Source: Doug Pensinger/Getty Images.

Research shows that women's sports receive less coverage than
men'’s sports and that the nature of that coverage often has

been stereotypically sexist—though less blatantly so in recent
years.

Concern about women’s Sports coverage extends beyond quantity to include the quality

of the coverage that does exist. Early, blatant stereotypical i

. on the rare occasions when women athletes were covered.i)
television, they “were likely to be overtly trivialized, infantilized, and sexualized” (Messner,
Duncan, and Jensen 1993: 123). According to Schell (1 999), women were often po
“sexual objects available for male consumption rather than as competitive athletes.”
When Messner and his associates (1993) studied television Coverage of the 1989 men
and women’s National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) and various matches in

sports differently. Gender was constantly “marked” in women’s basketball coverag
“NCAA Women’s National Championship Game” or “women’
sion coverage referred to men’s competition in a
at all: “The Final Four,” “The NCAA National Cha
of athletes also differed by gender. The announ
and “women.” They never called men “boys,”
Commentators covering tennis matches refe

universal way, without mentioning gender
mpionship Game,” and so on. The naming
cers called women “girls,” “young ladies
only “men,” “young men,” or “young fellas.

ner and his associates reminded readers that “dominants generally have license to refer to
subordinates (younger people, employees, lower-class people, ethnic minorities, women

nament, they found the commentary framed women'’s and men’s
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) by their first names” (p. 128). Finally, an array of differences apgear:e(i 1;1atrzzéafl{g/v higle
. i 1 hes “yelled,” while female coaches “scr 4
o describe athletes. Male coac y s
uSedx::ellent shot by a female player was “lucky,” excellent play from a male player sho
e ” i i is will all this court.”
was “imposing his will all over :
& ever, covirage has since improved somewhat. In a 2010 report, Messner andkCofc;}:y
qu ed E,SPN'S SportsCenter as well as television sports news on the local network a : 1 i
exan}mLos Angeles. They found that stories that trivialize women'’s sports an'd s:);ua ize
e 1ln athletes were now rare, noting that the disparaging portrayals and sexgallze u:po;
femaler ely disappeared from sports news. Instead of sexualized humor a}nd images, whic
h.a i arfake women’s sports attractive to male viewers, one new wrmklfa inrecent cove;age
‘.mm tofocus on women athletes as family members, emphasizing their roles as rrlnot ers,
]S.the or girlfriends—another strategy for attracting male audiences. In general, Iowteve;jr,
wwe; reporters have not developed a new approach to covering women’s spor.ts. ns| ea:e n
Sp?\flessner and Cooky point out, when sports news programs stopped portrayl'ng wom
ashl tes in trivial and sexualized ways, the overall amount of coverage of women s sportst o.rs1
at1 eision declined. Ultimately, as these studies demonstrate, coverage of women.s spo:11 s i
- tomatic of the subtle ways in which media both reflect and re-create gender ;lneq: 12/.
SYTRF;S possible that the Internet may provide new opportunities fo:]l rr;lore mc-ld\tj.p:‘tcea:lrtl ! (5)1(1)9)
i i
i 1 ts. One recent study (Kian, Mondello, an
tive coverage of women’s spor ; :
?:Eld that ESPN.com focused substantial attention on the 2006 NCA/; \?‘zomen's b:flkg;l;?\]ll
: the stories !
f March Madness that year, 38 percent o :
tournament. In the coverage o . [ e
K ament. This stood in sharp contr
m focused on the women'’s tourn ’
Cgm where only 6 percent of the stories focused on the women's tqurnament. Bec?use Ezl:':
\czvas 'broadcasting the complete women’s tournament, regular online hcoverage o. Wor:tam
i S more impo b
aluable promotional role for ESPN. Perhap
basketball may have served a v : S ocaner FIE
i i that online coverage did not feature the
Kian and his colleagues report 5 Ll
i i isi they note that “there
i tudies of television coverage. In particular, .
e e o i itive skill levellaccomplishments
ignifi i ion of descriptors about the positive s :
significantly higher proportion : TR
i i ths in women'’s basketball articles
and psychological/lemotional streng| worn :
baskztglall" (pg 491). Whether online media will provide a regular forum for more robust
coverage of women'’s sports remains an open question.

CLASS AND THE MEDIA
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For Advertisers, “Some People Are More Valuable Than Others”
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Class underlies the media industry in a distinctive way. Class consuiieratlo'ns connte(;t:e a:):lf z
tisers, producers, content, and audiences. The for-profit, advertiser-driven natu
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media consumers, Th een]
. They want : Y Interested in

products. You can gyegs Wth;oCrle:ch People with enougn disposabtlte' L ;
i . ; -
orCCOr;llpany it. Everybody has to buy toortnhEdla product reaches by exa n':ic?m t _ S CBS's legal and political

bublication featyreg ads for jewe]r baste and breakfag; Cerea] butrng-@t JEa— i drama, The Good Wife, is

g en : il | ! : one of many programs
" that is set in an upper-

- (Take a look at the Sunda morm.s:rwcesl W 4 | | IS _. : .
- sh - ' - ) oL middle-class environment,
' - with an affluent home and
furnishings. There is a
gourmet kitchen in the
background, elegant
dining room furniture,
stylish wall sconces, and
tastefully framed artwork.

Source: CBS Photo Archive/Getty
Images.

e Or news
affluence of the Consumers Who?;t; : e
In contrast to the usual
middle-class fare, the set
of CBS's comedy, 2 Broke
Girls, suggests something
closer to reality for
working-class Americans
of more modest means.
While quite large for a
Brooklyn apartment, the
kitchen features an aging
refrigerator, old-fashioned
linoleum flooring, a utility
e B sink, and rough
""J'IA‘\ oY shelving—certainly not
ent people are mo; . f/ ,_-\} e an upper-middle-class
Ple. In the 19705 AR - B o P gourmet kitchen.
Source: AF archive/Alamy.

Times, for €xample, raised jts dail
t0 50 cents, At the sa

ge
00ds from 35 Ce

ffluent Surroundin

pio el .ty sales price in inner-city neighborh
» It reduced the Price to 25 cents in a

Social Class in Prime-Time Programs. The class status of television characters is
communicated to viewers in various ways, one of which is the set used to represent home

life, as seen here in two contrasting programs.

middle-class professionals. Images showing the comfortable, middle-class life fill maga-
zines, films, and television programs. These images are most obvious in advertising.
Simply put, advertisements aimed at selling products do not feature poor people and
rarely feature working-class people. Instead, comfortable middle-class and affluent

the real world. Th Society portrayed j .
h e A In the m i .

real world js predominantly working orjg::el: W‘.E:;;hler than it is in

“Mmiddle class, with the

v . . l
l y rica i i i
ast ma orit ()‘ Al“e 1can W erv a. , Or rodu thn jObS. Media OW

€Ver, portray the social
world as one hegyj
€avily populated by the middie class—especially
upper-class images reign in ads.
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s a long one. Butsch (2003) argues that the pre-
hese television situation comedies conveys a

haracters who do populate some

The list of lawyers. doct

e on such programs i

s . c .
F d 11g-C!

Entertain
A ment is little di
situation co > little different f;
medi A rom advertisi
es that aired from 1944 f:zlzlgg. Butsch (2003) ¢
O. Xan1 » g f
Because program, bmed 315 ' sinesspeopl O fass characters in ©
ased jp ce of middle-class charac in
' ‘gni _The few working-class €
_ ot significant message
e bU . e deviant exception 0 the norm, and therefore, it must be their own fault
ful. (This observation is quite similar to the one Gray
u may remeraber,

such as .
police sh

all OwWs—w, ;

fro)rln excluded these, The (;‘;‘d dictate the occupatio

3 o n

work. Thus, creat, o ofUS of domestic-based s‘:)f ”fe main chap,,

such programs are freeltuatlon Comedieg Clers,

ir char n

al of blacks in the media. Asyo
" against

g are th
conomically success
ment programs were the “norm

b are less€
el hen examining the portray
middle-class blacks on entertairn

of potentiaj
occupati
blue- Pations,
(68:6;: ?)lfl;r' clerical, or serg;:;tescn found that only 14 a
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10nSs were vag weren't red middj : d that
t] your run- e-class famir: 2 ue
bered sch Y Overreprese of-the-mij amilj ' -t blacks in the news were contrasted.)
oolte nted. Do profess i real-life blac .
1. All these hlg: Chef‘ $410 1, and |a W;;Ors outnumbered nur;znals €ither. The uz:e message that people in the working class are responsible for their fate is a quintes-
families in these p'ay l“.gJObs for te]ev1s10rS outnumbered less ls dtol, I ntial middle-class idea that ignores the structural conditions that shape social class. It is
equipped witt, a“snuatlon comedies ove N characters meant | ftsamOrous " Jisoan idea reinforced by another tendency identified by Butsch (2003). In contrast to most
the amenitieg. rWhelmingly lived in be Of.dlsp e iddle-class television families, the father in working-class families is usually ridiculed as
autifu] Middje.c 5 ': incompetent, though sometimes Jovable, buffoon. Ralph Kramden, Fred Flintstone,
g iffi fernan, Al Bundy, and Homer Simpson are per-
jeveland prown, Peter Griffin, Doug Hef ! \'A p P
apsthe most obvious Cases. All, to varying degrees, were simpletons who pursued foolish
d wound up in trouble because they simply weren't very smart. Each
more levelheaded and in control.

d the female main character as
of working-class men as smarter and

rich schemes arn
005) argues that television representa-
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a woefully underqy a:}?:(; and Homer j t more competent than their fathers. In fact, Butsch (2
technician j a " tions of working-class men have followed a relatively standard script for five decades.
re have been variations and exceptions, the stock character of the inef-
n has persisted as the dominant image.
h consistently competent working-

h, working-class mai
try he is contrasted wit!

and manly middle-class fathers—a composite image in
demasculinized and their class status justified. (p- 133)
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In 2 Broke Girls are tryin' an unsuccessful motor, 83). Both parents on ROS: ] Daytime television talk shows and Hollywood movies are two other media genres where
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2 ) Daytime talk shows featuring ordinary citizens first began appearing in the United States
in the 1970s but reached their peak of popularity in the 1980s and 1990s. Early daytime
d serious discussion about contested issues

talk show pioneer Phil Donahue often feature
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News m . e . k
informing viewers or readers about the veracity of the conflicting claims. Such coverage is

| uninformative and tends to portray labor disputes as bickering that is of little relevance to

unions has been anything byt
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few exceptions, Puette’s analysis points to a systematic and relentless disparagement

most visible effort at collective empowerment by working Americans.
A decade later Martin (2003) added to the study of media coverage of unions, examining
s why the coverage is so poor. His analysis focuses on the idea that media outlets

e reason .
" ate to their audiences almost exclusively as consumers, rather than as workers. By focus-
. orl consumer issues, commercial media manage to sidestep the actual questions
in,

: jved in labor disputes. For example, the news media spends more time highlighting

edia conventions also rely on simply reporting “both sides” of the story, rarely

the audience.

The idea of a positive—or at least balanced—portrayal of a labor union is so rare on U.S.

television that when one does occur it becomes notable. When the police drama The Bridge
first appeared on CBS, the Los Angeles Times television critic noted that the program would
appear foreign to viewers not because it was set in Canada but because of its major story-
line. “Americans will know they’re viewing an import the moment the uber narrative makes
itself clear. ‘The Bridge’ is about a street cop attempting to rid the force of corruption
through . . . wait forit...its union” (McNamara 2010). In addition to a rare positive por-
trayal of a union, the program also highlighted class issues. The shows’s title refers to a
bridge that separates a wealthy Toronto neighborhood from a poor one. The program was
canceled after just three episodes aired in the United States but was renewed for another

season in more union-friendly Canada.

News Media

Class enters directly into news media content as well. News tends to highlight issues of

concern to middle- and upper-class readers and viewers. Take the example of stock market

reports. Fewer than half of American families own any stock at all—directly or indirectly

(such as through mutual funds, pensions, or retirement accounts). In fact, over 80 percent

of the nation’s stocks (whether owned directly or indirectly) are owned by just the wealth-

iest 10 percent of the nation’s families (Wolf 2012). Thus, the vast majority of the public is
unlikely to be interested in stock reports. Most Americans do not even understand stock
listings and reports. Yet stock market reports are a prominent feature of news programs and
newspapers. Now think for a moment. When was the last time you saw a news story
explaining how to apply for welfare benefits or an extension on unemployment insurance,
or reviewing the legal rights of workers to form a union, or to learn about health and safety
hazards in the workplace? Even suggesting such stories might seem odd because it contra-
dicts our taken-for-granted notion of what news is “supposed” to be.

On the whole, the news reflects a middle- and upper-class view of the world. In this
world, newspaper business pages flourish, but labor reporters are almost an extinct breed.
News may address “regular” people as consumers, but it almost never addresses them as
workers. Even consumer-oriented stories are scarce because they have the potential to
offend advertisers. For example, the San Jose Mercury News once published an innocuous
feature story advising consumers on how to buy a new car. The prospect of well-informed
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