The interviewer rules the interview

The interview becomes a one-directional questioning event. The research often determines the time, place and topics, poses the questions, critically follows up the answers and then closes the conversation.

The interview is a one-way dialogue

The roles are clear, the interviewer asks the questions and the interviewee answers them. To challenge the authority of the interviewer in the process of the interview may even be considered impolite.

The interview is an instrumental dialogue

The interview is never intended to be a dialogue with the interviewee, but is clearly a means to an end for the interviewer. The interview is an instrument for providing the narratives and texts needed for research goals and interests.

The interview may be a manipulative dialogue

The interview may have a hidden agenda for the researcher; one that they do not wish the interviewees to know, as they might frame their answers accordingly. 

The research interview may follow a more or less hidden agenda 

The interviewer may want to obtain information without the subject knowing what they are after.

The interview as monopoly on interpretation

Differing from true dialogue, where an interpretation can be developed through engagement with the purpose of finding such an interpretation, interpretation in social research is usually the researchers’ privilege. They are the ones who assign to the research what the interviewee really meant and frame it in their own theoretical scheme.

The power asymmetry may not be one-sided. Interviewees may:

Counter-control

They may opt not to answer questions or to deflect them. They may seek to go beyond the proffered relationship and try to turn the interview into a counselling session, or they may even withdraw from the interview. The different counter-strategies depend on the context and the type of interview subject.

Membership research

The interview transcript and the interviewer’s interpretation can be given back to the interviewer for checking. However, there may be real issues directly related to the value of the interviewer’s interpretation in this approach. The interviewee might not accept any critical or sensitive interpretation and there may be issues of the interviewer’s competence to understand any theoretical issues which arose. Indeed, Kvale (2006) argues that few researchers let their subjects have the final say on the interpretation made and what goes into a report.
