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“bitchy,” “pushy,” “frigid,” and “ball-busting”), or as warm but incompetent, illogical, and irrational;
the doormat whom no one takes seriously (also “ditsy,” “silly,” “airhead,” or “emotional”).

However, while these accounts may resonate with common public perceptions, there is a lack of sys-
tematic large-scale research on the media coverage sentiment of women and men, in particular as they





talented, ambitious, and hard-working than equivalent men as they must overcome institutional bar-
riers against women’s advancement. For example, women in politics may be subjected to more strin-
gent selection and promotion processes (Jalalzai 2008; Palmer and Simon 2008). It therefore stands
to reason that as they move up the organizational hierarchy, those women who remain in the pool of
potential candidates for promotion will be more qualified than their male counterparts. Recent stud-
ies on female politicians show that on average they indeed tend to be of higher quality, work harder,
and perform better than their male colleagues (Bauer 2020; Fulton 2012; Lazarus and Steigerwalt
2018).



These arguments then lead to the same prediction as the one produced by the paper cut argu-
ment: an interaction effect of gender and fame on media sentiment (H2). At the same time, if the
mechanism driving this interaction effect is the media acting as a mirror, then famous women’s worse
media sentiment does not stem from media bias but rather reflects a disproportionate frequency of
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sub-categories. While for many categories, lists are not exhaustive, they nevertheless tend to capture
the large majority of men and women who have made the most significant imprint in specific
domains. Importantly, previous research has found that Wikipedia editors are predominantly white
and male (Antin et al. 2011; Collier and Bear 2012). This has the potential to introduce racial and
gender underrepresentation into the contents of Wikipedia. However, while some studies suggest
that women are underrepresented in certain categories of Wikipedia, such as sociologists (Adams,
Brückner, and Naslund 2019) and engineers (White 2018), others report that relative to their share
in various occupational domains, women are not underrepresented on Wikipedia and may, in fact, be
slightly overrepresented (Wagner et al. 2015; Wang, Pappu, and Cramer 2021). While such potential
misrepresentation may affect some of our analyses, for some categories, such as senators, lists are ex-
haustive and hence representative.

In order to collect our index of names, we first generated an initial list of larger social and occupa-
tional domains, based in part on common newspaper categorizations. These domains include politics,
business, entertainment, sports, science, and crime. We then devised a list of important sub-domains
within each of these larger categories. For example, within the domain of entertainment we identified
the following sub-categories: Actors (TV and film), directors, singers, and dancers. Finally, for some
domains, we identified more specific sub-categories, in which individuals are particularly likely to at-
tract media attention (e.g., U.S. senators in politics, Oscar nominees in entertainment, and Pulitzer
Prize winners in literature).

Next, we merged this domain-specific data with our Lydia data, which provided the number of
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co-occur with these negative or positive life events, providing support for the validity of our senti-
ment measure.

It could be argued that a sentiment analysis that simply measures “positive” vs. “negative” referen-
ces is too crude when trying to capture subtle differences in media coverage, in particular, differences
between women and men. For example, some scholars have argued that news reports on women of-
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In Figure 2, we present results for coverage tone by gender and fame for men and women who
were classified into six major social and occupational domains by the Wikipedia categorization pages.
Panels one through six of the figure present results for politicians, businesspeople, entertainers, crimi-
nals, athletes, and scientists (see online Appendix C
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