion 

The switch from face to face to video interviews in research was amplified by the pandemic. This entailed 
additional work for some researchers who had planned for face-to face data collection. Some ethical revisions 
were needed, particularly in settings where sensitive information was involved [4]. Households with many people 
also presented challenges on privacy as bystanders could easily eavesdrop on the video calls [4]. See Table 1 
above. Overall, video interviews increased participation in studies, since no travel was warranted [18]. One study 
revealed that clinicians considered the on-line interviews efficient, accessible, and could be fitted in easily between 
their clinical shifts and enabled interviews to be conducted from their homes, outside the typical office hours. 
Video interviews facilitated a more inclusive research as a result, with a wide range of participants from all regions 
of England, from the most rural to the most urban, across north, west, south and east [19]. Concurring with our 
findings, research from elsewhere [6]. confirmed that that video interviews have the advantage that contextual data 
can be collected and they traverse the need for researchers and participants to be in the same geographical space, 
saving costs and money. Contradicting our findings, research from elsewhere [20] reported that video interviews 
are logistically demanding and time consuming, calling for more research. 

In support of our findings, online interviews across research studies have been reported to have reduced the 
carbon footprint of research departments, by cutting out car travel and reducing air pollution resulting from 
emissions [21]. This is especially important as the reduction of greenhouse gases is vital, bearing in mind climate 
change. Climate change affects the most vulnerable, the poor, women and children in particular, requiring urgent 
action across all sectors. The use of online interviews in research is one-way researchers can bring about social 
value and attend to issues of sustainability and climate action [22]. 

The power dynamics between interviewer and interviewee in our view, were also levelled. The participants 
did not have to feel like a guest in a room at some institution or elsewhere as they were in the comfort of their own 
homes and the online setting was neutral. The video interview approach also proved very useful in complying with 
social distancing measures and potentially reduced the chances of forward transmission [23]. In a pandemic setting, 
video interviews proved to be efficient and the interviewers did not observe any negative effect on data quality or 
richness. Concurring with our findings, a study that assessed the effectiveness of video-based interviews was cited 
by both moderators and participants as comparable to face to face interviews, save for the advantages of reduced 
time, costs and logistics [7]. In contrast to our findings, a separate study found in-person interviews marginally 
superior to video interviews [24]. As pandemics are forecasted to become more frequent in future, the 
incorporation of video interviews in qualitative research calls for more evaluation. A study elsewhere found that 
video interviews have the potential to increase equity in research as people in remote or marginalized locations 
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can participate without travel. Mobile-based video interviews lower barriers where literacy is limited but oral 
communication is strong [6]. 

5. The Role of Video Material as Evidence 

Noteworthy is the role of videos in producing evidence of what works and what does not, for whom and 
where. As 2030 gets closer, the need for evidence of policies that work becomes more important than ever. In line 
with our findings, video interviews and video material have been found as useful tools in evidence generation for 
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). Used for data collection, video interviews foster inclusion and equity as 
hard to reach populations are not automatically excluded from research. The use of videos in research allows for 
the participation of difficult to reach and key populations for example of (i) rural populations (ii) people with 
disabilities (iii) migrants and displaced communities. In summary, video interviews reduce travel costs, barriers 
that often exclude vulnerable groups from participating in activities like research, thereby addressing SDG 10: 
Reduced Inequalities 

On the other hand, video material taken before an intervention, mid-way and at endline can be used as 
evidence to demonstrate if a policy or intervention has produced any impact [25]. A study found the utility of 
video material in advancing SDG 4: Quality Education. The educational research videos shed light on the learner 
and teacher experiences and interactions while as video material supported inclusivity by catering for people with 
different learning or communication styles. The use of videos in learning has the potential to foster global academic 
collaboration and knowledge sharing [26,27]. 

A study conducted in Zimbabwe revealed how digital inclusion initiatives address the digital divide and 
consequent disparities by providing hard-to-reach groups access to digital infrastructures and/or competencies. 
Video interviews and material can amplify women’s voices and lived experiences, especially in contexts where 
written expression is constrained. Videos have been found useful in documenting gender-based inequalities, care 
work, and help in creating empowerment narratives, showing the before and after scenarios of women thereby 
advancing SDG 5: Gender Equality [27]. 

Similarly, video evidence is powerful when used to document experiences related to governance, justice, 
human rights, and social trust and has the potential to enhance transparency and accountability in research by 
capturing authentic testimonies, advancing SDG 16: Peace, Justice, and Strong Institutions and also SDG [17]: 
Partnerships for the Goals, when video technologies are used in international research collaboration to produce 
comparable qualitative datasets across countries [26,27]. Video interviews contribute to environmental 
sustainability as less travel leads to lower carbon footprint, fewer physical resources (paper, transport, infrastructure). 

The above findings put video interviews as a qualitative research tool that sits at the intersection of: 
Digitalization-transforming how knowledge is produced and shared, SDGs-ensuring research is inclusive, ethical, 
participatory, and policy-relevant and Sustainability- reducing environmental impact while increasing social reach. 

Video interviews can be especially valuable in disaster and humanitarian settings, such as during wars, natural 
disasters, or floods, where travel is unsafe or communities are physically cut off. In these situations, they allow 
researchers to maintain contact and gather timely insights without putting participants or themselves at further risk. 
However, they are not always the best choice. Face-to-face interviews remain more appropriate when researchers 
need to build trust, read body language, or engage with participants who may have limited digital skills or unreliable 
internet access. This is particularly important in sensitive contexts or when working with marginalized groups. 

A key limitation of video interviews is the risk of selection bias: participants must have access to a stable 
internet connection, a suitable device, and the ability to use it. This can exclude certain populations, especially in 
parts of the Global South where smartphone penetration and digital literacy may still be uneven. Noteworthy, 
Africa’s smartphone market rose by14% in 2025 [28]. 

The growing use of digital technologies in qualitative research is changing both how knowledge is understood 
and how research is carried out. It places modern methods within wider discussions about what counts as valid 
knowledge, how researchers relate to participants, and how power influences the production of knowledge in a 
digital world. Tools such as online ethnography and AI-supported data analysis make it easier to study larger and 
more diverse groups, but they also create new layers between the researcher and the field. This can make traditional 
ideas of “being there” in fieldwork and the role of the researcher more complex and less straightforward [29,30]. 

Concerns about the growing role of data and algorithms reflect long-standing concerns in qualitative research 
about self-awareness (reflexivity) and power. What’s new is that these issues now play out through digital platforms 
and the data people leave behind online, which can shape what researchers see and how they interpret it [31]. These 
changes in our view, do not mean that qualitative approaches need to be replaced, but rather adapted. How can 
researchers balance deep, nuanced interpretation with the possibilities offered by digital tools? 
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6. Conclusions 

Video interviews as a research tool boomed during the pandemic. The advantages and disadvantages of this 
methodology have not been widely reported and there is conflicting evidence with some findings that seem to 
suggest the superiority of in-person interviews. Highlighting and sharing qualitative researcher experiences with 
this data collection approach will hopefully further stimulate debate, hone methods, raise awareness and prepare 
researchers as more pandemics are forecasted. 

Video interviews in qualitative research exemplify digitalization by leveraging digital technologies to collect 
rich, inclusive data, while simultaneously supporting the Sustainable Development Goals through enhanced 
participation, reduced inequalities, and evidence provision for what works and what does not where and for whom. 
At the same time there are still concerns around datafication, algorithmic influence, reflexivity and power. 
Balancing computational affordances and hybrid methodologies attuned to context, ethics, and meaning-making 
cannot be over-emphasized. 
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