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Abstract:Thispaperwillpresenttheresultsofqualitativeaudienceresearchconductedina
medialiteracyworkshopsettinginKyoto,JapanandBrisbane,Australia.Theresearchaimed
atexaminingwhatcriticalperspectivesarethroughaudienceanalysesofpowerrelationships
inmediarepresentationsofgender.Theworkshopswereconductedwithfourgroupswho
analysedtextschosenfromacontentanalysisofthe2003JapaneseGeneralElectionandthe
2004AustralianFederalElectionnighttelevisionbroadcasts.Throughanalysingthetexts,the
participants discussed their individualreadings as wellas issues related to media
representationsofgender,ageandethnicityinthecontextofelectionprograms.Transcripts
oftheworkshopswereanalysedusingtheopen-codingmethod,whichidentifieddominant
themesinthegroupanalysisanddiscussion.Theresearchfoundthataudiencesgaina
criticalperspective,notonlythroughrecognisinggenderandpowerrelationshipsinmedia
representations,butalsobyrecognisinghowageandethnicityareconstructedbymediain
relationtopower.Medialiteracyworkshopsprovideopportunitiesforaudiencestostrengthen
andbroadencriticalperspectives.

Keywords:critical,audiences,medialiteracy,gender,age,ethnicity,power,electionnight
broadcasts

1.Introduction

Powerrelationsareconcernedwithwhohasaccesstodecision-makingprocesses,and
thereby,whocanparticipateindemocracy.Asweincreasinglyliveinmediateddemocracies
(Bennett,1992),itiscrucialtorealizethatmediatextsareonesitewherepowerrelationships
areconstructedandreinforced(Vavrus,2002,p.6).Decadesofresearchhasconsistently
concludedthatwomeninpoliticsandotherimportantsocialinstitutionsaremarginalisedby
themedia(Tuchman,1978;Byerly&Ross,2006).Researchhasalsoshownthatmedia,and
inparticulartelevision,iscentraltopoliticsandtheexerciseandmaintenanceofpolitical
power(Castells,1999,p.62;Dahlgren,1995).Asresearch consistentlyconfirmsthis
knowledge,weneedtolookfornewapproachesandplacestostrengthendemocracy.
Thefindingspresentedinthispaperbuildonmypreviousresearch(seeMcLaren,2004,

2005,2007)which analysedthecontentandstructureoftheelectionnighttelevision
programsinJapanandAustralia,from agenderperspective.Myfindingsshowedthatthe
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electionbroadcastsofthecommercialbroadcasters,inbothJapanandAustraliapresent
politicsasaformofentertainment.Intheseprograms,thereisastrongfocusonpersonality,
the‘celebritisationofpolitics’(Street,2001;VanZoonen,2006),resultinginthegender
stereotypingofcandidatesandcitizenswhoappearintheprograms.Myanalysisofthe
genderrepresentationsofcandidatesfoundthatgenderstereotypingexistsforbothfemale
and malecandidatesin theseprograms,butin thecaseoffemalecandidates,their
relationshiptopower,atalllevels,isconstructedasproblematicandunnatural.Inthis
context,genderrepresentationandpowerrelationsaresignificant.AsSreberny(2005)points
out,concernsaboutstereotypesandnarrowrepresentationsarenotaboutcensorship,they
areahumanrightsissue,“includingtherighttoberepresentedappropriately”(p.255).My
contentanalysisshowedthatmediarepresentationsofgenderandpowerinpoliticslegitimise
andperpetuatemalepower.
Whilecontentanalysisofmediatextshasprovidedimportantinsightsandidentified

entrenchedpatternsofconstructionandrepresentation,thispapertakestheapproachthat
audienceresearchisvitaltobroadeninginsightsandcreatingnewresearchdirections.The
audienceresearchthatispresentedinthispaperfocusesontheindividualreadingsofthe
group participants expressed during the analyticaldiscussion in the media literacy
workshops.Asanapproach,itofferstransformativepotentialbecausemedialiteracypromotes
theindependenceandautonomyofcitizenslivinginmedia-saturatedsocieties(Buckingham,
2003;Masterman,1985;Suzuki,2003).Throughexaminingtheresultsofaudienceanalysesof
genderandpowerrelationshipsinmediarepresentations,thispaperaimstoconsiderwhat
criticalperspectivesare.

1.1.Criticalandmedialiteracy
Beingcriticalisanimportantaimofmedialiteracy,anditisawideraimofthisresearch

toconsiderthemeaningof‘critical’andhowaudiencesgaincriticalperspectives.Inthesame
waythatthereisnounifieddefinitionofwhatmedialiteracyis,themeaningofcriticalandits
implicationsinmedialiteracyarealsodebatedintheliterature.InMasterman’sEighteen
PrinciplesofMediaEducation(1995),hestressestheneedforcriticalautonomyandcritical
practice.Buckingham (2003)discussesthelimitationsofacriticalperspectiveatlength,
notinghowitcanbeperceivedas“adangerouskindofarrogance”and“self-aggrandizing”.
Twoofhismaincontentionsarethatacriticalstanceisoftenconceivedin“purelynegative
terms”(p.110)andthat“agooddealofwhatpassesforcriticism isnotactuallycritical
enough”(p.120).Whilsttheselimitationsareimportanttoconsider,theyarenotabsolute
withintheliterature.Manyscholars,includingMasterman,emphasisetheimportanceof
dialogueinmedialiteracylearning–surelyawayinwhichdominantknowledgeclaimscan
benegotiatedandtranscended.Similarly,Suzuki(1997)hasemphasisedthat“criticalis
creative”(p.20),thatis,criticalthinkingleadstocreativepower.Whilstbeingawarethat
thereareotherdefinitionsandfunctionsof‘critical’,thispaperwillfocusononeparticular
aspectofthemeaningof‘critical’inmedialiteracy.Thisresearchwasundertakenusingthe
followingdefinitionofcriticalinamedialiteracycontext-tobecriticalmeanstobeableto
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searchforandlocatepowerrelationshipswithinsociety.Anexampleofacriticalperspective
istheabilitytorecognizehowmediaconstructgenderandpowerrelationships.

1.2Thegenderperspective
Genderisoneoftheorganizing principlesofsociety;itorganizesouridentities,

structuresourinteractions,andisthebasisuponwhichpowerandresourcesareallocated
(Wharton,2005,p.9).Themediaarecentraltotheprocessofconstructingandrepresenting
gender.Strengtheninggenderequalityisvitaltofullyrealizingdemocracy(Ingelhart,Norris
&Welzel,2002;Sreberny,2005)andtheprocessofmedialiteracyisonewaytoachievethis,
byempoweringaudienceswithcriticalperspectives(Masterman,1985;Kellner& Share
2007).AsSuzukihasnoted(2003),itisnotonlystereotyping,bias,unfairrepresentationand
lackofaccessthatthegenderperspectiveaddresses,otherminorityperspectives,suchas
age,race,socio-economicclass,andethnicity,canalsobeincorporatedinthisapproach(p.
15).Therefore,inmedialiteracythegenderperspectivealsoprovidestheframeworkinwhich
toanalysetextsnotingtheinter-connectivitywithotherminorityperspectives.Theresearch
presentedherehasaimedtoexaminethispotentialthroughaudienceresearch.

1.3Audiences
Theconceptanddefinitionofmediaaudienceshaschangedandevolvedwithinmedia

research.Ruddock (2001)saysthatthe quantitative/qualitative spliton definitionsof
audiencehoodiscausedbytheconfusionbetweentheoreticalandmethodologicalissues(p.
13).HeemphasizesMorley’sassertionthatanyquestionofaudiencesisempirical.Itis
widelyagreed upon,however,thatdifferentgenresand environmentscreatedifferent
audiences,makingdefinitionandanalysisdifficultandcomplex.Theresearchliterature
identifiesthreestagesin which audienceshavebeen researched;passive,active,and
interactive.1 From amedialiteracyperspective,audiencesareactivereaders,notpassive
receiversofmedia(Suzuki,1997,p.21).Thoughaudiencesarestilloftenreferredtoas
“mediaconsumers”intheliterature,thispaperemphasizestheirroleascitizenswith
democraticrights.Labelingoridentifyingaudiencesasconsumersalsoconnotesaone-way
consumption processbetween ‘sender’(media)and ‘receiver’(audiences).However,a
considerableamountofresearchshowsthataudiences’relationshipstomediatextsare
complex,whilstaudiencerelationswithmediaproducersareincreasinglyinteractiveand
interconnected(Byerly& Ross,2006,p.57).Theresearchoutlinedinthispaperwas
conducted with the rationale thataudiencesare individualswith unique perspectives,
identitiesandexperiences.Additionally,theiraudiencemembershipmaynotnecessarilybe
generalizabletotheirnativecultureorsocialmembership.Inview ofthis,theresearch
conductedinKyotoandBrisbanewasnotintendedtoessentializeJapaneseandAustralian
audiences,andascribenationalcharacteristicstotheresultsoftheresearch.Rather,the
location and uniqueindividualperspectiveofeach memberofthegroupsconstitutes
‘audience’here.



1.4Researchlocation
Audienceresearchwasconductedduringthelatterhalfof2007withfourgroups;twoin

KyotoandtwoinBrisbane.Astheaim oftheresearchwasnottoproduceaquantitative
analysis,moredetailedqualitativedatacouldbecollectedwithsmallpre-existinggroups,
whichalsokeptthenumberofparticipantresponsesmanageable.Byconductingresearchon
thesametopicwithaudiencesinJapanandAustralia,thisresearchisnotaimingtocompare
andaccentuatetheculturalandhistoricaldifferencesbetweenmedia,politicsandaudiences
ineithercountry.Rather,ittakesanAnti-AreaStudiesapproach,whichisdefinedbyMorris-
Suzuki(2004)asexamining“aspecificsocial,politicalorhistoricalproblem from widely
differing2 geographicalvantage points”(p.101).The aim here isto look atmedia
constructionsandrepresentationsinJapaneseandAustralianelectionbroadcasts.Morris-
Suzuki(2000)alsopointsoutthattheAnti-AreaStudiesapproachismoreconducivetothe
investigation of“culturalcommonalities,which mightlink people in widely dispersed
geographicallocations”(p.17).Additionally,asa(non-Asian)researcherinKyotoitis
necessarywhenusingthisapproachtoexaminetheresearchtopicinthe(‘Western’)country
thatIam from (Australia),3 inordertoavoidthetendency,prevalentinaconsiderable
amountofresearch,to“other”Japanwithwesternizednorms.Comparativestudies,which
tendtocreateanecessary‘other’,arevulnerabletocriticismthattheresearcherwasunable
tofullyassesstheculturalcontextoftheresearchbecauseoftheirracialandsocialorigin
(Darling-Wolf,2004,p.29)Therefore,bynotutilisingacomparativeapproach,andby
emphasisingtheindividualperspectivesoftheparticipants,Iendeavortoavoidtheissueof
‘othering’Japan.Theresearchtookplaceintwoparts–firstly,asaworkshop,andsecondly,
asafollow-upinterview.Theresearchpresentedherefocusesontheworkshops,whereall
participantswereshownthesametextsforanalysis.

1.5Existingresearchinthisarea
Studieswhichfocusonaudiences,televisionandpoliticsarefewinnumber,havemostly

beenconductedinEurope,andtendtobepositionedinthefieldofculturalstudies.Most
frequentlycitedintheliteratureisDavidMorley’sworkontheaudienceofNationwide,a
BBCcurrentaffairsprogram.Thisaudienceresearchwasbasedonacontentanalysisofthe
programs,andlookedathowgroupsofviewersreadonetext,anepisodeofNationwide,from
differentsocialpositions.Morley(1980)interviewedfocusgroupparticipantsaftertheyhad
watched an episodeoftheprogram.Using theencoding/decoding approach,hewas
attemptingtomovebeyondthedominanttheoryofthe1970sthatinfluencedmediaresearch,
whereaudienceswere“inscribedinthetext”(p.162),or“prisonersofthetext”(Ang,1996,
p.38).Morleyunexpectedlyfoundthatcodesofreadingorinterpretationcouldnotbe
matchedwithgroupsbasedonsocialclass.Hisfindingsindicatedthatreadingsoccurwithin
limitsimposedbythetext,andthroughsociallyproduceddiscourses.
Numerousotherstudieshavelookedattelevisionaudiencesandgenressuchassoap

operas,crimewatchprogramsandrealityshows(forexample,Dallas,CrimewatchUKand
BigBrother).Audiencestudiesfrom agenderperspectivehaveanalysedrelationshipsof
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femaleviewerswiththesegenres,mostlyintermsofconsumptionandpleasure.AsByerly
andRoss(2006)pointout,womenhavebeengenderedasanaudience,andareseenmoreas
consumersofentertainmentstylegenresthannewsprograms(p.66).Asaresultthereis
verylittleresearchontelevisionnewsaudiencesfromagenderperspective,orotherminority
perspectives.

2.ResearchMethod

Areviewoftheresearchliteraturefoundtworelevantstudieswhichhaveinformedthe
researchmethodologyputforwardinthispaper.Firstly,PhiloandBerry’s(2004)extensive
studyonthetelevisionnewscoverageoftheIsraeli-Palestinianconflictwhichsoughtto
exploreitsimpactontheunderstanding,beliefsandattitudesoftheaudience.Thiswasavast
projectconductedoverthreeyearsandisoneofthefewmajorstudiesofaudiencesandnews
publishedinrecentyears.Itconsistedofcontentanalysis,focusgroups,andquestionnaire
respondentsinBritain,GermanyandtheUS.PhiloandBerry’skeyfindingwasthataudience
attitudeschangedwhentheybecamemoreinformedabouttheoriginsoftheconflict,with
themajorityofparticipantssayingtheirinterestinthenewsincreasedwhentheyunderstood
more.Theyalsoconcludedthatthroughviewingimagesofsufferingandinjustice,audiences
canseethroughculturaldifferencesandlocateauniversalperspectivebasedoncommon
values.WhiletheresearchgoalofPhiloandBerry’sprojectwassignificantlydifferenttothis
one,anumberofthequalitativemethodologicalapproaches-theaudiencegroupmakeupand
sizes,theemphasisongroupdialogueandtheanalysisoftheresults-wereintegraltothis
study.
Thereappearstobeonlyonemajorrecentstudythathasdealtwithtelevisionaudiences,

democracyandmediaconstructionsofelections.ThestudybyOates(2006)ofRussian
televisionaudiencesandelections,specificallycampaignnewscoverage,wasalsoexpansive.
SheanalysedeightRussianelectionsbetween1993and2004.Thefocus-groupresearchwas
conductedwithgroupsinMoscow andtwoprovincialtownsbeforeandafterthe2000
presidentialelections.ThestudyaimedtodefinethevaluesofRussiantelevisionaudiencesin
aperiodofrapidsocialandpoliticalchange,aswellashow theyfeltaboutpolitical
advertisingandcampaignnews.Oatesfoundthatthoughtheyrecognizedbiasedcoverage,
manyviewerslikeandtrustRussiantelevision,thestatebroadcasterinparticular,andwanted
toseeuncriticalandpositiveimagesoftheircountry,asitdevelopseconomically.Shealso
foundacorrelationbetweenpatternsoftelevisionviewingandvotingpreferencesinherfocus
groups.ThoughOates’studydoesnothaveagenderfocus,itissignificanttotheresearch
presentedherebecauseitfocusesonhowcitizensrelatetotelevisioncoverageofelections.
Thesetwostudiesaredistinctiveintheirscopeandapproach–theyaimedatnotonly

examininghowparticipantsanalyseparticulartexts,butwhatcanbedonetoimprovetheir
audiencehood,i.e.whatmediapracticesdidtheyidentifyassatisfyingorproblematic.Their
findingsarebothpositiveandsurprising,andprovideinspirationtoseeknewapproachesand
methodsforthestudyofaudiences.



2.1Setting
Therearetworeasonswhya“medialiteracyworkshopsetting”waschosenasthe

research context.Firstly,itwasimportanttoensurethattheparticipantswould gain
somethingfrom theexperience,i.e.medialiteracylearning,ratherthenbeexpectedtojust
provideresponsestotheresearcher,andfeelthattheywere“testsubjects”.Secondly,I
wantedtoemphasiseamoreparticipatorystyleofresearch.Muchaudienceresearchisaone-
wayinteraction,oftentakingplaceinpre-screenedorsampledfocusgroups.Asmedialiteracy
learningaimstobealifelongprocess(Masterman,1995;Suzuki,2003),theworkshopsetting
wasaplacetobeginthis.

2.2Participants
Theresearchparticipantscamefrompre-existingnetworksandgroups,4andparticipated

onavoluntarybasis.Thisissimilartothe“normallyoccurringgroups”thatPhiloandBerry
(2004)usedintheirstudy,whichtheydefineas“peoplewhowouldmeetandspeakwith
eachotherinthenormalcourseoftheirlives”(p.200).Inbothlocations,researchwas
undertakenwithacommunitygroupandauniversitygroup.Ichosethesegroupcontexts
becauseIexpectedthattheywouldgenerateavarietyofopinionsandexperiences.However,
asthegroupsformedIcededcontrol,becauseitwasmoreimportantthatthegroupswere
normallyoccurringthanperfectrandom samples.Ithereforeemployed‘typical-instance
sampling’,whichaccordingtoPatton(2001),aimstoavoid“generalizedstatementsaboutthe
experiencesofallparticipants.Thesampleisillustrative,notdefinitive”(p.236).An
artificiallycreatedgroup,thoughpossiblymorebalanced,couldhavehamperedthealready
existingcommunicativepracticeswithinthegroups(Lindlof&Taylor,2002,p.22).Again,it
shouldbeemphasisedthatbecausethisisnotcomparativeresearchitalleviatestheneedto
ensurecompletediversityofgender,ageandethnicity.

Thegroupsconsistedoffourtoeightparticipants,theaveragesizeofgroupsthatOates
(2006)andPhiloandBerry(2004)workedwith.Theywerenotsampledorscreened
beforehand,norwerethereanyprerequisitesorrequirementsforparticipation,suchas
previousmedialiteracylearning.5However,theyhadaninterestintheresearchtopicand
respondedtomyrequestforparticipants.Participantssignedreleaseformsagreeingtoallow
thedatatobeusedinaconfidentialmanner,i.e.theparticipantscannotbeidentifiedbyname
ororganisation.Inordertoprovidesomebackgroundforeachparticipantandattributewhat
theysaid,thegroupsarelabeledfrom AtoD,andeachparticipantisnumbered.Thiswas
donerandomlyandhasnomeaningotherthanasadescriptor.
InKyoto,theresearchwasundertakenwithparticipantsfromacommunitynetworkand

studentsfromaprivateuniversity.InBrisbane,awomen’sdiscussiongroupandagroupfroma
publicuniversityparticipatedintheresearchworkshops.IntheKyotocommunitygroup,andthe
Brisbaneuniversitygroup,someparticipantswerefromdifferentethnicbackgrounds.Overall,
theagesandbackgroundsoftheparticipantsvaried,however,itisimportanttonoteherethat
afterthegroupswereformeditbecameapparentthattherewasadisproportionatenumberof
femaleparticipants.Asthegroupswerenotscreened,thegenderbalancecouldnotbecontrolled.6
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2.3WorkshopStructure
Theworkshopsfollowedthesameformatforallfourgroupsinthetwolocations.The

sametexts,theprogram openingsandentertainment-stylesegments(e.g.VTRdocuments)
fromJapaneseandAustralianelectionprograms,wereshownineachworkshop.7

Atthebeginningofeachworkshop,therewasashortintroduction,followedbyamini-
lectureonmedialiteracyfocusingonthedefinition,conceptsandresearchmodel(basedon
Suzuki,2003).In orderforthegroupstobeabletodiscussexamplesoftelevision
representationsofpoliticsandgenderrepresentationsofpoliticalwomenandmen,thegroups
wereaskedtoanalysetextsfrom electionnightbroadcasts.Ichosethetextsforthe
workshopsfrom mycontentanalysisofthe2003Japanesegeneralelection(McLaren,2004,

Table1.GroupParticipantsinKyotoandBrisbane

EthnicityProfession/OccupationAgeGenderParticipantGPlace

JapaneseSmallbusinessowner40FA1

A

Kyoto

JapaneseUniversityAdministrator35FA2

JapaneseFinancialPlanner47MA3

JapaneseEnvironmentalConsultant28FA4

KoreanInternationalRelationsMajor24FA5

JapaneseEconomicsMajor31MA6

JapaneseFreelancejournalist50sFA7

JapaneseSociologyMajor21FB1

B

JapanesePsychologyMajor22FB2

JapanesePsychologyMajor23MB3

JapaneseSociologyMajor23MB4

JapanesePsychologyMajor22FB5

AngloSecretary77FC1

C

Brisbane

AngloTeacher73FC2

AngloNurse60FC3

AngloNurse60FC4

AngloInteriorDesigner89FC5

AngloTeacher80sFC6

AngloNurse78FC7

AngloMedicalClinicManager81FC8

AngloFinance/SpanishMajor28MD1

D
ItalianCulturalStudiesMajor36FD2

ChineseCommunicationMajor21FD3

JapaneseInterculturalCommunicationMajor47FD4



2005)andthe2004Australianfederalelectionnighttelevisionbroadcasts8(McLaren,2007).
Therewasnotenoughtimetoshowparticipantsthefulllengthoftheprogramsthatwere
broadcast.Instead,participantswereshowntheopeningsoftheprogramsbecausethe
openingsshowedtheproductionvaluesofeachbroadcaster,aswellaswhowouldbe
anchoring,analysingandreportingtheresults.

AmajorfindingofmycontentanalysisoftheelectionnightprogramsoftheJapanese
commercialbroadcasterswasthepredominanceofshortpre-recordedentertainment-style
segmentscalled‘VTRdocuments’,whichprofiledcandidatesorotherelectionrelatedtopics.
Forthepurposesoftheresearch,fiveVTRdocumentsfrom twocommercialbroadcasters9

whichprofiledfemaleandmalecandidateswerechosenastexts.Thecontentanalysisofthe
electionnightprogram oftheAustraliancommercialbroadcaster,ChannelNine,foundthat
whilsttherewerenotanysimilarVTRdocumentstylesegments,therewerelivecomedy
skits,broadcastonceanhour,featuringcomedianMatthew Johnsas“RegReagan”,a
caricatureoftheAustralianstereotypical‘ocker’male,whoregularlyappearson“TheFooty
Show”,asportsmagazinestyleprogram.

Thetextsareindicativeofhowtheelectionprogramsarestructured,aswellasexamples
ofthewayinwhichdemocracy,andthosewhoparticipateinelections(candidatesand
voters)arerepresentedinthem.Thisselectioncriteriawasinformedbythe“Portraying
Politics”toolkit(2006),whichisbasedonacollectionofclipsfrom Europeannewsand
currentaffairsprogramsillustrating“someofthemainpatternsandtendenciesintelevision’s
portrayalofwomenandmeninpolitics”(p.6).Participantsweregiventextanalysissheets
(basedonSuzuki,2003,p.49)whichweredividedintotwocolumns,forimagesandsound.
Theywereaskedtomakenotesaboutwhoappearedinthetexts,thecamerawork,voiceover
tone,backgroundmusicandspecialeffects.
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Table2.ProgramsoftheNovember9,2003JapaneseGeneralElection& October9,2004
AustralianFederalElection

BroadcastScheduledProgramTitleBroadcaster

20:00-05:00
Dai43-kaiShugi-inGi-inSosenkyo
KaihyoSokuho

NHK (JapanBroadcasting
Corporation)

Japan

19:59-03:30
Shugi-insen Kaihyo Tokubetsu
Bangumi“Hyoketsu!Live2003”

TBS (Tokyo Broadcasting
System)

19:54-02:00SenkyoStation2003
TV Asahi(AsahiNational
BroadcastingCompany)

20:54-23:45&00:15-01:50FNNOdoruDaiSenkyo-sen2003
FujiTV (FujiTelevision
Network)

19:58-00:30&00:45-01:50
NNNShuinsen“Gekisen”Bankisha!
Special

NTV (Nippon Television
Network)

18:00-24:00AustraliaVotes2004
ABC(AustralianBroadcasting
Commission)Australia

18:30-23:30AustraliaDecides:Election2004ChannelNine



GenderandBeyond（SallyMcLaren） 99

2.4DataCollection&AnalysisMethod
Theworkshopswererecordedandlatertranscribed.Theparticipantsalsomadenoteson

theimageanalysissheets.Thiswrittenprocessenabledtheparticipantstorecordtheir
observationsastheywatchedthetextsandhavetimetothinkabouttheirideasbefore
announcingthemtothegroup.However,itwasanticipatedthatparticipants’spokenanswers,
analyses,responsesandcommentswouldbemoredetailedand,giventhesetting,interactive,
sotheprimaryfocusofthisanalysiswasthetranscriptoftherecordingmadeduringthe
workshop.

The‘opencodingmethod’(Lindlof&Taylor,2002,p.219)fortranscriptionanalysiswas
usedtoobtainqualitativedatafrom theworkshop.Opencodinginvolvescarefullyreading
throughthetranscriptsandlocatingpartsthatsuggestacategory.Thismethodisalsosimilar
tothe‘codeandretrieve’method,andbothareessentiallyacontentanalysisofthetext,
wherethecodermustlookfor“patternsofevidence”(Bertrand& Hughes,2005,p.92).
Thesemethodsarepartofagroundedtheoryapproachforcodingquantitativedata,in
particulartranscribedinterviews.BertrandandHughesnote,thatthesemethodsrelyheavily
on“coderintuition”(p.93),incontrasttoLindlofandTaylor(2002)whoemphasisethatthis
methodprovidesgreaterinterpretivescope(p.219).Basedonthesemethods,Ilocated
frequentlyoccurringtopicsinthetranscriptsthatformedpatterns,andtheseconstitutethe

Table3.VTRtextsshownintheworkshops

BroadcastTimeProgramTitleVTRTextBroadcaster

21:49:51-21:52:11
FNN Odoru Dai
Senkyo-sen2003

Dokoeiku?SeikaiTaifunoMe
[Whereareyou going?In the
eyeofthepoliticalstorm](Tanaka
Makiko)

FujiTV

Japan

20:13:35-20:15:30
Shugi-insen Kaihyo
TokubetsuBangumi
“Hyoketsu!Live2003”

ArashioyobuOtoko?[Theman
whobringsonastorm](Ishihara
Nobuteru)

TBS

21:14:28-21:16:33
Shugi-insen Kaihyo
TokubetsuBangumi
“Hyoketsu!Live2003”

KyukyokunoWakamonoSenkyo
[YoungPeople’sElection](Izumi
Kenta)

TBS

21:19:47-21:21:41
Shugi-insen Kaihyo
TokubetsuBangumi
“Hyoketsu!Live2003”

JibanKanbanTsukutteiruHito[A
Personmakingtheirsupportbase
and name recognition] (Takai
Miho)

TBS

23:27:17-23:29:03
Shugi-insen Kaihyo
TokubetsuBangumi
“Hyoketsu!Live2003”

WakakiChallenger no Tatakai
[TheYouthfulChallenger’sFight]
(MikazukiTaizo)

TBS

18:58:47-18:59:35
Australia Decides:
Election2004

Reg Reagan comedy skit at
WentworthParkDogs

ChannelNine
Australia

19:32:32-19:33:14
Australia Decides:
Election2004

Reg Reagan comedy skit at
WentworthParkDogs

ChannelNine



propertieswhichbecamecategories.

3.Results

Aftercodingthetranscriptsofthefourworkshops,andtranslatingfrom Japaneseinto
Englishwhererequired,10thefollowingfivecategoriesemerged:11

1.Programformats
2.Soundtechniques
3.Visualtechniques
4.Representationofpeople
5.Relatedtopics

Below,examplesoftheanalysisanddiscussionfrom eachofthefourworkshopswhich
producedthesecategorieswillbepresented.‘Incidents’fromthetranscripts(i.e.quotesfrom
theparticipants)areattributedtothespeaker.(SeeTable1forparticipantinformation.)

3.1Program formats
Inalltheworkshops,participantsviewedtheprogram openings(seeTable2),then

analysedanddiscussedtheformatoftheprograms,especiallythoseofthecommercial
broadcasterswhichproducedentertainment-styleprograms.IntheKyotogroups,participants
tendedtodescribethestyleoftheprograms,comparingthemtoformatsandgenresthatare
familiartothem,forexample,KohakuUtagassen[NewYear’sevesingingcontest](A6),horse
racing(B3),andquizshows(B4).TheBrisbanegroups,alsocomparedtheprogramsto
genrestheyknowsuchasgameshows(C4),comedies(C6),sportsprograms(D4),and
realityTVshows(D3).However,whentalkingabouttheprogramstheyweremorelikelyto
notetheirpersonalpreferences.Forexample,regarding thetextsfrom theJapanese
programs,oneparticipantsaid,“Ithoughttheyweremakingarealshowoutofit.Ididn’t
likeitatall”(C4),andwhentalkingaboutthetextsfrom theAustraliancommercial
broadcaster,anotherparticipantsaid“Ilikeitwithnononsense.Youjustwantthefacts”(C1).
WhilsttheuniversitygroupinBrisbanelocatedpowerrelationshipsintheentertainmentstyle
programs,theyalsosawapositiveside;

D1:I’dwatchelectionprogramsinAustraliaiftheyweremoreliketheJapaneseones.
SM:Why?
D1:Becauseitputsaspinonpoliticsandmakesitlighthearted,Ilookatpoliticsasa
comedyanyway...Iwouldfeelmoreinvolvedwithpoliticsiftheprogramswerelike
that.

D2:I’dappreciatemoreentertainmentinamoreironicway,nottoforgetthepurpose
oftheprogram.Becauseotherwiseitbecomeslikepoorentertainment.IfI’m
watchingaprogram,I’m interestedintheresultsandpoliticalissues,andI’d
appreciatesomethingentertainingrelatedtothat.

TheKyotogroupsalsotendedtoevaluatethemoodwhencomparingtheprograms,
notingthattheAustralianprogramswererelaxed(A7),moreserious(B5),simple(B3)and
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hadacasualatmosphere(A2),comparedtothedramatic(A7)andcomicatmosphere(A5)of
theJapaneseprograms.Theyalso considered culturalreasonsfordifferencesin the
programs.Forexample,“inAustralia,TVisnottheonlyentertainment.Theyareintobeing
outdoorsandplayingsport,enjoyingthemselveslikethat.TVisn’ttheirmainconcern”(A3),
and“inJapan,therearesomanyentertainmentstyleprogramsonintheevening.Japanese
peoplelikethosekindofshows.It’sthetelevisionculture”(B3).

3.2Soundtechniques
Fromtheiranalysisofthetexts,theparticipantstalkedalotabouthowthebackground

musicwasusedtoinvokeamoodandsendamessage.Inparticular,thecommunitygroup
participantsinKyotoandBrisbanereactedquitestronglytothesoundtechniques.For
example,afterviewingthetextaboutcandidateIshiharaNobuteru(seeTable3),the
Brisbaneparticipantssaid;

C4:Themusicwasalotdifferentforhim.Itwasmorevictorious,likehehadalready
won.

C8:Itwastriumphant.
C4:Themusicconveyedthathehadalreadywon.
InKyoto,afterwatchingtheopeningtotheAsahielectionprogram,participantssaid;
A2:Icouldn’tbelievethewaytheyannouncedthevoterturnoutrateswiththose
soundeffects.

A1:Yes,itwaslike‘showtime’forvoters,buttheratesweresolow.
Inbothcommunitygroups,participantsfeltquiteaffectedbythebackgroundmusic.One

Kyotoparticipantsaid,“Itwasoverwhelming...afloodofsound,likeapachinko[slotball
machine]parlour”(A2),anothersaid,“suddenlyitwentfromveryserioustoanupbeatjazz-
style,totechno/hip-hopstyle.Therewasthiskindofcontinuoustempo”(A7),andin
Brisbane,oneparticipantsaid,“themusicwassoloud,itwasverydistracting”(C1).

3.3Visualtechniques
Fromthetextanalysis,participantsexaminedthecamerawork,editing,useofcolourand

computergraphicsinthetexts.Inthetextsfrom theJapaneseprograms,thespeedofthe
visualimagesconcernedthecommunitygroupparticipants.Forexample,someKyoto
participantssaid;“theeditingwasatafuriouspace,cutcutcut,andmovingfastontothe
nextscene”(A3),“thespeedmademefeelgiddy”(A2),and,“thereweresomanycuts,they
weresoshort,onlyaboutthreesecondseach.Ifeltsofrustratedwiththisvisualover-
stimulation”(A1).InBrisbane,participantscommentingonthesametextssaid,“thespeedis
sodistracting”(C1),“it’stoobusyforyoutotakeinalltheinformation”(C5),and“the
imagesweredancingaroundinfrontofme.Thereweretoomanyimagestotakein”(C2).
Participantsinbothgroupsmentionedthespeedoftheimagesinconnectiontopossible
subliminaleffectsandmessages.However,theyalsoconsideredagenerationaldivide,noting
thatyoungpeoplehavegrownupwiththisstyleofTV,andforexample,“theycantakeina
lotofinformationandimagesveryquickly.It’snotunnaturalforthem”(A7).



Intheuniversitygroups,thespeedoftheimageswaslessofafocus.Instead,theuseof
colourintheprogramscameoutintheanalysis.Forexample,inBrisbaneoneparticipant
thoughttheAustralianprogramsoverusedred,whiteandblue(thecoloursoftheAustralian
flag)inthegraphicstoannouncetheresults,sayingitwastoo“nationalistic”(D1).InKyoto,
oneparticipantthoughtthattheuseofredandblueintheJapaneseprogramswassignificant
becauseitsymbolizedthetwomainpoliticalparties,andwasreaffirmingthem aswinners
andlosers,“redisauthority,blueistheminority”(B5).

ParticipantsinallgroupsfeltthattheJapaneseprogramsweremorevisual,forexample;
“toshowthevoterturnoutrateinrice...Ifeltthatitwasakindofartisticwaytoshowit,very
visual”(A7),and“Australiaisverbal,Asiaismorevisual,non-verbal.So,theJapanese
programsareveryvisual”(D3).OnetopicdebatedintheKyotocommunitygroupwas
whetherornotitwasgoodtousecomputergraphicstoanimatepoliticiansandpartyleaders,
asintheopeningoftheTBSprogram.Oneparticipantsaidthat“kidswhohavebeen
broughtupwithanime[animation]justseecharacters.Theycan’tseepoliticalpower”(A1),
whilstanotherarguedthat“ifanimatingpoliticiansmakeskidsinterestedinpolitics,thenI
agreewithdoingthat”(A7).

3.4Representationofpeople
Participantsanalysedthewaypeopleappearedintheprograms.Theyidentifiedthree

distinctgroups;candidates,citizensandmediapractitioners.Theparticipantscomparednot
justhowgenderroleswereemphasized,butalsohowageandethnicitywererepresented.In
particular,imagesoftheJapanesecandidatesinthetextsshownwereacentralpartofallthe
groupdiscussions.Participantssaidfrom theiranalysisofthetextaboutcandidateIzumi
Kenta(seeTable3),“showingthoseimagesofIzumiKentarunningaround,itwaslikea
performance,theperformanceofayoungandactivemalepolitician”(A5),“helookedstrong
inthoseimages”(C7),“theVTRdocumentabouthim islikeacommercial”(B2),and,“the
cameraisveryclosetohim,andtheyshowhim closetopeopletoo,huggingkids”(D3).
Theycontrastedthiswithhowotheryoungcandidateswererepresented,“themediaimages
oftheyoungerpoliticiansmadethemlooksonaïve”(D4),“thewaytheyshowed(candidate)
Mikazuki,wasasafatherwhoistryingreallyhard,someoneworthyofsupport.Butfor
(candidate)TakaiMihotheyshowedhercrying,soitwasliketheyweretryingtogetthe
audience’ssympathy”(A3),and“it’simplicitthatwomenneedmoresupport,thatshecan’tdo
politicsaseasilyasaman”(D3).Whenparticipantscomparedthetextsaboutcandidates
IshiharaNobuteruandTanakaMakiko,theysaid;“themediasupporthim (Ishihara)”(B5),
“theyshowhim shakinghandswithpeople.Thefeelingisthathe’sawinner(D2),“they
didn’tshowherasmuchwiththepublic,liketheydidforhim”(C4),and,“sheseemsalone
intheimages.Maybesheisdangeroustomen”(C8).
From theiranalysisofwhoappearedintheAustraliantexts,andhow theywere

represented,participantsinbothKyotoandBrisbaneweresurprisedhow “mono-cultural”
(D4)theprogramswere;“Australiaisacountryofimmigrantsyetthepeoplewhoappeared
intheprogramswereallwhite”(A1).ParticipantsinbothKyotoandBrisbanenotedthatthe
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men(onthemostlymale)panelsoftheprogramswereonlywearingshirtsandties,“Ithink
themenonbothchannels(ABCandChannelNine)shouldhavehadtheirjacketson.They
lookeduntidy”(C4),“theylookedverycasual”(C1),and,“whyaren’ttheywearingjackets?Is
ittoohot?Ithinktheyshouldbe.It’saseriousprogram”(B5).OneoftheKyotoparticipants
thoughtthattheimagesoftheir“casual”presencereaffirmedthatitwas“natural”formento
bethere,incloseproximitytopolitics(B4).
ParticipantsintheKyotocommunitygroupwereparticularlyconcernedaboutthe

representationofyoungpeopleintheprograms.Forexample,whendiscussingtheAsahi
programopening,“seeingalltheseyoungpeoplebeingstupidmademefeelfrustrated”(A2),
“thosestupid-lookingtwentyyearoldsmademefeelsosad”(A1),and“youngpeoplewere
treatedtoolightly,withoutdignity”(A4).OneKyotocommunityparticipantthoughtthatthe
reasonforthatwasbecause“themediaaretryingtocommercialiseusandmakefunofus”
(A3).However,intheuniversitygroupinKyotosomeparticipantsthoughtthatthesewere
simplydevicestoattractyoungeraudiences;“youngpeoplecanenjoytheprograms”(B3),
and“theyarebeingaimedatayoungaudience”(B4).

3.5Relatedtopics
Throughanalysingthevisualandsoundtechniques,participantsdiscussedtopicsrelated

tomediaandpolitics,suchasinformationversusentertainmentstyleprograms,theemphasis
onpersonalityoverpolicy,voterturnoutrate,audienceratings,thelownumberofwomenin
politics,quotasystemstoincreasethenumberofwomeninpolitics,andmediacontrol.Using
examplesfrom the textsviewed in the workshops,othermedia and theirpersonal
experiences,theyalsodiscussedwhytopicsnotusuallyrelatedtoelectionprogramswere
partoftheprograms,forexample,theinclusionofhighschoolgirls’fashioninHokkaido,
andtheockercomedianRegReagan’slivecomedyskitfromadogracingtrackinSydney.In
allthegroups,mostparticipantssaidthattheentertainmentfactorintheJapaneseand
Australianprogramswasstronglyemphasized.
Someparticipantssaidtheydonotowntelevisionsets,orwatchtelevisionregularly.

Analysinganddiscussingthetextsintheworkshopsreaffirmedtheiraversiontoviewing.For
example,participantsinKyotosaid,“ittakesalotoftimeandenergytowatchTV...togetthe
informationthatyouwant,you’dhavetobeinfrontoftheTVforaday”(A4),and“there’sno
timetothink,watchingTVlikethis.Itmakesmefeelpassive”(A2).InBrisbane,one
participantsaid,“Idon’thave a TV.Media forme is an information source,not
entertainment.Idon’twanttobeentertainedbymedialikethis”(D4).12

4.Discussion

Thefollowingdiscussionisbasedontheresultsofthefivecodedcategoriesdrawnfrom
theparticipants’analysis(presentedabove).Theparticipantsanalysedstandardpartsofthe
electionnightprograms,theopenings,aswellassegmentsoftheprograms(broadcaston
thecommercialchannels)whichhavenottraditionallybeenpartofthebroadcastingof



electionresults.Therefore,theentertainmentfactorintheprogramswasacentraldiscussion
topicintheworkshops.Participantstalkedabouttheentertainmentfocusoftheprogramsin
termsoftheirownviewinghabitsandpreferences.Manyparticipantsrejectedthisstyleof
programbutothers,especiallyyoungerparticipants,enjoyedtheinjectionofcomedyintothe
programs.

Itwouldbeeasytointerpretthisasaresultofthemediaenvironmentthattheyounger
generationhavegrownupin,certainlysomeparticipantsthoughtthiswasafactor,andjudge
itnegatively.However,thisissurelyanindicationofhowyoungpeopleareconnectingwith
politicsthroughmedia.Indeed,theresearchliteraturesuggeststhataspopularcultureand
politicsconverge,citizensincreasinglygetinformationfromandconnectwithpoliticsthrough
entertainmentformats(seeStreet,2001;VanZoonen,2006;Jones,2005).Thefactthat
youngeraudiencemembersfindtheentertainmentstyleelementsappealingshouldnotbe
takentomeanthattheylackacriticalperspective.Medialiteracydoesnotmeanthat
everyoneshouldshareone‘correct’criticalperspective.Asmentionedintheintroduction,
audiencesaremadeupofindividualswithuniqueperspectivesandexperiences.Adiverse
arrayofperspectivesistobeexpected,soitisentirelypossiblethatpowerwillbeseenin
differentplacesandstructures.Ofcourse,theproblemhereisthatconnectedtothis‘politics
asentertainment’stylephenomenaaremediapracticessuchasgenderstereotypingandthe
trivializationofdemocraticprocesses.Thisshouldnotbeoverlooked.However,ifweareto
considerthecommentsabovefurther,thenitisalsopossiblethattheyseepoliticalpower
andpossiblyevenmediapowerbeingsubvertedanddestabilisedbyentertainmentstyle
electionprograms.13

Participantsinthecommunitygroupsalsolookedcloselyattherepresentationofcitizens
intheJapaneseandAustralianprograms,andsaidtheyfelttrivializedascitizensandvoters
bytheserepresentations.Theyconcludedthattheirroleintheelectionprocesswasbeing
treatedlightly,andthattheywerebeingmadefunofbythesemediarepresentations.
However,theiranalysiswasalso quiteconcerned with thewayyoung citizenswere
representedintheprograms.Manyparticipantsfeltthatthiswasanunfairanddisrespectful
waytorepresentpotentialornewvoters.IntheKyotogroups,someparticipantssawthisas
anationalconcern,thatthetrivializationofyoungpeopleintheprogramsbymediawasa
waytoexcludethem from discourseonJapan’sfuture.InBrisbane,someparticipants
thoughtthattheserepresentationswoulddiscourageyoungpeoplefrom becomingmore
involvedinpolitics,andwouldensuretheyremainedasobservers.14Thisshowshowthe
workshopparticipantsanalysedageandpowerrelationships.
Themedialiteracyworkshopsettingwaseffectivebecauseitprovidedaplace,aformat

anda‘language’withwhichtoanalysemediatexts,andtheparticipantswereabletoengage
inameaningfulandcollaborativedialogue.Initially,itseemedthattheparticipantshadnot
givenasmuchattentiontogenderissuesinthetexts.However,from codingtheworkshop
transcriptsIfoundthisisnotthecase.Ratherthanspendingmoretimeanalysingthe
genderedrepresentationsinthetexts,theparticipantstookthegenderfocusfurtherand
broadenedittoincludetherepresentationofageandethnicityinrelationtopower.Intheir
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analysis,theyrecognisedthatoldercandidateswererepresenteddifferentlytoyounger
candidates,andhowthemediapresenceintheprograms,whichtheyidentifiedas“male
dominant”and“mono-cultural”,perpetuatesexclusionarysocialnormsaboutwho“naturally”
haspowerinsociety.Fortheparticipants,theissueofmediarepresentationofgenderin
politics,andbyextension,theissueofgenderequality,isjustonefactorinimprovingand
strengtheningdemocracy.Theiranalysisanddiscussionemphasizedthatmediarepresentations
ofageandethnicityarealsoimportant,andthatissuesofgenderequality,ageandethnicity
areinterconnected.Inthisrespect,themedialiteracyworkshopprovidedanopportunityto
strengthenandbroadenthecriticalperspectivesofaudiences,aswellasbroadeningthe
scopeoftheresearch.

5.Conclusion

Thispaperaimedtoexaminethecriticalperspectivesofparticipantsinamedialiteracy
workshopthroughanalysinggenderandpowerrelationshipsinmediarepresentations.It
foundthatinthecontextofsuchaworkshop,audiencesnotonlyrecognisegenderand
powerrelationships,butalsorecognisehowageandethnicityareconstructedbymediain
relationtopower.From thisitemergedthattheparticipantsconsideredthatgender,age,
ethnicityandpowerareinterconnected.However,usingacriticalperspective,(definedon
page92ofthispaperasbeingabletosearchforandlocatepowerrelationshipswithin
society),is notsolely aboutbeing able to identify stereotypes or bias in media
representations.Throughparticipatinginthemedialiteracyworkshop,participantsnotonly
usedtheircriticalperspectivebutalsoincorporatedanawarenessofminorityperspectives,
whichincludedgender,age,race,socio-economicclass,andethnicity.Thisisadvocatedbya
numberofmedialiteracyscholarsasanimportantgoalofmedialiteracy,andawayinwhich
tostrengthendemocracy(Masterman,1985;Suzuki,2003;Kellner& Share,2007).Asthe
researchwasnotintendedtobecomparative,themakeupofthegroups,thoughlacking
diversityasarepresentativesample.stillproducedameaningfulandwide-rangingdiscussion.

TheaudiencegroupsinKyotoandBrisbaneincludedparticipantswhowerepartofa
socialminority(forexample,theKyotocommunitygrouphadaKoreanparticipant),which
leadtoadynamicandilluminatingdialogue.Whenreflectingontheworkshops,many
participantsmentionedthisinteractionashavingbeensignificanttotheirexperience.15This
confirmsthattherelationshipbetweenaudiencemembersinthecontextofparticipatingina
dialogueisimportant.Inthissense,thebackgroundandexperiencesoftheworkshop
participantshadsomebearingontheanalyticaloutcomesandparticipants’widerapplication
ofmedialiteracylearning.Thisiscertainlyatopicforfurtherresearch.Althoughnoneofthe
participantshadformallystudiedmedialiteracy,theexamplesoftheworkshopanalysisand
discussionpresentedaboveshowthatifthereisaplace,aformatanda‘language’withwhich
to analysemediatexts,medialiteracylearning engagespeoplein ameaningfuland
collaborativedialogue.Therefore,conductingaudienceresearchinamedialiteracyworkshop
settingprovedeffective.



Thispaperconcludesthataudiencesgain criticalperspectivesnotonly through
recognisinggenderandpowerrelationshipsinmediarepresentations,butalsobyrecognising
thatageandethnicityareconstructedbymedia.Asweliveinmediasaturatedsocietiesand
mediateddemocracies,acriticalperspectivehasmuchwiderapplicationsandimplications,in
everydaylife,bothwithinandapartfromamedialiteracyworkshopsetting.

References

Ang,I.(1996).Livingroom wars:Rethinkingmediaaudiencesforapostmodernworld.London:

Routledge.

Bertrand,I.&Hughes,P.(2005).Mediaresearchmethods:Audiences,institutions,texts.Basingstoke:

PalgraveMacmillan.

Bennett,W.L.(1992).Whitenoise:Theperilsofmassmediateddemocracy.Communication

Monographs,59,December,401-406.

Byerly,C.M.& Ross,K.(2006).Women& media:A criticalintroduction.Oxford:Blackwell

Publishing.

Buckingham,D.(2003).Mediaeducation:Literacy,learningandcontemporaryculture.Cambridge:

Polity.

Castells,M.(1999).Flows,networksandidentities:Acriticaltheoryoftheinformationalsociety.In

M.Castells,R.Flecha,P.Freire,H.Giroux,D.Macedo&P.Willis(Eds.),Criticaleducationin

thenewinformationage(pp.37-64).Lanham,Maryland:Rowman&Littlefield.

Dahlgren,P.(1995).Televisionandthepublicsphere:Citizenship,democracyandthemedia.London:

Sage.

Darling-Wolf,F.(2004).Onthepossibilityofcommunicating:Feminismandsocialposition.Journal

ofCommunicationInquiry,28,1,29-46.

Ingelhart,R.Norris,P.&Welzel,C.(2002).Genderequalityanddemocracy.Comparativesociology

1:3-4,321-345.

Jones,J.(2005).Entertainingpolitics:Newpoliticaltelevisionandcivicculture.NewYork:Rowman

&Littlefield.

Kellner,D&Share,J.(2007).Criticalmedialiteracyisnotanoption.LearningInquiry,1,1,59-69.

Lindlof,T.&Taylor,B.C.(2002).Qualitativecommunicationresearchmethods(2nded.).Thousand

Oaks:Sage.

Masterman,L.(1985).Teachingthemedia.London:Routledge.

Masterman,L.(1995).Mediaeducation:Eighteenbasicprinciples.MEDIACY,17,3.

Messaris,P.(1997).Visualliteracyincross-culturalperspective.InR.Kubey(Ed.),Medialiteracy

intheinformationage:Currentperspectives(pp.135-162).NewBrunswick,NJ:Transaction

Publishers.

McLaren,S.(2004).HowarepoliticalwomenrepresentedintheJapaneseMedia?Ananalysisofthe

2003lowerhouseelection nightTV programs.Unpublished master’sthesis,Ritsumeikan

University,Kyoto,Japan.

McLaren,S.(2005).Makiko,madonnasandpoliticalmelodramas:Researchingwomen,elections

andthemediainJapan.RitsumeikanSocialSciencesReview,41,3,31-51.

RitsumeikanSocialSciencesReview（Vol43.No.4）106



GenderandBeyond（SallyMcLaren） 107

McLaren,S.(2007,September).Democratainment:ElectionNightTelevisionProgramsinAustralia

and Japan.Paperpresented atthe Australasian PoliticalScience Association (APSA)

Conference,Melbourne,Victoria,Australia.

Morley,D.(1980).The“Nationwide”audience:Structureanddecoding.London:British Film

Institute.

Morley,D.(1992).Television,audiencesandculturalstudies.London:Routledge.

Morris-Suzuki,T.(2000).Anti-AreaStudies.Communal/Plural,8,1,9-23.

Morris-Suzuki,T.(2004).Australia,JapanandtheAsia-Pacificregion:From theperspectiveof

frontierstudies.TheOtemonJournalofAustralianStudies,30,99-117.

Oates,S.(2006).Television,democracyandelectionsinRussia.London:Routledge.

Patton,M.Q.(2001).Qualitativeevaluationandresearchmethods(3rded.).NewburyPark:Sage.

Philo,G.&Berry,M.(2004).BadnewsfromIsrael.London:PlutoPress.

PortrayingPoliticsProjectPartners(2006).Portrayingpolitics:Atoolkitongenderandtelevision.

Brussels:EuropeanCommission.

Ross,K.& Nightingale,V.(2003).Mediaandaudiences:New perspectives.Maidenhead:Open

UniversityPress.

Ruddock,A.(2001).Understandingaudiences:Theoryandmethod.London:Sage.

Sreberny,A.(2005).Globalization,communication,democratization:Towardgenderequality.In

R.A.Hackett&Y.Zhao(Eds.),Democratizingglobalmedia;Oneworld,manystruggles(pp.245-

267).Oxford:Rowman&Litlefield.

Street,J.(2001).Massmedia,politicsanddemocracy.Hampshire:Palgrave.

Suzuki,M.(1997).Medialiterashiitowananika[Whatismedialiteracy?].InM.Suzuki(Ed.),

Medialiterashiiwomanabuhitonotameni[Forpeoplestudyingmedialiteracy](pp.2-22).

Kyoto:SekaiShisosha.

Suzuki,M.(2001).Janarizumutomedialiterashi[Journalism andmedialiteracy].InM.Suzuki

(Ed.),Medialiterashinogenzaitomirai[Medialiteracypresentandfuture](pp.100-117).

Kyoto:SekaiShisosha.

Suzuki,M.(Ed.).(2003).Studyguidemedialiterashii:jendahen[Medialiteracystudyguide:

Genderapproach].Tokyo:LibertaPublishing.

Tuchman,G.(1978).Introduction:Thesymbolicannihilationofwomenbythemassmedia.InG.

Tuchman,AKaplanDaniels&J.Benet(Eds.),Hearth&home:Imagesofwomeninthemass

media(pp.3-38).NewYork:OxfordUniversityPress.

VanZoonen,L.(2006).Entertainingthecitizen:Whenpoliticsandpopularcultureconverge.Lanham:

Rowman&Littlefield.

Vavrus,M.D.(2002).Postfeministnews:Politicalwomeninmediaculture.Albany:StateUniversity

ofNewYork.

Wharton,A.(2005).Thesociologyofgender.Malden:BlackwellPublishing.

Notes

1 SeeAng(1996),Morley(1992),Ross&Nightingale(2003)foraudienceresearchtraditions.

2 EmphasisbyMorris-Suzuki.



3 Australiaoccupiesanambiguousplaceintheregion.Ithasbordersaswellasmajor

economic,politicalandculturalrelationshipswithAsia,yetstillretains‘colonial’tiestothe

Commonwealth,withtheBritishmonarchtheheadofstate.

4 Accesstothesegroupscamethroughpersonalconnectionsandintroductions.

5 Thiswasemphasisedinmyinitialcallforparticipants,inbothKyotoandBrisbane,asaway

tobroadentherangeofpotentialparticipants.

6 Astheresearchquestionincludedgender,thiscouldbeaconsiderationforfutureresearch

projectdesign.

7 MostparticipantsdidnothavebilingualJapaneseandEnglishability.However,itisnotthe

purposeofthispapertodiscussthecross-culturaltextselectionandviewing(basedon

Messaris,1997).Thiswillbeelaborateduponinmydoctoraldissertation.

8 UnlikethefivenationalJapanesebroadcasters,onlytwoAustraliannationalbroadcasters

producedfull-lengthprogramsin2004.

9 Thisselectionisbasedontheneedtoshowtextswhichincludedrepresentationsofgender

andage,ratherthanthepoliticalstanceofeachbroadcaster.(Theparticipantswerealready

awareofthisthroughtheintroductorypartoftheworkshop.Thisdatawillbepresentedin

mydoctoraldissertation).Thesetwobroadcasters,TBSandFujiTV,hadthehighestnumber

ofVTRdocumentsintheirprograms.NHK,thepublicbroadcasterdidnotincludeVTR

documentsintheirbroadcast.Forfurtherdiscussion,seeMcLaren2004,2005.

10 AlltranslationsfromJapaneseintoEnglisharemine.

11 Thismethod— fromcodingtocategories— wasalsousedbyPhiloandBerry(2004)intheir

study.

12 Althoughthismayseem toposeamethodologicalproblem,andappearcontradictorytothe

aimsoftheresearch,Ithinkthisparticipationwasmeaningful.Academicdiscourseonthe

mediasocietyandevenaudiencestudiestendstoassumethateveryonewatchestelevision.It

shouldnotbeassumedthatnon-viewersoftelevisiondonotwanttotalkaboutoranalyseit.

13 Thisisanoutcomeoftheresearchworkshopandcodingandcouldbeexploredfurtherin

futureresearch.

14 Incontrasttotheattitudesmentionedaboveconcerningyoungerparticipants’reactionstothe

entertainment-styleprograms,itiscertainlyatopicforfutureresearch.

15 Thisemergedinthesecondphaseofthisresearch— thefollow-upinterviews— andwillbe

presentedinmydoctoraldissertation.
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＊立命館大学大学院社会学研究科博士後期課程

ジェンダーとその先にあるもの
─オーディアンス，クリティカルな視点，

メディア・リテラシー─

サリー・マクラーレン＊

本論文は，日本の京都とオーストラリアのブリスベンで行われたメディア・リテラシー・ワークシ
ョップの質的オーディアンス研究の結果を提示するものである。本研究の目的は，メディアのジェン
ダー・リプレゼンテーションにおける権力関係を読み解くオーディアンスの質的分析を通して，クリ
ティカルな視点とはどのようなものであるかを検討することである。４つのグループで実施したワー
クショップでは，日本の２００３年総選挙とオーストラリアの２００４年連邦議会選挙が行われた日の夜のテ
レビ番組を分析対象として使用した。参加者はテクストの分析を通して，選挙番組におけるジェンダ
ーや年齢，エスニシティのリプレゼンテーションに関する問題のみならず，各参加者の読みについて
議論した。その内容を文字化したデータは，グループでの分析とディスカッションの主なテーマを明
らかにするため，オープン・コーディング・メソッドを用いて分析した。研究の結果，オーディアン
スがメディア・リプレゼンテーションにおけるジェンダーと権力関係について認識するだけでなく，
年齢とエスニシティが権力と関わってメディアによってどのように構成されるのか認識し，それによ
ってクリティカルな視点を獲得したことが明らかになった。メディア・リテラシー・ワークショップ
はオーディアンスがクリティカルな視点を強化し広げる機会を提供するものである。

キーワード：クリティカル，オーディアンス，メディア・リテラシー，ジェンダー，年齢，エスニ
シティ，権力，選挙番組


