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Abstract  Resumen 
This study discusses possible bias in making 
television interviews with Spanish political leaders. 
The audiovisual narrative process and scene-
setting, the responsibility of the production team, 
are seen as playing a decisive role in the neutrality 
of interviews. The study analyses the audiovisual 
manner by which the Spanish public television 
corporation, TVE, treated the main Spanish 
political leaders Pedro Sánchez, Pablo Iglesias, 
Albert Rivera and Mariano Rajoy on its programme 
Los desayunos de TVE, as well as their closest 
collaborators, Adriana Lastra, Pablo Echenique, 
Fernando de Páramo and Fernando Martínez-
Maíllo, in 2018. In the interviews analysed, 
audiovisual narratives were identified; these were 
guided by the programme’s directors, who are 
able to influence the impartiality of the interview. 
The homogeneity of the audiovisual coverage on 
each political leader is discussed, in respect of all 
the locations and scene-settings being similar. The 
results show that the different political leaders did 
not receive the same conditions or narrative 
coverage in the audiovisual direction. 
Consequently, they did not face the same implicit 
threats in the interview questions analysed. 

 En esta investigación se discute el posible sesgo 
en el desarrollo de las entrevistas televisivas a 
líderes políticos españoles. Se considera que el 
proceso narrativo audiovisual y la puesta en 
escena, responsabilidad del equipo de 
realización, puede tener un papel decisivo en la 
neutralidad de las entrevistas. Se analiza el 
tratamiento audiovisual realizado a cada uno de 
los líderes políticos, Pedro Sánchez, Pablo Iglesias, 
Albert Rivera y Mariano Rajoy en el programa Los 
desayunos de TVE, y a sus colaboradores más 
cercanos, Adriana Lastra, Pablo Echenique, 
Fernando de Páramo y Fernando Martínez-Maíllo, 
en 2018. Durante las entrevistas analizadas se han 
descubierto narrativas audiovisuales dirigidas 
desde el equipo de realización del programa 
capaces de condicionar la imparcialidad de la 
entrevista. Se discute si el tratamiento audiovisual 
otorgado a cada uno de los líderes políticos es 
homogéneo, siendo las localizaciones y 
escenografías similares. Los resultados 
evidencian que los distintos líderes políticos no 
han tenido las mismas condiciones o tratamiento 
narrativo en la realización audiovisual, por lo que 
no se han enfrentado a las mismas amenazas 
implícitas en las preguntas que componen las 
entrevistas analizadas. 
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1. Introduction  

Televised political interviews can still reach and influence much bigger audiences than any other form of 
public speaking, and they continue to be one of the most widely used forms of political communication in 
the world (Elliott & Bull, 1996; Ekström, 2001). Television broadcasts of interviews provide politicians with the 
perfect platform to speak directly to a mass audience. They serve as opportunities to present their 
leadership skills, competence, and integrity, and to promote and explain their ideas, but also to attack and 
challenge their political opponents (Feldman et al., 2015). Since the early days of television, political leaders 
and their advisers have recognised the power of the medium, displaying an increasing concern with their 
on-screen image (Mickelson, 1976). The political leaders who are best able to present themselves on 
television, projecting self-confidence and delivering well-structured speeches, are perceived by audiences 
as being more capable of winning elections (Atkinson, Enos & Hill, 2009; Banducci, Karp, Thrasher & Rallings, 
2008; Berggren, Jordahl & Poutvaara, 2010; King & Leigh 2009; Lawson, Lenz, Myers & Baker, 2010), and can 
also achieve better and more regular audiovisual coverage to win over voters (Graber, 1996, 2001; Iyengar, 
Peters & Kinder, 1982; Mendelberg, 2001; Lenz & Lawson, 2011). 

There is a long tradition of academic research on interviews (Bell & Van Leeuwen, 1994; Clayman & 
Heritage, 2002; Montgomery, 2008; Hutchby, 2006; Tolson, 2006; Heritage & Greatbatch, 1991; Heritage, 
1985), which are viewed as a negotiation between interviewer and interviewee, in the roles of host and 
guest, for the benefit of the listening audience. Some studies focus on what is known as conversation 
analysis, where the nature of the analysis requires greater detail, although the interaction process is not 
entirely clarified (Clayman & Heritage, 2002; Sacks, 1992; Sacks, Schlegloff & Jefferson, 1974).  

In general, the political interview format has in itself become a mode of representation of political leaders, 
and has been the subject of a considerable number of multidisciplinary studies, including the fields of 
psychology, linguistics, politics, and communications (Heritage, Clayman & Zimmerman, 1988; Heritage & 
Greatbatch, 1991; McQuail, 1992; Nimmo & Combs, 1985). More specifically, in televised political interviews, 
social psychology has been applied to language and communication, resulting in various ways of assessing 
the performance of journalists when they interview politicians (Gnisci et al., 2013). 

Legitimate governments recognise that a nation needs mechanisms to guarantee democratic processes. 
One of these mechanisms is the media (Gnisci et al., 2013), which can influence public opinion and guide 
the voting preferences of its viewers (Hopmann, Van Aelst & Legnante, 2012). The interview has been 
described as “the fundamental act of contemporary journalism” (Schudson, 1994: 565). 

Although interviews can offer opportunities for greater democratic control, they are not immune to 
purposeful and ideological manipulation (Strömbäck & Shehata, 2007). In practice, the televised political 
interview exhibits systematic differences in purposeful, ideological approaches in favour of certain political 
parties or spaces in line with the political and economic orientation of the broadcaster in question (Gnisci, 
2008; Strömbäck & Shehata, 2007). Yet despite the significance of such claims for systems of public 
democratic freedoms, only a few studies have focused on the possibility of interviewer bias (Huls & Varwijk, 
2011; Strömbäck & Shehata, 2007; Gnisci et al., 2013). 

Televised political interviews act as a link between politicians and the public (Ekström, 2001). In theory, 
political interviews should be used to obtain objective information from leaders (Clayman & Heritage, 2002), 
giving politicians the opportunity to present their skills and abilities to deal with different issues in a question-
and-answer format (Hagerty, 2010). Spectators, meanwhile, are active evaluators of the performance of 
politicians in terms of the quality of their answers, and their fitness, cooperative attitude, authenticity, 
leadership, and personality (Liebes, 2001). According to Clayman & Heritage, “journalists need access to 
public figures for their livelihood, while public figures need journalists to gain access to what Margaret 
Thatcher once called ‘the oxygen of publicity’” (2002: 28). 

Of course, interviewers may also ask questions and challenge politicians to clarify and explain their positions 
and points of view on a wide range of topics. In doing so, they are obviously considering the consumers of 
their programs (i.e. the audience) and their interests (Feldman et al., 2015). In many cases, the questions 
asked by the interviewer have a coercive nature, which by the force of their logic cannot be answered 
with a simple affirmation or denial (Bull, 1994), thus leaving the politician in a kind of unmanageable 
disorientation. This gives media corporations the power to harm the image of politicians or alienate a sector 
of the electorate (Feldman et al., 2017). 

The political leaders interviewed, meanwhile, often strive to control the direction of the interview. They may 
abandon the established ritual of questions and answers, shift the focus of the subject chosen, ignore the 
questions asked of them, or repeat statements unrelated to the interviewer’s questions (Feldman et al., 
2016; Heritage & Greatbatch, 1991). There is a clear tension in the journalistic profession today, due above 
all to the potential presence of equivocation in the presentation of a political leader to mass audiences 
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(Clayman & Heritage, 2002; Hutchby, 2006). Such equivocation does not occur without a situational 
precedent; in other words, although it is individuals who equivocate, such answers must always be 
understood in the situational context in which they occur—a concept known as the “situational theory of 
communicative conflict” or STCC (Bavelas et al., 1990). Equivocation and its adaptation to Q&A scenarios 
will be explored later in this article. 

The political interview is one of various contexts that can give rise to political incivility, particularly during 
election campaigns. It is an asymmetrical, interactive situation in which an interviewer asks questions on 
relevant topics and the politician tries to offer answers (Clayman, 2001; Clayman & Heritage, 2002). Unlike 
press conferences or debates, where politicians or their media advisers distribute the turns in such a way 
that an interviewer can only ask one or (very rarely) two questions, the televised interview allows the 
interviewer to pose a much longer and more coherent series of questions (Huls & Varwijk, 2011). Although 
this might seem a small difference, its consequences are wide-sweeping. The interviewer has the 
opportunity to act on the consistency of previous answers and explore a variety of possible ways to obtain 
more revealing replies (Greatbatch, 1988). When politicians cannot offer a consistent answer, interviewers 
can hold them to account and try to elicit a more satisfactory answer (Pomerantz, 1984). Despite the 
profusion of evasive tactics and political incivility, providing a relevant answer to a question is still the 
expected norm in political communication (Clayman, 2001). 

There is no consensus in the academic literature regarding the concept of political incivility (Stryker, 
Conway & Danielson, 2016), a multidisciplinary object of study in the fields of communications, psychology, 
political science, sociology and law. One approach defines political incivility as the violation of the basic 
principles and rules of civil discourse, i.e. the free and respectful exchange of different ideas between 
opponents, different people, or different groups or cultures (Coe, Kenski & Rains, 2014), and as such it is a 
violation against the collective dimension of democracy (Papacharissi, 2004). 

 

2. Bias and threats in televised interviews 

The increasingly confrontational nature of political interviews today should be viewed as a sign or a result 
of a cultural evolution that began with the emergence of electronic mass media (Emmertsen, 2007). This 
has led to a questioning of the neutrality of interviewers (Tannen, 1998), who are expected to demonstrate 
independence from political and financial pressure groups (Gnisci et al., 2013). Due to the financial 
pressures and competition afflicting the audiovisual industry, interviewers have become tougher on their 
interviewees (Clayman & Heritage, 2002; Clayman, 2001; Lengauer, Esser & Berganza, 2012; McNair, 2000), 
turning interviews into complex spaces of conflict (Clayman & Heritage, 2002).  

Until the 1960s, interviewers on the BBC in the United Kingdom had been widely recognised for their 
neutrality, until the end of the network’s monopoly brought with it more aggressive interviewing techniques 
(Day, 1961; Scannell, 1996). The politeness expected until then was abandoned, thereby undermining the 
effectiveness of turn-taking as the only method for ensuring neutrality—although such turn-taking does not 
prevent conflict or bias in interviewers (Clayman & Whalen, 1989),  

Since the 1980s, there has been a substantial change in the structure of televised political interviews, as 
they have become a political propaganda tool or strategy based especially on the ability to avoid 
answering certain questions through what is known as “agenda shifting” (Greatbatch, 1986) and 
“equivocation” (Bull & Mayer, 1993). The first strategy refers to the creation of opportunities to change the 
topic or to redirect it in a more advantageous direction. Although not without its risks, such as inviting 
criticism from interested members of the public, interviewers “have displayed a willingness to resist, sanction 
and thus draw attention to […] such manoeuvres” (Greatbatch, 1986:442). Clayman (1993) refers to this as 
a habitual technique to attempt to change the direction of the interview and evade certain topics, leaving 
certain questions unanswered. Currently, this process is addressed with the establishment of a speaking 
order or a run sheet requirement. Emmertsen (2007) suggests that interviews in a political debate can only 
be understood adequately as interactions organised by a conversational turn-taking system. There are 
other techniques, such as “equivocation”, which is related to the popular perception that politicians 
frequently fail to answer questions in political interviews, either by answering a different question or by 
making political assertions of their own, because a direct answer would have negative consequences and 
leave the politician with no means of escape (Bavelas, et al., 1988, 1990). 

Changes in the modes of presenting political leaders, new spaces for debate and fierce competition have 
led to an imbalance between interviewers and politicians, increasing the need for the latter to defend 
themselves. Interviewers may be interested in maintaining control of the topic, thereby pressuring politicians 
to choose between undesirable options where all potential answers could damage the politician’s image 
and alienate the electorate. In this way, interviewers acquire the authority to focus the audience and are 
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able to construct increasingly challenging questions (Bavelas et al., 1990). Other studies suggest that 
interviewers make use of certain challenges to polarise the positions of interviewees, leading to situations 
of conflict (Emmertsen, 2007). Several studies have demonstrated that the journalistic interview, especially 
in the political context, aims for an atmosphere of confrontation (Clayman et al. 2006; Garcés, 2010). On 
the other hand, Garcés (2010) argues that the journalist's impoliteness increases when the interviewee’s 
opinions are less in keeping with public opinion. 

Political interviews and news reports are two of the journalistic formats that can display the highest degree 
of bias to a general audience(Clayman & Heritage, 2002; Ekström & Kroon-Lundell, 2011). Both have the 
capacity to persuade spectators who are generally less interested in politics (Baum & Jamison, 2006), yet 
the public is given the impression that the politicians are being observed directly (McNair, 2000). 

Partisan bias and threats against the interviewee are present in various cultures (Gnisci et al., 2013). Even in 
a context as different from Western cultures as Japan, a study revealed that interviewers’ questions 
affected the interviewees’ answers, which in turn altered the journalists’ subsequent questions (Feldman & 
Kinoshita, 2019). In particular, the way that interviewers manage the threat is not reflected in the content 
of the questions but in the way the questions are asked (Feldman & Kinoshita, 2019). 

In some cases, the belligerence of the interviewers takes centre-stage in the debate (Hagerty, 2010). 
Journalists are viewed as celebrities representing “tribunes of the people” (Higgins, 2010), thereby garnering 
audiences of millions (Gnisci et al., 2013). Some presenters of this type come to be seen as “watchdogs of 
democracy” (Dimitrova & Strömbäck, 2012; Gnisci et al., 2011; Waver & Wilnatt, 2012), although these are 
exceptional cases (Baum & Groeling, 2008). In reality, the most widely accepted model is the polarised 
pluralist, especially in Mediterranean countries (Hallin & Mancini, 2004), where there is generally less press 
freedom and a higher level of interference (Hallin & Mancini, 2012). 

Various techniques have been established to assess objectivity and impartiality in interviews (McQuail, 1992; 
McCombs & Mauro, 1988) based on relevant linguistic indicators that have proven to be effective 
predictors of audience attention. Elliott & Bull (1996) constructed a more advanced methodology to assess 
the level of difficulty of the questions asked in interviews through the facial expressions of the individual 
interviewed. Facial control has since been used as a complement to other traditional approaches, such as 
the analysis of the importance given to word choice and other elements. It has been demonstrated that 
the interviewee’s facial control can be a very useful tool for neutralising threatening aspects of questions 
(Elliott & Bull, 1996) or to accentuate more positive issues. Essentially, “face to face” is the continuous effort 
of individuals to maintain a positive impression.  

Studies of the typologies of facial expressions adopted began in the middle of the twentieth century 
(Goffman, 1955, 1959), based on the sociological perspective of “symbolic interactionism” (Mead, 1934), 
whereby a person’s positive social value is determined by the consequences of their public exposure. 
According to Goffman (1959), facial expressions are negotiated socially during the interaction of an 
interview by adopting defensive strategies in an effort to preserve their original appearance. In other words, 
interviewees tend to avoid acts that are potentially threatening to them, and facial expression serves as a 
kind of remedial tool. In an act of interaction, participants try to control not only their own facial expressions, 
but also the expressions of others, turning an inappropriate act by one member of the group into a source 
of shame for the others (Goffman,1959).  

Years later (Brown & Levinson, 1978), a model of politeness was constructed on the foundation of Goffman’s 
studies. This model made a dichotomous distinction between positive face (the need to be appreciated 
and approved of) and negative face (being threatened). These two types of face often come into conflict. 
A study by Jucker (1986) drawing on Brown & Levinson’s (1978) politeness theory concluded that 
maintaining positive facial expressions in interviews is crucial to ensure political survival and influence voters. 
In all cases, the leader’s image is constantly exposed during the interview, and the credibility of his or her 
answers will depend to a large extent on facial control.  

Jucker’s (1986) study of 13 types of face capable of posing threats (Bull et al. 1996) offers a psychosocial 
model that aims to explain how and why interviewers try to threaten politicians with different expressions, 
and why politicians resort to errors, self-contradictions, inconsistencies, subject switches, or 
misunderstandings in self-defence (Bavelas et al., 1988), which essentially amount to evasion strategies. 
Nimmo & Combs (1985) made a distinction between four journalistic styles of television news: 
popular/sensationalist, elitist/factual, ignorant/didactic, and pluralist (the last two styles treating the 
audience as extremely diverse). On the other hand, Elliott & Bull (1996) suggest that the potential threats 
implicit in the questions asked are exposed in detail in the subtle interaction between the style displayed 
by the interviewer and the answers offered by the interviewee. 
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There is an extensive body of research on interviews, their discourse and content, their potential biases, and 
the use of politeness, detailed in publications by the authors listed in the introduction. Recent advances in 
computer technology have allowed for more complex studies; for example, the use of the software 
programme Discursis for qualitative discourse analysis. This technique is designed to provide a 
representation of the text that allows the analyst to obtain a quick overview of the whole text and to 
decode the dynamics of turn-taking in the interview (who speaks, when, and for how long), the text’s 
conceptual content over time, and its conceptual coherence (Angus et al., 2016, 2013). 

Research to date has considered the actors in televised interviews in dichotomous terms (interviewer vs. 
interviewee), with a non-participatory audience. This study introduces a new actor capable of guiding the 
direction of the interview, hindering or helping the interviewee’s position, and analyses whether this new 
actor could have direct consequences for the presence of equivocation. 

Direct audiovisual interviews with political leaders are shaped by numerous intrinsic and extrinsic factors. 
The intrinsic factors are those associated with journalistic discourse as informed by the context of the 
moment or with specific editorial intentions, while the extrinsic factors are those determined by the mise-
en-scene, editing, and the predetermined audiovisual composition, i.e. audiovisual rhetoric. In televised 
political interviews, the principles of politeness, neutrality, and cooperation can be undercut by deliberate 
action to control the audiovisual discourse, and by the elements associated with production, i.e., the 
extrinsic factors. 

The aim of this study is to explore how audiovisual media, the narratives employed and the formal 
arrangement of the individuals involved can condition the spectator’s viewing experience and thus the 
perception spectators have of the leader, considering more than just the duration of the exchanges and 
other staging factors, as variables to be agreed on by the press services, the politicians concerned, and 
the television networks. While coercion in verbal terms can be expressed in the grammatical construction 
of a sentence, different intonations at the end of the sentence, or particular combinations of both 
(Cruttenden, 1986), audiovisual coercion is conditioned by the audiovisual elements used in the 
construction of the interview. While in the field of linguistics, coercive questions are considered declarative, 
in audiovisual narration they are products of a particular narrative structure related to the mode of 
representation. Previous studies point to the importance of the impartiality of presenters and studio directors 
or producers to ensure free and fair elections (Gnisci, 2008), but the scope of potential biases and how they 
are constructed has not been analysed. 

Drawing on previous studies of bias indicators considering the neutrality or toughness of the interviewers 
based on facial expression (Bull, 1994, 2000; Bull & Elliott, 1998; Bull et al., 1996; Bull & Mayer, 1993; Elliott & 
Bull, 1996) and on the model of equivocation and evasion/conflict (Lewin, 1938; Bavelas et al., 1988; Bull, 
2002; Hamilton & Mineo, 1998), this study will examine televised interviews from an original perspective 
based on narrative observation and the use of image units through a process of audiovisual content 
analysis, with the aim of discovering the function of that third actor, the audiovisual production team and 
its processes of neutrality or bias. While traditionally, the political interview takes place between two 
interlocutors (first context), designed for an external audience that in some cases is not present (second 
context) (Fetzer & Weizman, 2006), here we consider the presence of a third context (extrinsic factor), the 
team responsible for sound and image.  

The objective of this study is to discover whether certain rhetorical devices used in the construction of 
audiovisual narratives could produce certain “meaning effects” (Morales, 2011; Saperas, 2009) capable of 
guiding the reception and interpretation of the content of the discourse. To this end, we posed the following 
research questions (RQ1 and RQ2): 

RQ1.Have different political leaders, both progressive and conservative, faced the same degree of intensity 
or toughness in the questions asked during the televised interviews analysed? 

RQ2. Is there any evidence of a significant correlation between the intensity of the questions asked and the 
shots taken of different leaders that might suggest a biased formulation in the production of the televised 
interviews? 

 

3. Methodology 

Eight interviews have been analysed in this study, with the leaders of the four political parties that have the 
largest representation in the lower house of Spanish parliament (the Congress of Deputies), and with their 
four closest advisers. All the interviews were broadcast on the Spanish public television network TVE on its 
morning news programme Los desayunos de TVE, presented and hosted during the period of study by the 
journalist Sergio Martín, produced by Jesús Manrique, and directed by Olegario Marcos. Los desayunos de 
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TVE is a benchmark program that has been broadcast on TVE’s La 1 channel since 8 January 1994, every 
morning from Monday to Friday, with an approximate duration of one hour and thirty-five minutes. All of 
Spain’s most important political figures have been invited to appear on the programme, including 
successive prime ministers and their cabinet ministers. The program, which has had more than 1,000 
broadcasts, is a talk show with a political focus, with journalists discussing current political, economic and 
social affairs live in the studio. This discussion is followed by an interview conducted by the program 
presenter, accompanied by journalists, with a figure of political importance (or of importance in the social, 
cultural, economic, artistic, sporting, or media sphere). The approach taken by the team responsible for 
the program in relation to the questions and topics chosen has been censured by the TVE News Board. [1] 
At the beginning of 2018, the Board’s quarterly report listing all alleged cases of manipulation of information 
identified in the last three months of 2017 included nearly 50 complaints recorded in the period; in addition, 
the Board issued a monograph focusing on possible cases of manipulation of information related to the 
Catalan independence movement. Sources at TVE pointed out that with the journalist Sergio Martín at the 
helm, the news program “has produced an excess of partial content and a lack of pluralism" (El Mundo, 9 
April 2019). The issue even sparked debate in the European Parliament’s Committee on Petitions about 
allegations of “manipulation and harassment,” in which the Committee Chair, Cecilia Wikstrom expressed 
her concern about the complaint filed by TVE journalists (El País, 16 May 2018). Since 3 September 2018, the 
program has been hosted and presented by the journalist Xabier Fortes, who has also been the subject of 
accusations related to his alleged political bias. The same internal sources at TVE are currently claiming that 
with Fortes on Los desayunos de TVE, the profile of the program’s guests has changed, claiming that "the 
editorial line on Los desayunos de TVE has veered sharply to the left and there are more voices supporting 
[Catalan] separatist positions, which has not gone down well with the audience" (El Mundo, 9 April 2019). 
On 18 May 2020, Los desayunos de TVE presented by Xabier Fortes moved to the network Canal 24 horas. 
Its timeslot would be filled by Las mañanas de la 1, presented by TVE’s current weather reporter, Mónica 
López. 

For this study, we decided to complement our analysis of interviews with the leaders of the main political 
parties by analysing an interview with a person considered to be a close adviser of each party leader. This 
two-part analysis for each party would ensure that the audiovisual approach taken with each leader is not 
the result of personal partiality or individual interference, while at the same time allowing us to draw some 
conclusions about the strategies used in the audiovisual coverage of each party. Televised interviews 
represent one of the few opportunities that political leaders have to confront one another on public 
television under the same conditions of audiovisual production, timing, staging, composition, and target 
audience. 

The interviews analysed for this study were with Pedro Sánchez, leader of the Spanish Socialist Worker’s Party 
(PSOE), [2] on 16/05/2018 (28 min.); PSOE Deputy Leader Adriana Lastra [3] on 24/04/2018 (27 min.); Unidas 
Podemos (UP) party leader Pablo Iglesias [4] on 10/04/2018 (29 min.); Unidas Podemos Organization 
Secretary Pablo Echenique [5] on 26/03/2018 (25 min.); Albert Rivera [6], leader of the party Ciudadanos 
(C’s), on 3/04/2018 (24 min.); Fernando de Páramo [7], communication secretary for Ciudadanos, on 
07/05/2018 (23 min.); Prime Minister Mariano Rajoy [8] on 30/01/2018 (48 min.); and Fernando Martínez-Maíllo 
[9], general coordinator of the ruling party, Partido Popular (PP), on 08/05/2018 (24 min.).  

The positioning of the cameras was similar for all eight interviewees, who sat in the same chair and were 
accompanied by the same number of journalists. The camera arrangement and the technical and artistic 
strategies used were also exactly the same. The program’s host occupied his usual spot on the set in all 
eight interviews, with a more favourable visual framing than the guests had. In all eight interviews with the 
political leaders, a total of 150 questions covering 59 different topics were asked, as shown in Table 1.  

Table 1. Content of Interviews 

Leader Topics 

Pedro Sánchez 
(PSOE) 

Catalan independence movement; Criminal Code amendment; relationship 
with Catalan Socialist Party (PSC); application of Spanish Constitution Article 
155 for government intervention in Catalonia; stance of C’s and UP on 
Catalan independence; Supreme Court Judge Pablo Llanera; voting 
intention polls; relationship between PSOE and PSC. 

Adriana Lastra 
(PSOE) 

Investiture of Catalan government; application of Article 155; yellow ribbons 
in support of Catalan independence; censure motion by Socialist Party of 
Madrid (PSM); Valley of the Fallen; the Toledo Pact; decent pensions. 

Pablo Iglesias 
(Unidas Podemos) 

PP member Pablo Casado’s master’s degree; upcoming elections in Madrid; 
Íñigo Errejón, candidate for the Community of Madrid; possible censorship 
motion in Madrid government; prosecution of Catalan separatist leader 
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Carles Puigdemont; Committees for the Defence of the Republic in 
Catalonia; latest voting intention polls; UP primaries. 

Pablo Echenique 
(Unidas Podemos) 

Arrest of Carles Puigdemont; annual state budget; Basque Nationalist Party 
(PNV) 

Albert Rivera 
(Ciudadanos) 

Delivery of PP budgets with support of C’s; job insecurity; Cristina Cifuentes’s 
master’s degree; voting intentions 

Fernando de Páramo 
(Ciudadanos) 

Elections in Catalonia; Catalan Transition Act; replacement of Cristina 
Cifuentes as President of the Community of Madrid; support of C’s in Madrid 
Assembly; annual state budgets and pension increases; the end of ETA; 
prospects of C’s in the upcoming elections in Madrid; agreement between 
PP and PSOE for appointments to the Bank of Spain. 

Mariano Rajoy 
(Partido Popular) 

Possible candidates for Catalan parliament; the Supreme Court and 
Puigdemont; King of Spain and his position on Catalonia; Agreements 
between C’s and PSOE on Catalonia; funding for autonomous region 
legislation; PP and corruption; political agreement to approve annual state 
budgets; candidates for upcoming elections; end of the financial crisis in 
Spain; wage equality between men and women; possible government pacts 
with the opposition; excessive force by police in Catalonia; political situation 
in Venezuela. 

Fernando Martínez 
Maíllo 

(Partido Popular) 

Elections in Madrid after resignation of Cristina Cifuentes; possible influence 
peddling at Rey Juan Carlos University and the academic degrees of Pablo 
Casado and Cristina Cifuentes; delicate political position of Cristina 
Cifuentes; C’s support for PP in the Community of Madrid; measures brought 
by PP against Puigdemont; alternative candidate to Puigdemont in 
Catalonia; rift between PP party members Cospedal and Sáez de 
Santamaría; Community of Madrid elections; possible pension increases and 
their budget; future high speed train lines; investment in rural sector. 

Source: compiled by authors. 

 

3.1. Variables considered 

Table 2 shows the variables used in the study, the first of which refers to questions asked off-screen (Q(n)O), 
a technique that conditions the audiovisual representation and rhetoric, which can result in “negative 
face” when the question poses a difficulty for the interviewee (Heffelfinger, 2014; Brown & Levinson, 1987). 
This type of question is asked while the camera is on the guest listening to it. In other words, the presenter is 
off-screen while the question is posed, as the shot remains on the interviewee to whom the question is 
addressed. A question of great political importance that is critical of the leader’s policies can prove 
uncomfortable for the interviewee, and a close-up of that leader while the question is asked can produce 
a clear context of defencelessness in relation to the spectator. The delicate situation of receiving a tough 
question while being filmed in close-up may provoke certain expressions of worry or disapproval, as 
suggested in the research on the threatening aspects of questions (Elliot & Bull, 1996; Bavelas et al., 1988; 
Jucker, 1986). On this point, it has been demonstrated that the interviewee’s facial control can be a very 
useful tool for neutralising threatening aspects of questions (Elliott & Bull, 1996). The constant efforts of the 
interviewee to maintain a positive impression clashes with these situations provoked by the development 
of the audiovisual narrative, which will condition the spectator’s interpretation of the credibility of the 
answers. 

Similarly, the audience’s perception of an answer can be conditioned by the images that accompany it. 
The nature of these images can vest the statements with veracity (positive face); alternatively, the 
statements may be considered inconsistent with the images displayed on the screen (negative face) 
(Brown & Levinson,1987). For example, if the prime minister is asked about the unemployment rate and 
while he responds images are shown of professionals at work, his answer will be supported and reinforced 
by images of economic growth (positive face). Conversely, if images of long queues of unemployed and 
disadvantaged people are shown while he answers the question, the audience may have some doubts 
about his political narrative. Either way, this is the role played by the third actor or context defined above, 
with control over the choice of images and the moment when they will be displayed while the political 
leader is speaking: the team responsible for the production of the televised interview. 
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Table 2. Encoding of variables 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: compiled by authors. 
 

The next variable used in the study, intensity of questions (Q(n)I), has been determined on the basis of studies 
by Feldman & Kinoshita (2019) in the field of linguistic research. Our analysis of the interviewees’ answers 
was based on content and context, two of the dimensions considered in equivocation theory (Bavelas et 
al., 1990), taking into account the modifications suggested in subsequent studies (Feldman et al., 2016). To 
assess the interviewers’ questions in terms of difficulty or toughness, the coding included ratings based on 
their semantic content in accordance with the level of threat they represented for the political leader on 
a 10-point Likert scale, from 1 = no threat at all, to 10 = highly or extremely threatening/resistant. “Non-
threatening” questions allowed at least some kind of answer that would not represent a threat for the 
politician. “Tough” questions were defined as those where any of the possible answers posed some kind of 
threat with the potential to provoke a confrontation. To avoid potential coding errors due to the subjective 
nature of the interpretation of a question’s intensity, it was necessary to measure intercoder reliability with 
the aid of two external coders who had not participated in the initial coding, who conducted an 
independent analysis of 20% (n=30) of the variables analysed previously (Tabachnick, Fidell & Ullman, 2007). 
The minimum value obtained according to the Scott Pi formula was 0.63, a high value according to the 
classification proposed by Landis & Koch (1977) for all variables, with a mean value (Neuendorf, 2016; 
Kinnear & Gray, 2001) in all variables of 0.7167. 

 

4. Results 

Research questions RQ1 and RQ2 have both been answered following the quantitative analysis (mean and 
standard deviation) of questions asked off-screen (Q(n)O) and the intensity of the topics discussed (Q(n)I). A 
descriptive analysis has been conducted on the variables, with a Chi-square hypothesis test (X2) and a 
bivariate analysis using the Pearson correlation coefficient (Rx-y). For the statistical analysis, the software SPSS 
IBM v.21 has been used. 

The leaders of the parties on the left were generally subjected to a higher number of questions asked off-
screen (Q(n)O). The results for this type of audiovisual composition were as follows: Pedro Sánchez (n=9), 
Pablo Iglesias (n=9), Adriana Lastra (n=8), Pablo Echenique (n=10); Mariano Rajoy (n=5), Fernando 
Martínez-Maíllo (n=6), Albert Rivera (n=6) and Fernando de Páramo (n=7). In relation to the intensity of the 
questions, i.e., the toughness displayed (Bull, 1994, 2000; Bull & Elliott, 1998; Bull et al., 1996; Bull & Mayer, 
1993; Elliott & Bull, 1996), the total scores for the progressive political parties, PSOE and UP (see Table 3), 
were M=7.15, DT=1.22 and M=7.60, DT=1.36, respectively. Pedro Sánchez as a political leader had a mean 
of M=7.19, DT=1.275, while Pablo Iglesias’s was M=7.70, DT=1.28. Conversely, the conservative parties, PP 
and C’s, had markedly lower means, with Mariano Rajoy scoring M=5.70, DT=1.298, and Albert Rivera 
scoring M=5.30, DT=1.73. Overall, Partido Popular (M=5.85, DT=1.283) and Ciudadanos (M=5.60, DT=1.178) 
obtained markedly lower scores than the parties on the left. Taken together, the results show a mean 
intensity of M=7.45 for the progressive parties, much higher than the mean for the conservative parties 
(M=5.55). In response to RQ1 the results show that conservative and progressive political leaders and parties 
have not received questions with the same degree of intensity, revealing a clearly biased representation 
that could lead to polarisation between the two sides of the political spectrum.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Variables (dependent) Values adopted 
Intensity of questions (QnI) Likert Scale (1-10) 
Questions asked off-screen (QnO) Dichotomous (y/n) 
N= 150 
Independent variables: political leaders 
P Scott= 0.7167 (Intercoder Reliability) 
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Table 3 Intensity of questions for political leaders, Q(n)I 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Source: compiled by authors. 

 

In Table 4 the Pearson correlation coefficient (Rx-y) has been used to correlate the intensity of the questions 
(Q(n)I) with questions asked off-screen (Q(n)O). It is important to bear in mind that the positive or negative 
value of the absolute result can range between -1 and +1, and in this sense, a relationship of +1 is as strong 
as -1. In the first case, the relationship is positive, while in the second it is negative. Our analysis has revealed 
correlations between question intensity and questions asked off-screen in the cases of Pedro Sánchez 
(r(150)= 0.621 p<.004), Pablo Iglesias (r(150)= 0.828 p<.001) and Adriana Lastra (r(150)= 0.561 p<.008). 
Mariano Rajoy and Albert Rivera both obtained very low negative correlations, i.e. the question is generally 
less intense when the shot is of the leader listening to it (r(150)= -0.405 p<.010) and (r(150)= -0.480 p<.020, 
respectively). 

Table 4. Correlation between intensity of questions/questions asked off-screen 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: compiled by authors. 

 

In response to Research Question RQ2, the analysis of the data collected makes it clear that Partido Popular 
and Ciudadanos are the political parties that have been treated best in terms of the audiovisual narration, 
in view of the patterns identified in the presentation of supporting images inserted at non-threatening 
moments. On the other hand, the interviews with the leaders of PSOE and UP show evidence of a significant 
correlation between the modes of representation of the leader and the degree of toughness or intensity of 
the questions asked by the interviewer.  

 

5. Discussion and conclusions 

Various authors define two forms in the construction of meaning around the object of communication. The 
first form makes use of narrative or denotative editing, establishing the right order of sounds and images to 
ensure audiovisual continuity (Martín, 1999; Amiel, 2005; Mitry, 2002). The second form of signification 
involves a more elaborate, connotative editing style designed to elicit expressive and emotional responses 
from the spectator (Martín, 1999; Balàzs, 1987). In introducing what they call “Complex Structural Theory”, 
Taboada & Mann (2005) classify different types of discourse according to the type of association (“nucleus” 
or “satellite”), based on how new the information is for the spectator; e.g. variations in semantic 

Leader N Minimum Maximum Mean DT 
Pedro Sánchez 23 6 9 7.19 1.275 
Adriana Lastra 16 6 8 7.12 1.167 
(PSOE Mean: 7.15).      
Pablo Iglesias 18 6 8 7.70 1,283 
Pablo Echenique 16 6 9 7.50 1,456 
(UP Mean: 7.60)      
Albert Rivera 20 4 7 5.30 1,732 
F. de Páramo 18 5 8 5.90 1,994 
(C´S Mean: 5.60)       
Mariano Rajoy 27 4 7 5.70 1.298 
F. M. Maillo 12 5 8 6.00 1.537 
(PP Mean: 5.85)       
Total 150     

Leader (Q(n)I) Listening shots (Q(n)I) 
Pedro Sánchez 0.621** 
Adriana Lastra 0.561* 
Pablo Iglesias 0.828** 
Pablo Echenique 0.576** 
Albert Rivera -0.480 
F. de Páramo 0.342* 
Mariano Rajoy -0.405 
F. M. Maillo 0.521 
* p<0.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001 
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parameters, visual and sound edits, and pauses and transitions in the message (Morales, 2011). Our study 
has sought to analyse both denotative language and connotative strategies applied in interviews with 
political leaders.  

This exploratory research has been designed with the aim of examining possible bias toward different 
political leaders during individual televised interviews. The analysis of bias or of audiovisual politeness 
(Sánchez-Castillo, 2018) has been found to be crucial for better understanding the construction of 
audiovisual discourse and trying to discover whether the approach taken in televised interviews has 
favoured or undermined the political narrative of the different leaders vying for control of the Spanish 
government. The study has identified audiovisual narratives orchestrated by the programme’s production 
team in the interviews observed, pointing to the use of audiovisual strategies that favour the political 
interests of the ruling party, while presenting the opposition to the audience in a less favourable light.  

The way that political leaders are presented in a timeslot with a mass audience and the audiovisual strategy 
used to accompany their discourse can have a decisive impact on audience perceptions of those leaders. 
The impact of a compromising question that is difficult to answer can be mitigated if delivered during a 
shot of the presenter or of positive images in keeping with the message. Conversely, if the question directed 
at the guest is accompanied by images that convey a negative message or by a close-up of the 
interviewee, any expression of doubt, discomfort, or incredulity could weaken the answer and therefore be 
perceived by the spectator as untrue. This technique has been observed in the interviews included in this 
study. 

With the data obtained, notwithstanding the limitations inherent in this type of methodology, we can 
confirm that the audiovisual approach taken to the political leaders is not homogeneous, although the set 
and staging are similar. The audiovisual production seems to suggest a particular purpose in its presentation 
of the individuals and the arrangement of its multi-camera composition. The results of this analysis point to 
a correlation between the narrative approach and the editorial line of the network. Although the reasons 
behind this bias fall beyond the scope of this research, further studies of this kind could be especially useful 
for identifying patterns of analysis that could reveal the efficacy of the narrative approach in terms of 
electoral outcomes, i.e. to determine the extent to which electoral behaviour can be linked to different 
forms of representation on television. 

The study of different forms of bias arising from audiovisual compositions offers important clues that can 
help explain the persuasive tactics constructed through hegemonic discourses. According to Mats Ekström, 
studies of political interviews have failed to take into account “how the material is edited and presented in 
specific media, genres and narrations” (2001:566). With this in mind, we have identified a need for research 
on the televised political interview as the audiovisual format with the biggest impact on society. This 
research could prove useful for the press services of major political parties, political scientists, journalists, and 
opinion makers in general who recognise the continued importance of generalist television and are looking 
for a theoretical and empirical framework to identify strategies targeting the ever-present prospect of 
political manipulation. The methodological limitations observed in this study should be viewed as an 
incentive to conduct further research on bias in political interviews and to study evidence of its direct 
effects on audiences and their voting intentions. We believe it would be valuable to continue to explore 
this issue in future studies in other political contexts, with the objective of analysing the audiovisual 
approach taken and possibly finding evidence of shifts in orientation or inclination towards the ruling party, 
regardless of which party that might be. 

 

6. Financing reference 

This article has been written in the context of the project “Strategies, Agendas, and Discourses in Electoral 
Cybercampaigns: Media and Citizens (2017-2020)” at Universitat de València, financed by the Ministry of 
Economy and Competitiveness (CSO2016- 77331-C2-1-R). 

 

7. Acknowledgement  

Translator: Martín Boyd. 

 

 

 



 215 

8. Bibliographic References 

[1] Amiel, V. (2005). Estética del montaje. Madrid: Abada. 

[2] Angus, D.; Fitzgerald, R.; Atay, C. & Wiles, J. (2016). Using visual text analytics to examine broadcast 
interviewing. Discourse, Context & Media, 11, 38-49. http://doi.org/dz68  

[3] Angus, D.; Rintel, S. & Wiles, J. (2013). Making sense of big text: a visual-first approach for analysing text 
data using Leximancer and Discursis. International Journal of Social Research Methodology, 16(3), 261-
267. http://doi.org/dz69  

[4] Atkinson, M. D.; Enos, R. D. & Hill, S. J. (2009). Candidate Faces and Election Outcomes. Quarterly 
Journal of Political Science, 4(3), 229–49. http://doi.org/bwp355  

[5] Balàzs, B. (1987). El Film: evolución y esencia de un arte nuevo. Barcelona: Gustavo Gili. 

[6] Banducci, S. A.; Karp, J. A.; Thrasher, M. & Rallings, C. (2008). Ballot Photographs a Cues in Low-
Information Elections. Political Psychology, 29(6), 903–17. http://doi.org/bxdd2g  

[7] Baum, M.A. & Groeling, T., (2008). New media and the polarization of American political discourse. 
Political Communication, 25, 345--365. http://doi.org/c2nndq  

[8] Baum, M.A. & Jamison, A.S. (2006). The Oprah effect: how soft news helps inattentive citizens vote 
consistently. The Journal of Politics, 68, 946--959. http://doi.org/dv3w5t  

[9] Bavelas, J. B.; Black, A.; Bryson, L. & Mullett, J. (1988). Political equivocation: A situational explanation. 
Journal of Language and Social Psychology, 7, 137–145. http://doi.org/fhzgrb  

[10] Bavelas, J. B.; Black, A.; Chovil, N. & Mullet, J. (1990). Equivocal Communication. Newbury Park: Sage.  

[11] Bell, P. & Van Leeuwen, T. (1994). The Media Interview: Confession, Contest, Conversation. 
Kensington, Australia: UNSW Press. 

[12] Berggren, N.; Henrik Jordahl, H. & Poutvaara, P. (2010). The Looks of a Winner: Beauty and Electoral 
Success. Journal of Public Economics, 94(1–2), 8–15. http://doi.org/b2r9s7  

[13] Brown, P. & Levinson, S. C. (1978). Universals in language usage: Politeness phenomena. In Questions 
and politeness: Strategies in social interaction (pp. 56-311). Cambridge University Press. 
https://bit.ly/31c7Qhc  

[14] Bull, P. (1994). On identifying questions, replies, and non-replies in political interview. Journal of 
Language and Social Psychology, 13, 115–131. http://doi.org/cnqqt6  

[15] Bull, P. (2000). Equivocation and the rhetoric of modernization: An analysis of televised interviews with 
Tony Blair in the 1997 British General Election. Journal of Language and Social Psychology, 19(2), 222-247. 
http://doi.org/b8vvsf  

[16] Bull, P. (2002). Communication under the microscope: The theory and the practice of microanalysis. 
London: Routledge. http://doi.org/fh5m49  

[17] Bull, P. & Mayer, K. (1993). How not to answer questions in political interviews. Political Psychology, 
14(4), 651-666. http://doi.org/drsf8h  

[18] Bull, P. & Elliott, J. (1998). Level of threat: Means of assessing interviewer toughness and neutrality. 
Journal of Language and Social Psychology, 17, 220–244. http://doi.org/dwnm7b  

[19] Bull, P.; Elliott, J.; Palmer, D. & Walker, L. (1996). Why politicians are three-faced: The face model of 
political interviews. British Journal of Social Psychology, 35, 267–284. http://doi.org/bpkpn3  

[20] Clayman, S. E. (1993). Reformulating the question: a device for answering/not answering questions in 
news interviews and press conferences’. Text, 13, 159-1 88. http://doi.org/d2dhkc  

[21] Clayman, S. E. (2001). Answers and evasions. Language in society, 30(3), 403-442. 
http://doi.org/ggxmht  

[22] Clayman, S. E.; Elliott, M. N.; Heritage, J. & McDonald, L. L. (2006). Historical trends in questioning 
presidents, 1953-2000. Presidential Studies Quarterly, 36(4), 561-583. http://doi.org/d2dhkc  

[23] Clayman, S. & Heritage, J., (2002). The News Interview: Journalists and Public Figures on the Air. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. http://doi.org/fg3xbd  



 216 

[24] Clayman, S. E. & Whalen, J. (1989). When the medium becomes the message: the case of the 
Rather-Bush encounter. Research on Language and Social Interaction, 22, 241–272. 
http://doi.org/bqmvnz  

[25] Coe, K.; Kenski, K. & Rains, S. (2014). Online and uncivil? Patterns and determinants of incivility in 
newspaper website commentary. Journal of Communication, 64, 658-679. http://doi.org/f6dxrx  

[26] Cruttenden, A. (1986). Intonation. New York: Cambridge University Press. 

[27] Day, R. (1961). Television: A Personal Report. London: Hutchinson. 

[28] Dimitrova, D. V. & Strömbäck, J. (2012). Election news in Sweden and the United States: a 
comparative study of sources and media frames. Journalism, 13, 604-619. http://doi.org/fzs7mj  

[29] Ekström, M. (2001). Politicians interviewed on television news. Discourse & Society, 12(5), 563-584. 
http://doi.org/fvvh94  

[30] Ekström, M. & Kroon Lundell, Å. (2011). Beyond the broadcast interview: Specialized forms of 
interviewing in the making of television news. Journalism Studies, 12(2), 172-187. http://doi.org/bgzj9g  

[31] Elliott, J. & Bull, P. (1996). A question of threat: face threats in questions posed during televised 
political interviews. Journal of community y applied social psychology, 6(1), 49-72. http://doi.org/dztcdr  

[32] Emmertsen, S. (2007). Interviewers’ challenging questions in British debate interviews. Journal of 
Pragmatics, 39(3), 570-591. http://doi.org/btq6t8  

[33] Feldman, O. & Kinoshita, K. (2019). Ignoring Respect: The Effects of Threat to Face on Replies and the 
Ensuing Questions During Broadcast Political Interviews in Japan. Journal of Language and Social 
Psychology, 38(5-6), 606-627. http://doi.org/dz7b  

[34] Feldman, O.; Kinoshita, K. & Bull, P. (2015). Culture or communicative conflict? The analysis of 
equivocation in broadcast Japanese political interviews. Journal of Language and Social Psychology, 34, 
65-68. http://doi.org/f6rmf6  

[35] Feldman, O.; Kinoshita, K. & Bull, P. (2016). Ducking and diving: How political issues affect 
equivocation in Japanese political interviews. Japanese Journal of Political Science, 17, 141-167. 
http://doi.org/dz7c  

[36] Feldman, O.; Kinoshita, K. & Bull, P. (2017). Failures in leadership: How and why wishy-washy politicians 
equivocate on Japanese political interviews. Journal of language and politics, 16(2), 285-312. 
http://doi.org/dz7d  

[37] Fetzer, A. & Weizman, E. (2006). Political discourse as mediated and public discourse. Journal of 
Pragmatics, 38(2), 143-153. http://doi.org/csqqbh  

[38] Garcés, P. (2010). A gender approach to the study of im-politeness. International Review of 
Pragmatics, (2), 46-94. http://doi.org/dcbtr5  

[39] Gnisci, A. (2008). Coercive and Face-Threatening Questions to Left-Wing and Right-Wing Politicians 
During Two Italian Broadcasts: Conversational Indexes of Par Conditio for Democracy Systems. Journal of 
Applied Social Psychology, 38(5), 1179-1210. http://doi.org/d5xmp8  

[40] Gnisci, A.; Di Conza, A. & Zollo, P. (2011). Political journalism as a democracy watchman. In P. 
Herrmann (Ed.), Democracy in Theory and Action (pp. 205-230). New York: NOVA Publishers. 

[41] Gnisci, A.; Zollo, P.; Perugini, M. & Di Conza, A. (2013). A comparative study of toughness and 
neutrality in Italian and English political interviews. Journal of Pragmatics, 50(1), 152-167. 
http://doi.org/dz7f  

[42] Goffman, E. (1955). On face-work: an analysis of ritual elements in social interaction, Psychiatry, 18(3), 
213-231. http://doi.org/gf89w7  

[43] Goffman, E. (1959). The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life. New York: Anchor. 

[44] Graber, D. A. (1996). Say it with pictures. The annals of the American academy of political and social 
science, 546(1), 85-96. http://doi.org/c9qmkv  

[45] Graber, D. A. (2001). Processing Politics: Learning from Television in the Internet Age. Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press. http://doi.org/dz7g  



 217 

[46] Greatbatch, D. (1986). Aspects of Topical Organization in News Interviews: The Use of Agenda-Shifting 
Procedures by Interviewees. Media, Culture & Society, 8(4), 441–455. http://doi.org/b84h5h  

[47] Greatbatch, D. (1988). A turn-taking system for British news interviews. Language in Society, 17(3), 401-
430. http://doi.org/brvmt9  

[48] Hagerty, B. (2010). TV’s political host with the most. British Journalism Review, 21, 19-27. 
http://doi.org/dcbbnc  

[49] Hallin, D. & Mancini, P. (2004). Comparing Media Systems: Three Models of Media and Politics. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. http://doi.org/drqwt4  

[50] Hallin, D.C. & Mancini, P. (Eds.) (2012). Comparing Media Systems Beyond the Western World. New 
York: Cambridge University Press. http://doi.org/ggk8kg  

[51] Hamilton, M. A. & Mineo, P. J. (1998). A framework for understanding equivocation. Journal of 
Language and Social Psychology, 17, 3–35. http://doi.org/bcbgxj  

[52] Heffelfinger, C. (2014). Cortesía y construcción de género en 10 entrevistas políticas de la televisión 
puertorriqueña. Diálogo de la Lengua, 6, 95-115. https://bit.ly/3fA8qdj  

[53] Heritage, J. C.; Clayman, S. E. & Zimmerman, D. (1988). Discourse and message analysis: the micro-
structure of mass media messages. In R. Hawkins; S. Pingree & J. Weinmann (Eds.), Advancing 
Communication Science: Merging Mass and Interpersonal Processes (pp. 77-109). Newbury Park: Sage. 

[54] Heritage, J. (1985). Analysing news interview: aspects of the production of talk for an overhearing 
audience. In T. Van Dijk (Ed.), Handbook of Discourse Analysis. London: Academic Press. 

[55] Heritage, J. & Greatbatch, D. (1991). On the institutional character of institutional talk: The case of 
news interviews. In D. Boden & D. Zimmerman (Eds.), Talk and social structure (pp. 93-137). Cambridge, 
England: Polity Press. 

[56] Higgins, M. (2010). The public inquisitor as media celebrity. Cultural Politics, 6, 93-110. 
http://doi.org/dghr39  

[57] Hopmann, D.N.; Van Aelst, P. & Legnante, G., (2012). Political balance in the news: a review of 
concepts, operationalizations and key findings. Journalism, 13, 240-257. http://doi.org/cj34gk  

[58] Huls, E. & Varwijk, J. (2011). Political bias in TV interviews. Discourse & Society, 22(1), 48-65.  

[59] Hutchby, I. (2006). Media Talk-Conversation Analysis and the Study of Broadcasting. Berkshire, 
England: Open University Press. 

[60] Iyengar, S.; Peters, M. & Kinder, D. (1982). Experimental Demonstrations of the ‘Not-So Minimal’ 
Consequences of Television News Programs. American Political Science Review, 76(4), 848–58. 
http://doi.org/dz7h  

[61] Jucker, J. (1986). News Interviews: a Pragmalinguistic Analysis. Amsterdam: Gieben. 
http://doi.org/dz7j  

[62] King, A. & Leigh, A. (2009). Beautiful Politicians. Kyklos, 62(4), 579–93. http://doi.org/bk4krc  

[63] Kinnear, P.R. & Gray, C.D. (2001). SPSS for Windows Made Simple, Release 10. Hove: Psychology Press. 

[64] Landis, J. R. & Koch, G. G. (1977). An application of hierarchical kappa-type statistics in the 
assessment of majority agreement among multiple observers. Biometrics, 33(2), 363-
374.http://doi.org/cgxczv  

[65] Lawson, C.; Lenz, G.; Myers, M. & Baker, A. (2010). Candidate Appearance, Electability, and Political 
Institutions: Findings from Two Studies of Candidate Appearance. World Politics, 62(4), 561–93. 
http://doi.org/fn6sxf  

[66] Lengauer, G.; Esser, F. & Berganza, R. (2012). Negativity in political news: a review of concepts, 
operationalizations and key findings. Journalism, 13, 179-202. http://doi.org/c2jp84  

[67] Lenz, G. S. & Lawson, C. (2011). Looking the part: Television leads less informed citizens to vote based 
on candidates’ appearance. American Journal of Political Science, 55(3), 574-589. http://doi.org/dks2z7  

[68] Lewin, K. (1938). The conceptual representation and measurement of psychological forces. Durham, 
NC: Duke University Press. http://doi.org/bnf755  



 218 

[69] Liebes, T. (2001). Look me straight in the eye: the political discourse of authenticity, spontaneity and 
sincerity. The Communication Review, 4, 499-510. http://doi.org/cmx9j7  

[70] Martín, M. (1999). El Lenguaje del cine. Barcelona: Gedisa. 

[71] McCombs, M. E. & Mauro, J. B. (1988). Predicting newspaper readership from content 
characteristics’, Newspaper Research Journal, 10(1), 2530. http://doi.org/dz7k  

[72] McNair, B., (2000). Journalism and democracy: a millennium audit. Journalism Studies 1, 197-211. 
http://doi.org/cqj89j  

[73] McQuail, D. (1992). Media Performance. London: Sage.  

[74] Mead, G. H. (1934). Mind, Self and Society. Chicago: University Press. 

[75] Mendelberg, T. (2001). Playing the Race Card: Campaign Strategy, Implicit Messages, and the Norm 
of Equality. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. http://doi.org/dz7m  

[76] Mickelson, S. (1976). The Candidate in the Living Room. The Annals of the American Academy of 
Political and Social Science, 427(1), 23–32. http://doi.org/bxc73z  

[77] Mitry, J. (2002). Estética y psicología del cine. Barcelona, Siglo XXI. 

[78] Montgomery, M. (2008). The discourse of the broadcast news interview: A typology. Journalism 
Studies, 9(2), 260-277. http://doi.org/czpdx4  

[79] Morales, F. (2011). Diseño de un modelo de construcción informativa audiovisual eficiente: una 
propuesta para la generación de efectos de sentido. E-Compós, 14(1). http://doi.org/dz7n  

[80] Graber, D. A. (2016). The content analysis guidebook. Sage. http://doi.org/dz7p  

[81] Nimmo, D. D. & Combs, J. E. (1985). Nightly Horrors: Crisis Coverage by Television Network News. 
Nashville, TN: University of Tennessee Press. 

[82] Papacharissi, Z. (2004). Democracy online: Civility, politeness, and the democratic potential of online 
political discussion groups. New Media and Society, 6, 259-283. http://doi.org/dz4rp6  

[83] Pomerantz, A. (1984). Pursuing a Response. In J. Atkinson & J. Heritage (Eds.), Structures of Social 
Action: Studies in Conversation Analysis (pp. 152–63). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

[84] Sacks, H. (1992). Lectures on Conversation. Malden, MA: Black well Publishing.  

[85] Sacks, H.; Schlegloff, E. & Jefferson, G. (1974). A simplest systematics for the organization of turn-taking 
for conversation. In J. Schenkein (Ed.), Studies in the Organization of Conversational Interaction (pp. 7-55). 
Elsevier. http://doi.org/dz7q  

[86] Sánchez-Castillo, S. (2018). Audiovisual Politeness in TV Political Interviews. Communication & Society, 
31(2), 137-153. https://doi.org/fctj  

[86] Saperas, E. (2009). Los efectos cognitivos de la comunicación de masas: las recientes investigaciones 
en torno a los efectos de la comunicación de masas: 1970-1986. Barcelona: Ariel. 

[87] Scannell, P. (1996). Radio Television and Modern Life. Oxford: Blackwell. 

[88] Schudson, M. (1994). Question Authority: A History of the News Interview in American Periodism, 1860 – 
1930. Media, Culture & Society, 16, 565–87. http://doi.org/dz7r  

[89] Strömbäck, J. & Shehata, A., (2007). Structural biases in British and Swedish election news coverage. 
Journalism Studies, 8, 800-810. http://doi.org/djkqfj  

[90] Stryker, R.; Conway, B.A. & Danielson, T. (2016). What is political incivility? Communication 
Monograph, 83, 535-556. http://doi.org/dz7s  

[91] Tabachnick, B. G.; Fidell, L. S. & Ullman, J. B. (2007). Using multivariate statistics. Boston, MA: Pearson. 

[92] Taboada, M. & Mann, W. (2005). Rhetorical structure theory: looking back and moving ahead. 
Discourse Studies, 8(3), 423-459. http://doi.org/cs325m  

[93] Tannen, D. (1998). The Argument Culture: Changing the Way we Argue. New York: Virago Press. 

[94] Tolson, A. (2006). Media Talk-Spoken Discourse on TV and Radio. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press. 



 219 

[95] Waver, D.H. & Wilnatt, L. (Eds.) (2012). The global journalist in the 21th century. London: Routledge. 
http://doi.org/f3rrgj  

 

Notes  

1. Consejo de Informativos. RTVE (2018). Available at: https://bit.ly/2YJPlzu  

2. Pedro Sánchez. Los Desayunos de TVE. RTVE (16 May 2018). Available at: https://bit.ly/3fuiXa1 

3. Adriana Lastra. Los Desayunos de TVE. RTVE(24 April 2018). Available at: https://bit.ly/3bjWOI1  

4. Pablo Iglesias. Los Desayunos de TVE. RTVE (24 April 2018). Available at: https://bit.ly/3baJ3LL 

5. Pablo Echenique. Los Desayunos de TVE. RTVE (26 March 2018). Available at: https://bit.ly/2zjlhQA  

6. Albert Rivera Los Desayunos de TVE. RTVE (03 April 2018). Available at: https://bit.ly/2WfG7ti  

7. Fernando de Páramo. Los Desayunos de TVE. RTVE (07 May 2018). Available at: :https://bit.ly/3bd6NyP  

8. Mariano Rajoy. Los Desayunos de TVE. RTVE (30 January 2018). Available at: https://bit.ly/35Ko1T3  

9. Fernando Martínez-Maíllo. Los Desayunos de TVE. RTVE (08 May 2018). Available at: https://bit.ly/35Jt3zo 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


