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Introduction
Before | begin | want to acknowledge the Gadigapge who are the traditional owners of this largiwell as everyone
from around the world attending the conferencenalloutou katoa and thank you all for coming oig thorning.

In the speeches last night during the openingettnference, we heard a lot about media coveragel the terrible lack
of it. What | am talking about today will only réorce much of what was said about the ongoingifaiof the
mainstream media to recognise and celebrate thetiatbxcellence of sports women. However, rathan re-stating the
obvious (although I will do some of that), | waatedmbrace the theme of the conference, and start\sersation about
how we canfHINK differently about how t€HANGE (raise) the visibility of female athletes. | tkithe evidence is
too consistent — over too long a period, over tamyndifferent types of media (see Bruce, Hovden &la, 2010 for an
overview) and despite many efforts on the parugipgrters of women'’s sport to effect change — #taube able to
continue down the path we've been on (althoughthiftk it is worth continuing such efforts). | wain suggest we look
to a different place td°LAY .

When we look at media, we generally consider twonnssues: quantity and quality. Quality has beeproving over
time; when women do gain coverage — particularlgmthey are representing their nation — the coestraigds to treat
them ‘fairly’. This is not to say there is not mdor improvement — clearly there is, but we hasme a long way from
the stories before World War 1l that focused maréhow women served tea than on their performaneghdetes.

When we look at the quantity of coverage, howewercan see there has been virtually no changeeitath 30 years, and
in fact even since the 1960s (Bruce et al, 2010¢c8r2008; Bruce, Falcous and Thorpe, 2007). (OKyesve had a five-
fold increase but only from 2% to 10%.) Our figu(ese Figure 1 below), although these are from Kealand, reflect
international research.

Almost 30 years of research
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Figure 1: New Zealand sports media coverage byeayeinoim 1980 to 2008

One of the things that fascinates me is that, ablaw Zealand colleagues describe it, despite tttetifat “Longitudinal
analyses have confirmed the structural rigidityhaf gender inequity of press coverage...male jdisitaaeem genuinely
surprised by arguments about gender inequity and gaverage of women’s sport and may in fact idealhe space and
time allocated in news to sportswomen” (Fountainkl&Gregor, 1999, p. 124).

It may be the women'’s sport is so generally inVésthat one or two stories on the same day retdlydsout!

While | was preparing for this presentation, | hespgd to be listening to an interview with archatt almost-Olympian
Geena Davis, and what she said seemed to reallyipuime of the key ideologies (or underlying assiong) that explain
why women'’s sport coverage remains so LOW. Daaid: SHollywood sort of operates under this assuampthat
women will watch men but men won'’t watch women” Rgan, 2010). | think we can just substitute ‘spfor

Hollywood in this quote. A very recent study okRch sports media decision-makers came to a siotlaslusion.
Bridget Gee found that decision-makers in TV angspapers “repeatedly described” the audience fortspnedia as
primarily male and “therefore assumed to be natueaiverse to women'’s sports” (Gee, 2010, p. 57).
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And this assumption is also really clear in attesriptget the first ever edited
collection of research about women in sport in Nimaland published (Obel, Bruce
& Thompson, 2008). It was rejected by numeroudiglibrs because the focus was
assumed to be too narrow: One said he would ndigbub because only half the
students would be interested in reading it. Sthénend, it only saw the light of day
because my Faculty, which doesn’t normally publisbks, took on the project and,
as a result, we have no promotion and no linksrt@por publisher. This to me is
another very clear example of the ‘truth’ of Daviemments.

And what is the problem with this? | think Geenavi3 is again on the right track
when she argues “We are teaching girls to be happut watching boys... [and]
boys that they don’t have to watch stories abalggiGeena Davis, in Ryan, 2010).

Certainly sports journalists do not react well wimen’s sport advocates try to bring these ingzgito their attention.
In New Zealand, for example, such research is fgerstly rejected as irrelevant” and the “findirage often ignored or
trivialised by news management and journalists’ufifaine & McGregor, 1999, p. 113). In 2008, ataant launching a
major women'’s sport competition, the top newspaperts executive in New Zealand said he threw awsgarch on
gender inequalities (Cox, 2008, personal commuioicht

So | decided to confront one of the major objeditirat sports journalists (most of them male) Heakabout previous
research — which was, on the surface, a methodabgisue. In order to challenge their rejectibexasting research
because it only focused on a few weeks at a timagslable to secure funding to analyse an enta€s/eorth of two
major New Zealand newspapers. And what were @ulte? As you can see in Table 1, they are aafigrthe same as
all the previous studies, and only slightly higtiean the 9% in Australian TV news reported by Fadd8ports Minister
Kate Ellis last night (see Lumby, Caple & Greenwd2@fl0).

Table 1: Newspaper sports coverage by gender ilNiswo Zealand newspapers in 2008

Newspaper Male % Female % Mixed %  Neutral %
New Zealand Herald 75.5 12.1 7.5 4.9
Waikato Times 77.1 11.5 8.3 3.2
Longitudinal (New Zealand) results 83.0 9.0

There was only 1 ‘blip’ in the findings (see Fig@)e Can you figure out why? It was during the i@pic Games, an
event that a range of different studies have shasurally results in decreased coverage for male gporeither an
increase in female sport and/or a major increaseixed coverage (which is stories and photograpasibhclude both
women and men) (see Bruce et al., 2010 for an &)V
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Figure 2: Month by month sports media coverage
in one New Zealand newspaper in 2008

gur@ 3: Countries involved in the largest
ever stfi®lympic coverage by gender

This kind of ‘blip’ was a consistent finding in thergest-ever study of Olympic coverage — whichaavidegian colleague
Jorid Hovden and I initiated and led — involvingdd@intries, of which 14 involved non-English langeianedia (Bruce et
al, 2010, see Figure 3).

As you can see in Figure 4 (below), the differelpeveen female and male coverage closed consigieratbverage of
the Olympic Games (although it was much worse tigral for any coverage that was not about the Gilysrgs you can
see in the Non-Olympic column). These are theall®ndings, and they were reasonably consisterdss most of the
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countries involved in the project, but | thoughtiymight like to see the individual country resultand there are a couple
I would like to highlight (see Figure 5).
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Figure 4. Gender differences in Olympic, Non-Olymaind Total newspaper sports coverage during thé @bympic
Games
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Figure 5: Gender differences by country in newspaperts coverage of the 2004 Olympic Games

Note that China and Sweden both gave more Olympierage to female athletes than to males. Thinsdike a
fantastic outcome — but it does come with a ridgne Chinese results, for example, still underespnted women who
made up 66% of the Chinese team, and won 61% dhineese gold medals (which is what the Chinesdamedlly
focus on) but their level of coverage did not repre this dominance.

In addition a number of the countries, includinge®en found that the media focused on only a fewakerathletes,
almost always ‘their own’ and overwhelmingly medahners — thus representing a much narrower rafiggomen’s

sports, and suggesting that female athletes ayeabmhterest if they are winners (or expected tn)ywhile men’s sport is
seen as interesting in its own right (and not evitgn medals are expected or won).

Historically, the major explanation that has besedito explain these kinds of findings is natismalbut during this study
our French colleagues argued that what they cttiedlympic Games effectvas actually only a contextual effect that
arose because there were a similar number of sfpoatsks to the International Olympic Committeefoes towards
gender equality) and women made up 40% of the Glypgrticipants. In this context, it was possitdethe media to
represent women “sans effort” (without effort) besa both women and men were in the stadiums aiatine time (Quin,
Wipf & Ohl, 2010). Certainly, when we look at madioverage more broadly, and especially outsideagdr global
events like the Olympics, the media do not seemdke much effort to represent women'’s sport.

One of the reasons why | think things have not gbkdris that there may be a perceived ideologicalnpatibility
between ‘journalistic norms’ and the more humaimsgrientation of those who seek more coverageoofien’s sport.
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For example, when describing the selection critéréy use to make decisions about what sportgytdight, journalists
use words likestraightforward, natural, simple, commonsense andneutral (see Fountaine & McGregor, 1999; Gee, 2010;
Knoppers & Elling, 2004). Indeed, Knoppers andnigl(2004) found in interviews with Dutch sportsijpalists that they
“inevitably began the interviews by asserting tinat criteria for selection are straightforward aimdple and that they
themselves are ‘neutral’ in applying these critémithe selection process” (p. 60).

| do not have time to deconstruct all the problémasg exist with the reasons that journalists givevihy women'’s sport
doesn’'t get much coverage — but one major issuastebetheir understanding of gender. Research strongly inelicat
that sports journalists believe they are gendetrak@as in the following quote from a male spgotgrnalist in France:

“When there is a good performance, whether itisasm or a woman, | concentrate on the performanhe. A
otherwise, I'd be an old macho... | try to be objeeti. To me, there aren’t men and women; there atetas.
[Hugo]” (Gee, 2010, p. 48)

However, | want to suggest that instead of beimglge neutral, sports journalists are instead gebliteat(ed?) by the
power of the ideology that sport is inherently male ideology that leaves no other position for warthan as ‘different’,
and ‘other’, and women'’s sport as inferior and lessresting, etcetera. Hardin (2005) points bat sports editors who
resist this dominant ideology “are scorned” by tipaiers (p. 63). The secondary position of womeptst is clearly
illustrated in the following quote from a male Dtgports journalist (the key ideologies revealeddiu):

“You select...using journalistic norms. That is wdynen’s tournament can be more important thanraemés
event. The women’s world championships in baskejbst aren’t as important as the men’s championships.
When you have to choose who gets seven minutds tifine and who gets four, theraturally the choice falls on
the men. Women would not choose any differen{ifrioppers & Elling, 2004, p. 65, bold added)

In addition, readers/listeners/viewers asking forercoverage can be dismissed as unfairly seekiragriotion” —
because what they are asking for is seen to beofahe norm’. In the context of growing evidertbat sports media
decision-makers tend to listen to opinions thdectttheir own and ignore or downplay others, pegrs that they use
feedback and surveys to corroborate their own gditdecisions, rather than to serve as sourcasspfration or
motivators for change. As Gee (2010, p. 40) fowviten audience opinions differ from those of decisitakers, their
views are dismissed:

We’'re receptive to letters from readers, peoplemaming, etc. We take on board their commentstivey don’t
have any influence. [Gaston]

You can'’t always take surveys at face value. Yaulearn from them... but you shouldn’t overturn thermecause
readers say “l want more of this or that” [Sandrine

They can direct us, help us... Often when the audispeaks out, it's to complain. [Leon]

So this leads me to crux of nilyinking about how we caohangethe paradigm, change the way that women'’s sport
becomes visible to the broader public. | thinkaxe left in a somewhat Catch 22 position: Do vke the idealistic
position (what is fair, what is right) and keep d@g our heads against a fairly unyielding bricklwa do we want to
adopt a more realistic position that recognizestughand tries to work with that? [This is notuledercut attempts to
make change that are more realistic. One of Minikate Ellis’ points last night about tying fundito media coverage of
women’s sport could be the right kind of carrotn@ybe stick, to effect some change but | wanidouss the second
position of trying to work with the situation as ¥ied it, rather than as we want it to be.]

Options
One option is to give in and provide mainstreamimedth the limited range of what it thinks it want beautiful, “sexy”
women, nationalism elements and exceptional pedan®as — but this approach would not take us verfpfavard.

You know the saying ‘if it ain’t broke, don't fix'i Well, it is broke and I’'m not sure we can fixand | wonder whether
it is worth the precious time and energy of womesgert supporters to keep doing the same thingnwlloeng the same
thing seems to lead to the same outcomes. Thieopalof this conference as | understand it iitktdifferently and to
act differently in order to create the change watwa

Another option, and the one | hope will start ugking differently, is the option to move to a nelaying field where

‘we’ control our own images and have the chanaeaeh a world-wide audience of billions rather tasusands. Today,
the challenge is to move from beirgatively passive consumers of conterdontrolled and produced for us by others
(e.g., sports journalists) to becomicrgative producers of content(for in-depth discussion of this issue see Staal t
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film 11, 2007). Indeed, for the cost of a few hued dollars and access to a computer and the &itémmich | know would
be challenging for those in less wealthy natioii$$, possible to get a video camera and computiging programs (which
anyone can use) and produce your own content. esantheorist Felix Stalder has argued, “one otlivegs that we are
seeing coming out is culture where things are predibecause people care about it and not necgdsechuse they hope
other people will buy it. So what we will seelignigs made by the people for themselves” (intevein Steal this Film
Il, 2007, 39:33-39:47).

And there are plenty of examples of women’s spaganisations or athletes or individuals who havguipethis journey.
For example, Womentalk sports.com is a portal wpeaple interested in writing/blogging about wonsesport to share
their views, comment on each other’s ideas anatera vibrant community. And it does on occasiamgr mainstream
media coverage. The organiser provides a spaqeetiple to come together but does not produce ofidse content —
instead the organiser relies on the interestp@asdionof others to produce material and contribute tdding a
community (see Hardin, 2009). [This is not to @& ¢juat the blogosphere is a centre of enlightenn@aarly it is not.
Sport sociologist Nicole LaVoi reported recentlgttimany sports blogs are very sexist, heterosexidtsometimes racist.
Most sport bloggers can write unfettered and haaly no critical perspective, no[r] desire to &rsbne” (LaVoi,
personal communication July 13, 2010) and Mariadiafin press) argues that the sports blogospleae still be
summarized as reinforcing traditionally masculipatriarchal hegemony, where women remain margiedland without
power” (p. 1).]

In terms of visual imagery, sports organisation$ @mmpanies have set up internet TV sites to peog@htent that the
mainstream media ignore. For example, Paralympiand World Championship Sports Network are bptiofessional’
websites covering both male and female sportsptagominantly in areas not usually given mainstreamerage by
media. It is hard to believe that YouTube is dinlg years old but according to the Youtube complaliog (in Hope,
2010, para. 4), it averages 2 billion viewers gy @ith the average user spending 15 minutes peowuldhe site: "What
started as a site for bedroom bloggers and viddos has evolved into a global platform that oaldcasts entire sports
seasons live to 200+ countries” (Youtube companyg bh Hope, 2010, para. 4).

And I think that what we might call the “Youtubegstomenon’ could have positive impacts for womeptrts Since the
advent of Youtube, we have entered a time whereobig king (or perhaps queen in our case), wheiting something
out is more important than the quality of that emtt(see also Steal this film I, 2007). So, tqdagloesn’t matter if it is a
parent or a fan who films and edits a game; if Yibetor your website is the only place to get iggde will go there.

Indeed, anecdotally, more and more sport organisatvhose sports are generally ignored by the rtnears media are
using Youtube as a resource for promoting theirtsfibming with inexpensive equipment and editiawgd posting 10
minute (max length) highlights packages of all gaimethe season.

And just last night | found out about how the FaditlFederation of Victoria is using the intern€or the same amount
they paid for delayed coverage on community telemigvith an extremely limited audience, they argvrable to provide
live streaming of one top level game per week (smes men, sometimes women) to a potential audiehado knows
how many. Even more interesting is the involvenwdribotball fans via a Goal of the Week competitisponsored by
SOLO, in which fans send in video for consideraand can win a small cash prize). As a result tietyfree content
provided by passionate fans: a win-win situation.

MarthaHucker.com is a low to no budget site sty Rita Langely, a New Zealand downhill mount#eb dissatisfied
with the media coverage of women’s downhill bikimdgho decided to do something about it (Emma Wengiagsonal
communication, May 2010). Langely started theisitgbout mid 2008, and it has now gained advedisind sponsorship
and is the go-to site for women’s downhill mounkskimg. AS MarthaHucker.com shows, in the curm@oiment we are
seeing a shift to producing things that people eh@ut, not things they think someone will buy gay for).

In the current moment there is a growing focus ABHION NOT PROFITS: more and more individuals axepcing
things for free and sometimes asking for small tiona from people who like the service being offerd his approach is
something the GEN Y (and even GEN Xers) are useiitog, and which may well become the most effectaconomic’
model for internet content (Steal this film 11,20.

Conclusion

So, to conclude, I think we need a new paradigime dld one hasn’t work and, despite women’s spgpaerters’ best
efforts to assist and educate the mainstream mealiing much has changed. While new media are panacea, they
do at least offer women’s sports the chance torabtiteir own content, to engage the passion df taas, and to make
the most of new, cheaper, easier-to-use technadlgé might allow them to reach the world andjoimg so, change it
for the better. Thank you very much.
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