


2 

“We are all delicate teacups”: A qualitative exploration of 2 

misrecognition and gender inequality in women’s ski jumping 3 

Matej Christiaens1 and Aleksandra Konkel2
4 

1Liverpool Business School, Liverpool John Moores University, Liverpool, United Kingdom; 5 
2School of Business, Lucerne University of Applied Sciences and Arts, Luzern, Switzerland 6 

7 

Abstract 8 

This paper examines how elite women ski jumpers experience recognition and 9 

misrecognition within ski jumping, a sport traditionally organised around 10 

masculine norms. By combining Honneth’s theory of recognition with feminist 11 

understanding of hegemonic masculinity, the study views elite sport as a place 12 

of work in which athletes seek recognition. This study drew on qualitative data 13 

from 13 semi-structured interviews with professional women ski jumpers and 14 

one representative from the governing body FIS and used reflexive thematic 15 

analysis to examine how recognition was granted, withheld, or conditioned in 16 

everyday sporting practice.  17 

The analysis identified three interconnected areas through which misrecognition 18 

is produced: the sports organisational environment, paternalistic discourses 19 

surrounding women’s bodies, and gendered media representation. Across these 20 

themes, hegemonic masculinity emerged as the underlying mechanism of 21 

misrecognition across Honneth’s three spheres of recognition (love, rights and 22 

solidarity). Women athletes are denied full recognition through restricted 23 

decision-making power and regulatory exclusion (rights), the devaluation and 24 

sexualisation of their performances and bodies (solidarity), and paternalistic and 25 

hostile relational environments that undermine bodily trust and self-confidence 26 

(love). Moreover, these violations were found to converge to produce harm 27 

beyond a single sphere, undermining women’s professional identities, 28 

wellbeing, and sense of belonging.  29 

By demonstrating the influence of hegemonic masculinity and the way 30 

misrecognition operates simultaneously across spheres, this paper advances 31 

recognition theory as a multi-level analytical framework for understanding 32 

gender inequality in sport. Although centred on women’s ski jumping, the 33 

findings provide insights into how gendered power relations structure 34 

recognition within the broader elite sport sector.  35 
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Introduction 40 

In Western societies, sport has historically been constructed as a domain of and for men, rooted 41 

in longstanding associations between masculinity, physical power, and public life (Messner, 42 

1992, 2002, 2010). Sport has traditionally associated men with active athletic power, while 43 

women have been constructed as biologically weak, inferior and emotionally unstable, 44 

reinforcing gender hierarchies that privilege heterosexual men (Spaaij et al., 2015; Theberge, 45 

2000; Vodden-McKay & Schell, 2010). Within this gender order, women were positioned 46 

primarily through their reproductive functions, as “mothers-in-waiting” whose bodies required 47 

protection from physical strain (Schultz, 2014). Despite lacking an empirical foundation, these 48 

socially constructed gender norms were reinforced by medical authority, naturalising ideas of 49 

female frailty (Hargreaves, 2003; Hargreaves & Anderson, 2014). They were subsequently 50 

institutionalised within sporting structures, establishing biological difference as a central 51 

justification for excluding women from sport (Pieper, 2016; Vertinsky, 1990, 2017). 52 

These cultural, social and medical discourses operated within a broader structure of 53 

hegemonic masculinity, understood as the historically dominant configuration of gendered 54 

practice that legitimates men’s authority and embeds masculine norms into institutions and 55 

culture (Connell & Messerschmidt, 2005). Sport has been a central site for the production and 56 

circulation of such hegemonic norms by positioning heterosexual men’s bodies and 57 

performances as the universal standard (Connell & Messerschmidt, 2005; Messner, 1992). It 58 

shapes organisational cultures, regulatory decisions, and expectations of legitimate athletic 59 

performance. Activities involving strength, endurance, and physical contact have been mainly 60 

conceived as masculine activities, whereas aesthetic sports (i.e., those involving concentration, 61 

application, and flexibility) have been considered feminine activities (Plaza et al., 2017). It also 62 

shapes media visibility and narratives, which are characterised by the systematic 63 

marginalisation of women’s sport, where men’s competitions receive predominant coverage 64 
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while women are rendered nearly invisible or framed through gendered roles, thereby 65 

reproducing and legitimising masculine authority in the cultural field of sport (Cooky et al., 66 

2015; Müller, 2016). Posbergh and Jette (2022) have shown that even sex-integrated 67 

environments reproduce such gendered hierarchies, with men’s bodies and performances 68 

continuing to set normative standards. These dynamics even persist in action and lifestyle 69 

sports, often coming from countercultural origins and imagined as progressive (Wheaton & 70 

Thorpe, 2021). This has further intensified in sports historically coded as dangerous or 71 

technically demanding, where assumptions about risk, bodily capacity, and courage have 72 

further legitimised men’s privileged status (Theberge, 2000).  73 

Within this broader historical and sociological landscape, ski jumping offers a revealing 74 

case. Ski jumping offers the potential for undifferentiated participation as aerodynamics, 75 

courage and lower weight, matter more than strength (Hämäläinen, 2014; Wolfram, 2009). 76 

Despite this potential, women have faced systematic exclusion through institutionalised 77 

assumptions about reproductive vulnerability, anatomical incapacity and safety (Laurendeau 78 

& Adams, 2010). As a result, women only gained Olympic inclusion in 2014, making it one of 79 

the last disciplines to do so. Since then, women’s ski jumping has gained visibility and 80 

competitive legitimacy. However, its organisational and cultural landscape continues to be 81 

influenced by these older logics, shaping resource allocation, governance, media 82 

representation, and valuation of performance. For example, women represent only 29% of FIS-83 

licensed ski jumping athletes, while women remain excluded from Nordic Combined, a 84 

discipline that incorporates ski jumping (FIS, 2026b). These inequities also appear in everyday 85 

professional recognition, illustrated recently when Selina Freitag received shower cream, 86 

shampoo, and four towels for winning a World Cup qualifying event, while the men’s winner 87 

received 3,000 Swiss francs for the same achievement (CNN, 2025).  88 
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Despite academic work on women’s historical participation in ski jumping (Hofmann, 89 

2012; Pfister, 2007, 2013), their portrayal in the media (von der Lippe, 2005), and their 90 

exclusion from the Winter Olympics (Andersen & Loland, 2017; Laurendeau & Adams, 2010; 91 

Lines & Heshka, 2009; Travers, 2011; Young, 2011), little is known about how elite women 92 

ski jumpers experience the sport today. This gap is crucial, as gendered hierarchies are 93 

reproduced not only through formal structures but also through everyday interactions that grant 94 

or deny respect, rights, and social esteem. This study addresses this gap by drawing on 95 

conversations with elite women ski jumpers to examine how everyday interactions, 96 

expectations, and struggles shape their lived experience. To analyse these dynamics, this study 97 

uses Honneth’s theory of recognition which frames social injustice through the denial of 98 

respect, rights, and social esteem. In combination with feminist understandings of hegemonic 99 

masculinity, this approach illuminates how women ski jumpers encounter, interpret, and 100 

negotiate recognition and misrecognition within a sport historically organised around 101 

masculine norms. In doing so, this paper demonstrates that the challenges faced by women in 102 

sport cannot be reduced to issues of access alone, but instead reflect the entanglement of 103 

symbolic and material inequalities in shaping women’s opportunities, identities, and wellbeing. 104 

The research question guiding this study is therefore: how do elite women ski jumpers 105 

experience recognition and misrecognition across the different domains of their professional 106 

lives? 107 

Short History of Ski Jumping  108 

While ski jumping is likely as old as skiing itself, the first notions of ski jumping go back to 109 

1796 and find roots in the jumping exercises of Norwegian soldiers. The first measured jump 110 

was made in 1809 by a Norwegian lieutenant to prove his courage to his soldiers (International 111 

Olympic Committee, 1994). As such, ski jumping was tied to military ideals of strength, 112 
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bravery, and hegemonic masculinity, reinforced through the traditions of Idraet (Norwegian) 113 

and Idrott (Swedish), forms of physical culture that emphasised toughness, manliness, and 114 

service to the fatherland, strengthening national defence (Goksøyr, 2002). By contrast, skiing 115 

gradually became a more socially acceptable activity for women, yet men deemed their 116 

competition immoral. Within this context, ski jumping consolidated as a sport for men, with 117 

the first competition in 1866 before spreading to America and Central Europe by Norwegian 118 

migrants (1871-1910) (Hofmann, 2012). Its inclusion in the Winter Olympics in 1924 marked 119 

its rise to the pinnacle of competitive sport, and it has remained a core Olympic event ever 120 

since. 121 

Within this strongly masculinised sporting culture, concerns regarding women’s 122 

participation were frequently framed through medicalised assumptions about female 123 

vulnerability. Historical evidence shows that medicalised discourses portraying the female 124 

body as inherently weak, especially the supposed fragility of reproductive organs, shaped 125 

decisions about women’s involvement in sport (Vertinsky et al., 2009). These claims framed 126 

strenuous sport as incompatible with women’s presumed primary role as mothers. This formed 127 

a powerful rationale for restricting women’s participation in sport. These narratives reflect a 128 

broader history of risk discourses that aimed to ‘protect’ women’s bodies and show how ideas 129 

about risk reflect social and historical contexts (Laurendeau & Adams, 2010). Claims about 130 

threats to reproductive health therefore functioned as a key justification for regulating women’s 131 

involvement in sport. These claims contributed to the exclusion of women from ski jumping 132 

throughout the twentieth century and have continued to influence policy in recent decades 133 

(Travers, 2011; Vertinsky et al., 2009).  134 

Nevertheless, women have been defying societal masculine expectations from as early 135 

as 1863, with Ingrid Olsdatter Vestby credited as the first woman to participate in ski jumping 136 

(Berg, 1998). Particularly from the second half of the 19th century, there are records of women 137 



7 

 

 

ski jumpers, with some achieving international acclaim. During the 1930s and 1940s, women 138 

such as Baroness Paula Lamberg caused a stir by competing alongside men. Others, such as 139 

Johanne Kolstad, also achieved international acclaim. As a youth, she achieved distances 140 

comparable to her male peers and held the women’s ski jumping record between 1931 and 141 

1973 (Berg, 1998). Yet despite regional newspapers claiming that Johanne Kolstad is 142 

incomparably better than her male competitors (Kristensen, 1933), the FIS’s ski-jumping 143 

committee continued to exclude women from ordinary ski-jumping competitions until 1998 144 

(von der Lippe, 2001). As such, women were mostly jumping as an entre-act to the “real” ski 145 

jumping of the men’s tournament to provide entertainment. Likewise, although women were 146 

able to join ski clubs, it was expected that they would staff the kitchen and provide spectator 147 

support at events rather than compete themselves (Winlo, 1999). The right to participate in the 148 

Winter Olympics did not follow until 2014, after an anti-discrimination court case against the 149 

Vancouver Organizing Committee 2010 resulted in social outrage and the establishment of a 150 

women’s circuit (World Championship in 2009, World Cup in 2011 and Ski Flying in 2023).  151 

This history demonstrates that while women have long participated in ski jumping, their 152 

contributions have been systematically marginalised through institutional exclusion and 153 

trivialisation of their achievements. This demonstrates the symbolic and organisational 154 

misrecognition that has long defined their place in ski jumping and continues to shape how 155 

women are valued, represented, and treated within the sport today, providing essential context 156 

for understanding the lived experiences explored in this study. 157 

Theory of Recognition  158 

Recognition refers to the fundamental human need to be acknowledged as a valued and 159 

legitimate participant in social life (McQueen, 2014). It describes both how individuals 160 

understand themselves and how they are positioned within wider social structures. This dual 161 
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function means recognition is inseparable from power, reflecting a tension between the demand 162 

for individuation and one’s social environment, which exerts pressure from established norms, 163 

beliefs, and assumptions (Golman, 2023), while determining who is included or excluded and 164 

whose contributions are valued within a given social order (Dean, 1996). These dynamics are 165 

especially salient in the gendered landscape of sport, where longstanding cultural norms 166 

regulate access, visibility, and professional opportunities. 167 

This paper draws specifically on Honneth’s theory of recognition, rooted in critical 168 

theory and Hegelian philosophy (Honneth, 1992, 2001), and extends this through feminist 169 

analyses of sport and gender. For Honneth, recognition is a fundamental human need that 170 

results in a struggle between “social reproduction and the formation of individual identity” 171 

(Honneth, 2012, p. 7). He conceptualises recognition across three interrelated spheres: love in 172 

personal relationships, solidarity within civil society, and rights within institutionalised 173 

practices and the state (Honneth, 1995). According to Honneth (2001), work is a key area in 174 

which individuals seek recognition, develop capacities, and achieve social value. For 175 

professional athletes, sport is their place of work, offering both material livelihood and 176 

opportunities for personal development and public esteem (European Commission, 2017). 177 

Andersen (2015) argues that sport embodies all three spheres of recognition, suggesting its 178 

unique potential to support self‑confidence, self‑esteem, and self‑respect. Yet for women ski 179 

jumpers, this workplace is structured by gendered power relations that shape everyday 180 

experiences of recognition and misrecognition. Understanding sport as a workplace therefore 181 

clarifies how gendered institutional arrangements directly affect women’s access to recognition 182 

across all spheres. 183 

Love refers to close relationships with significant others in which individuals 184 

acknowledge and respond to one another as people with their own needs, emotions, and 185 

vulnerabilities (Honneth, 1995). It involves valuing the other person as they are and 186 
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appreciating their presence as meaningful within one’s life, including recognition of bodily 187 

integrity, emotional needs and individual competence. It is through these primary bonds that 188 

individuals develop the basic self-confidence necessary to engage with broader social life and 189 

to form trusting relationships with other persons (Lysaker, 2017). Love is situated within 190 

intimate relationships such as family ties, romantic partnerships, and close friendships, as it is 191 

through such unconditional bonds that foundational self-confidence is formed (Honneth, 1995). 192 

However, the unique character of sports allows for other intimate bonds to form, such as those 193 

within coaching relationships and the immediate relational environment between athletes 194 

(Andersen, 2016, 2021). In these relationships, athletes depend on these relationships to affirm 195 

their bodily competence, respond to their individual vulnerabilities, and provide the relational 196 

trust that underpins confident athletic performance. Misrecognition in this sphere can therefore 197 

be expanded to the disruption of these sport specific relational structures. For example, when 198 

coaches dismiss athletes' bodily knowledge, when training environments are made hostile, or 199 

when the relational conditions necessary for self-confidence are systematically withdrawn, 200 

athletes are denied the recognition required to sustain a secure sense of self. This dynamic is 201 

especially visible in women’s sport, where athletes' bodies are often viewed through gendered 202 

assumptions shaped by hegemonic masculinity. These assumptions portray women as 203 

inherently weaker or more vulnerable to harm. Such paternalistic framings operate as forms of 204 

misrecognition, denying recognition of women’s embodied competence while reinforcing their 205 

subordinate status within gendered sporting hierarchies, thereby undermining the conditions 206 

for self-confidence (Fraser & Honneth, 2003). The love sphere thus illuminates how gendered 207 

discourses embedded in hegemonic masculinity destabilise women's basic relation to self.  208 

Solidarity concerns the social esteem individuals receive for their distinctive skills and 209 

contributions, supporting the development of self‑esteem (Honneth, 1995). Misrecognition in 210 

this sphere occurs when individuals or groups are devalued or marginalised, signalling that 211 



10 

 

 

their abilities or ways of life are not respected. In this sense, the social status of a person can 212 

be understood as the degree of social acceptance within their community (Honneth, 2007). In 213 

sport, solidarity is reflected in how athletes’ performances are culturally valued. This is often 214 

expressed through media visibility, sponsorship, tournament scheduling, event prestige, and 215 

the everyday attitudes of peers, officials, and audiences. Gender inequalities are particularly 216 

visible here with women’s events often receiving less visibility, lower financial reward, weaker 217 

organisational support, and being positioned as secondary to men’s competitions (See 218 

Donnelley, 2023; Elyasi et al., 2024; Lesch et al., 2023). These violations of solidarity are 219 

shaped by hegemonic masculinity, which positions men’s achievements as the normative 220 

benchmark of athletic excellence and systematically devalues women’s performances. Such 221 

patterns constitute misrecognition because they deny women the social esteem necessary to 222 

experience their abilities as meaningful and publicly acknowledged (Andersen & Loland, 223 

2015). In this sense, the solidarity sphere illuminates how social judgments of value limit 224 

women athletes’ opportunities for self‑esteem, belonging, and career development.  225 

Rights concerns being recognised as autonomous and morally equal members of a 226 

community, enabling them to develop self‑respect, respect for others and feel like legitimate 227 

participants of communities (Honneth, 1995). Misrecognition occurs when members are denied 228 

rights or excluded from certain rights within a community, a signal that they are not equally 229 

valued. In sport, rights‑based recognition is reflected in equitable access to competition, 230 

transparent selection criteria, meaningful inclusion in governance, and institutional norms that 231 

acknowledge women as meaningful contributors to the sporting community. Misrecognition 232 

occurs when these expectations are violated such as when women are formally excluded, 233 

structurally marginalised, or confined to inferior competitive opportunities. This signals that 234 

they are not regarded as full rights‑bearing members of the sport community (Fraser & 235 

Honneth, 2003). Hegemonic masculinity sustains these patterns by normalising men’s 236 
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authority and shaping institutional norms in ways that devalue women athletes. This is 237 

operationalised by creating both material disadvantage and diminished moral and professional 238 

standing of women. Framing rights this way provides a lens for examining biased procedures, 239 

marginalising norms, and institutional arrangements that fail to treat women as equal 240 

rights‑bearing members of the sporting community. Rights-based recognition is therefore more 241 

than legal equality or procedural fairness, it provides athletes with legitimacy, authority, and 242 

self-respect within the sporting community. 243 

These three spheres together provide a framework for understanding how gendered 244 

inequalities in sport are not merely distributional but are grounded in the systematic withdrawal 245 

of the recognition that women need to develop stable, positive identities as athletes. Crucially, 246 

however, hegemonic masculinity and recognition theory should not be treated as parallel 247 

analytical lenses operating independently. Rather, hegemonic masculinity is the specific social 248 

mechanism through which misrecognition is produced and sustained across all three spheres. 249 

In the sphere of love, it generates a hostile relational environment, often through paternalism, 250 

that disrupts the conditions upon which basic self-confidence depends. In the sphere of 251 

solidarity, hegemonic masculinity establishes men's athletic performance as the normative 252 

benchmark of sporting excellence, which means women's performances are structurally 253 

evaluated against a standard that was never designed to include them. In the sphere of rights, 254 

hegemonic masculinity naturalises male authority within governance and institutional 255 

structures, producing the conditions under which women's formal exclusion and 256 

marginalisation appear legitimate or even protective. Understanding hegemonic masculinity 257 

here as the operating mechanism deepens the explanatory power of Honneth's framework. It 258 

shows that misrecognition in sport is not arbitrary but structurally produced through gendered 259 

power. Together, these frameworks reveal that transforming women's position in sport requires 260 

both structural change in the distribution of resources and opportunities, and a fundamental 261 
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shift in the cultural schemas that determine whose achievements, bodies, and voices are deemed 262 

worthy of recognition. 263 

Methodology  264 

Research paradigm 265 

This study adopts a qualitative research design situated within a constructivist ontology and a 266 

critical feminist epistemology. Constructivism positions gendered sporting experiences as 267 

socially produced through cultural norms and institutional practice and that individuals make 268 

sense of their experiences through interaction with their environments (Poucher et al., 2020). 269 

The critical feminist epistemology challenges assumptions of neutrality and value-free inquiry. 270 

Instead, it emphasises that knowledge is shaped by power relations, social hierarchies, and the 271 

historical privileging of men’s experiences in sport and science (Haraway, 1988; Harding, 272 

1987). This perspective also stresses the importance of centring marginalised voices and 273 

interrogating how gender structures shape what is seen, known, and legitimised (Wigginton & 274 

Lafrance, 2019). Consistent with feminist methodological principles, the research approach 275 

emphasised reflexivity, attention to gendered power relations, and a commitment to generating 276 

knowledge that can support structural and cultural change within sport (Cook & Fonow, 2019). 277 

These assumptions underpin the study’s focus on the lived experiences of elite women ski 278 

jumpers in a male-dominated sport and informed the qualitative interviews and reflexive 279 

thematic analysis.  280 

Participants and sampling 281 

Participants were selected through a purposive key informant sampling method (n=11) (Lokot, 282 

2021) and purposive snowball sampling (n=3) (Walker & Melton, 2015). This resulted in a 283 

group of 13 women competing at the World Cup level and one representative of the FIS. While 284 
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the sample size is modest, it reflects the very small global population of elite women ski 285 

jumpers. FIS quota regulations typically select about 45 women for World Cup competition 286 

(FIS, 2026a), with actual event participation varying between 40 and 65 athletes. Given this 287 

small overall population, our sample represents a substantial proportion. Such sample sizes are 288 

common in qualitative research on world-class athletes (e.g. Brown et al., 2018; McCall et al., 289 

2023). Sampling continued until theoretical saturation was achieved (Guest et al., 2006). Due 290 

to the small size of the women’s ski jumping population, anonymity was a central ethical 291 

concern. Wiles et al. (2008) demonstrate that individuals from small communities may remain 292 

identifiable even when direct identifiers are removed because contextual characteristics can 293 

still reveal their identity. Due to the quota system of the FIS, many countries have only one to 294 

six women competing in World Cup events, meaning that disclosing nationality or using 295 

culturally appropriate pseudonyms would risk deductive disclosure. Following 296 

recommendations for research in small communities (Adam, 2025), contextual identifiers were 297 

withheld, and only essential descriptive information was retained. All participants provided 298 

informed consent prior to participation.  299 

Data Collection 300 

Fourteen semi-structured interviews were conducted to explore athletes’ experiences of 301 

recognition and misrecognition across their professional environments. The interviews were 302 

conducted through a combination of phone and email (Hawkins, 2018). Because data collection 303 

occurred during the competitive winter season, several athletes were unable to commit to 304 

synchronous interviews. Email interviews offered flexibility and enabled participants to 305 

respond reflectively at times that fitted their training and travel commitments (James, 2016). 306 

During data collection, many athletes who were engaged in an email interview expressed a 307 

preference to supplement their written responses with a phone call. This was incorporated into 308 
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the study protocol, and these follow‑up calls averaged around forty‑five minutes. Although 309 

shorter than typical semi‑structured interviews, these calls were designed to enrich and clarify 310 

participants’ written reflections rather than serve as standalone interviews.  311 

Data analysis 312 

All interviews were digitally recorded and transcribed verbatim. Reflexive thematic analysis 313 

guided data interpretation, recognising the active role of the researcher and the influence of 314 

theoretical positioning on analytic decisions (Braun & Clarke, 2019; Trainor & Bundon, 2021). 315 

Analysis followed a multi‑stage process. Both authors first familiarised themselves with the 316 

data by reading the transcripts in full. The second author generated inductive codes that 317 

captured recurring experiences, meanings, and concerns. These codes were then organised into 318 

preliminary themes. Through iterative discussion between authors, themes were refined to 319 

ensure conceptual clarity and analytic depth. To support credibility, the first author reviewed 320 

the coding structure and theme development, consistent with recommendations for 321 

trustworthiness in qualitative analysis (Hruschka et al., 2004).  322 

Following theme development, Honneth’s theory of recognition was applied to 323 

interpret how women athletes experienced respect, rights, and social esteem within the lived 324 

experience of everyday interactions and organisational practices within elite ski jumping. This 325 

framework provided a structured way to examine how forms of misrecognition were 326 

intertwined with the sport’s historical gender order and the broader dynamics of hegemonic 327 

masculinity that continue to shape women’s opportunities, identities, and wellbeing. 328 

Integrating reflexive thematic analysis with a recognition‑theory lens enabled deeper 329 

interpretation of how symbolic and material inequalities were reproduced in athletes’ lived 330 

experiences and supports naturalistic generalisability, allowing readers to recognise elements 331 

of these dynamics within their own contexts (Smith, 2018). In the following sections, the 332 
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themes derived from the data analysis will be presented and discussed in the context of 333 

recognition theory.  334 

Findings and Discussion  335 

The reflexive thematic analysis generated three overarching themes that illustrate how elite 336 

women ski jumpers navigate a complex, historically gendered sport system in which 337 

recognition is contested at multiple levels. The first theme explores how the ski jumping 338 

environment shapes women athletes’ everyday struggles for recognition. The second examines 339 

how perceived anatomical differences fuel stereotypes and paternalistic attitudes that 340 

undermine recognition. The final theme considers how media coverage further reinforces 341 

misrecognition. 342 

The sport environment – Struggling for recognition 343 

The first theme highlights how the wider ski jumping environment creates continual struggles 344 

for recognition among women athletes. Participants’ accounts revealed that their experiences 345 

of exclusion, paternalism, and devaluation are not isolated incidents, but manifestations of a 346 

broader organisational and cultural landscape shaped by historically entrenched gender norms. 347 

Leadership – a lack of recognition 348 

Participants consistently described governance and leadership structures in ski jumping as 349 

overwhelmingly male-dominated, a finding that reflects a long institutional history in which 350 

women’s concerns, perspectives, and needs have been systematically marginalised (Burton, 351 

2015). Analysis of the data revealed two different forms of misrecognition. The first is 352 

structural underrepresentation, a rights-based violation in which women lack access to 353 

decision-making roles that shape the sport. The second is cultural silencing, a solidarity-based 354 

violation in which women’s voices are discounted or disregarded even in those cases where 355 
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women are formally present. While these are distinct phenomena, both are produced by the 356 

same underlying mechanism: hegemonic masculinity, which naturalises male authority and 357 

renders women's contributions as less legitimate or less relevant (Loviscky et al., 2024). 358 

Structural underrepresentation constitutes misrecognition in the sphere of rights 359 

because it denies women formal standing as decision-makers within the institution that governs 360 

their professional lives. When women are excluded from governance structures, or confined to 361 

subordinate roles within them, the implicit message is that they are not regarded as full rights-362 

bearing members of the sporting community (Fraser & Honneth, 2003). Participants 363 

emphasised the lack of representation at the organisational and leadership level as being a key 364 

mechanism for the differential treatment of women in ski jumping. They explained that 365 

decision-making bodies with inadequate women's representation, omnipresent in sport (Pape, 366 

2020), are likely to overlook women athletes' needs, wants, and expectations due to their one-367 

sided perspective.  368 

Cultural silencing constitutes misrecognition in the sphere of solidarity where the social 369 

esteem afforded to women's knowledge, experiences, and perspectives is systematically 370 

withheld. As opposed to structural underrepresentation, this form of misrecognition does not 371 

rely on formal exclusion, it functions through the devaluation of women's contributions even 372 

when they are present. One athlete captured this directly, describing how “It was really hard to 373 

get some of the men, that made decisions, just to sit down and listen to what we were saying 374 

(…). Getting them to ‘understand’ us”. This was experienced as a form of disrespect and, in 375 

addition to structural underrepresentation, a cause of sexist and paternalist decision making. 376 

This failure to accord women's perspectives the social esteem necessary for genuine 377 

engagement violates the solidarity sphere (Honneth, 1995) and undermines their self-esteem as 378 

legitimate contributors to the sport. This dynamic is reinforced by the cultural ideals 379 

historically tied to ski jumping, such as toughness, risk-taking, and its militaristic heritage, 380 
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which reinforce its status as a "male" sport. Alsarve (2024) argues that sports such as ski 381 

jumping, which are culturally coded as masculine, are systematically awarded greater 382 

institutional value and symbolic power, helping to explain why it is particularly hard for women 383 

in ski jumping to gain legitimacy and participate in governance. 384 

Taken together, these experiences position women athletes as powerless stakeholders 385 

compared to their male counterparts. Participants provided various examples of this, including 386 

controversial decisions regarding competition formats, equipment standards, and resource 387 

allocation, discussed later in this paper. This demonstrates that ski jumping is based on a 388 

masculine conception of operating in which men are perceived as powerful, and women as 389 

compliant (Shaw & Frisby, 2006). In this sense, hegemonic masculinity serves as an operating 390 

principle that restricts women’s access to leadership positions, relegating them to a subordinate 391 

position within the sport and denying them the formal standing necessary to develop self-392 

respect as legitimate institutional actors (Fraser & Honneth, 2003). 393 

Sexism and gender stereotypes  394 

Sexism and gender stereotypes were found to be omnipresent throughout the interviews, 395 

manifesting in ways that constitute misrecognition primarily across the spheres of solidarity 396 

and rights, and, where they operated through proximate training relationships, in the sphere of 397 

love. Participants frequently referred to historical instances of sexist remarks within their sport, 398 

drawing on these examples to illustrate the broader cultural context in which they were 399 

embedded. For example, one such account referred to a widely reported statement by Russian 400 

ski jumping coach Alexander Arefyev, who, as reported in The Guardian, claimed that 401 

“Women have another purpose – to have children, to do housework, to create heart and home” 402 

(Gibson, 2014). From a recognition theory perspective, such statements do not simply reflect 403 

individual prejudice but reproduce the logic of hegemonic masculinity, which establishes 404 
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men’s athletic participation as the natural expression of masculine identity while framing 405 

women’s participation as anomalous or threatening to the sport’s cultural integrity. This 406 

constituted a violation of solidarity, illustrating how sporting values have long been defined 407 

around men as the norm. 408 

Women athletes interviewed for this study described experiencing these dynamics 409 

directly and consistently in ski jumping. One participant expressed this shared experience 410 

clearly: “I was never told I couldn’t do something based on my sex until ski jumping, when I 411 

was told I couldn’t do something based on my sexual organs”. Another participant captured 412 

the structural logic underlying this exclusion:  413 

Women, who are supposed to produce babies, take care of the home, and are 414 

perceived as the weaker sex, shouldn't participate in extreme sports (…) It might 415 

raise questions about the [masculine] image the sport has built for itself and its 416 

existing [male] athletes. 417 

These statements reveal how ski jumping's cultural coding as “extreme” and masculine 418 

functions to sustain restrictive gender roles. Women’s participation and competence are 419 

experienced as a threat to the sport’s identity because it risks disrupting the hierarchy of value 420 

on which hegemonic masculinity depends. This constitutes misrecognition in the sphere of 421 

solidarity through a systematic devaluation of women's abilities and social status, signalling 422 

that their contributions are not regarded as legitimate within the ski jumping community 423 

(Honneth, 1995, 2007). It also represents a violation of rights-based recognition, as women are 424 

positioned outside the sporting community and denied legitimate participation (Fraser & 425 

Honneth, 2003).  426 

This also represents misrecognition in the sphere of love by depriving women of control over 427 

their own bodies, with consequences for self-confidence, self-image, and even physical 428 

performance (Andersen, 2016).  429 
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Women who entered the sport despite these attitudes encountered increasingly severe 430 

forms of sexism, which participants reported becoming particularly pronounced at the 431 

international level, where they began noticing looks and comments that made them feel 432 

uncomfortable. They described dealing daily with "pessimistic opinions" and the exhausting 433 

pressure of continuously having to prove their belonging. One participant illustrated this 434 

broader pattern by recounting her experience of sexual harassment in a training context:  435 

One day I had the audacity to wear a sports bra under my suit on a hot day and 436 

suddenly I was getting nasty notes from people I have never known or interacted 437 

with about how inappropriate my behaviour was to bring “sex” into the sporting 438 

arena (…) Day in, day out, year after year fighting to show we were equal was 439 

exhausting. If someone asked me to do it all over again, I don’t think I could 440 

(…) It is stress that few women know and a pressure the men will never 441 

understand.  442 

This represents misrecognition in the sphere of solidarity, as women are denied the dignity, 443 

respect, and moral consideration extended to their male peers and subjected to sexualised 444 

scrutiny that withdraws the social esteem and respectful inclusion that Honneth (1995) 445 

identifies as the basis of self-esteem. Although these sexualised comments originate outside 446 

the sphere of intimate relations, their effects penetrate the love sphere by undermining women’s 447 

bodily autonomy and self-confidence. The cumulative psychological toll, including fatigue, 448 

near-breakdown, and a sense of futility, reflects our findings on the consequences of sustained 449 

misrecognition and is consistent with the effects of internalised sexism (Feigt et al., 2022). This 450 

demonstrates the erosion of an athlete’s ability to value their own skills and contributions as 451 

genuinely valuable, resulting in diminished self-worth.  452 

These dynamics were further present throughout intimate training relationships, which 453 

constitute misrecognition in the sphere of love (Andersen, 2021). Participants described a range 454 

of microaggressions, including the practice of “snaking”, where male athletes would move the 455 

start gate in front of women using a higher gate, cutting in line. One participant reflected on 456 

the psychological consequences of these accumulated microaggressions, saying, “It was 457 
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intimidating to jump alongside people who didn’t take you seriously”. This deliberate peer 458 

exclusion and intimidation disrupts the relational trust that athletes depend on to develop self-459 

confidence in training and competition. When the immediate relational environment is made 460 

hostile through gendered microaggressions, the conditions for basic self-confidence are 461 

systematically undermined (Andersen, 2016, 2021). It also infringes upon rights-based 462 

recognition by undermining their entitlement to a safe, non-hostile sporting environment 463 

(Andersen, 2015). These dynamics further reflect the operation of hegemonic masculinity, 464 

through which women are systematically denied respect and social inclusion, reinforcing their 465 

marginalisation within gendered sporting norms (Fraser & Honneth, 2003). The cumulative 466 

effect of these practices extends across multiple spheres, simultaneously undermining women’s 467 

self-confidence, social inclusion, and rights, and demonstrating how misrecognition in sport 468 

generates compound harm beyond any single violation. 469 

Anatomical differences: an excuse for differential treatment  470 

The second theme to emerge from the data analysis concerns the impact of perceived 471 

anatomical differences on women’s suitability to participate in ski jumping, a debate with deep 472 

historical roots in sport more broadly. Historically, women were considered unfit for vigorous 473 

physical activity, as it was thought that it could make women infertile or cause other medical 474 

harm (Pfister, 2007; Vertinsky et al., 2009). In ski jumping, this discourse has proved 475 

particularly durable, repeatedly deployed as justification for restricting women's access to 476 

competition and for the paternalistic governance of women athletes' bodies and careers 477 

(Laurendeau & Adams, 2010).  478 

Paternalism, understood as one person deciding on behalf of (or speaking for) another, 479 

in what he or she believes to be the latter person’s best interest (Schneider, 2000), is important 480 

here because it constitutes misrecognition across multiple spheres simultaneously. Its most 481 
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direct effect is in the sphere of rights. Formal restrictions, such as limiting the hill sizes women 482 

can jump to 95 percent of men’s, and excluding women from ski flying competition until 2023, 483 

deny women equal standing as autonomous competitors and embed differential treatment 484 

within the organisation's regulatory structure. These are not merely procedural inequalities but 485 

communicative acts that signal, through institutional practice, that women are not regarded as 486 

fully competent and autonomous members of the sporting community (Fraser & Honneth, 487 

2003). Yet, respect for autonomy is critical for developing self-confidence, self-respect, and a 488 

sense of belonging within society (Van Leeuwen, 2007).  489 

Paternalism also operates in the sphere of love, in sport-specific relations, when coaches 490 

and officials override athletes’ knowledge of their own bodies, dismissing women’s assessment 491 

of their own capacity and risk tolerance. This disrupts the relational trust that underpins basic 492 

self-confidence (Andersen, 2021). Several participants described feeling "like delicate 493 

teacups", a framing that captures relational imposition of fragility onto athletes who understand 494 

themselves as capable competitors. One participant noted: 495 

It seems like they are overly cautious with the women to the point where I do 496 

not think they are doing the women any favours (…). We [women ski jumpers] 497 

are now all treated like kind of delicate teacups.  498 

When coaches and officials, who are central to athletes' daily lives, undermine the affirmation 499 

of bodily competence that Andersen (2016) identifies as essential to self-confidence in sport, 500 

this constitutes both a violation of rights, as expressed through policy, and a violation of love, 501 

by disrupting the relation of trust fundamental to confident performance.  502 

The justification offered for these restrictions reveals how hegemonic masculinity 503 

functions as the mechanism that produces and sustains this misrecognition over time. Helmut 504 

Weinbuch, General Secretary of the German Ski Association and FIS chairman from 1973 to 505 

2002, argued that “women’s backbones were not up to the impact of the landing and that the 506 

vertebrae might spring out of the spinal column” (Pfister, 2007, p. 60). FIS president Gian 507 
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Franco Kasper (1998 to 2021) maintained that such activity “seems not to be appropriate for 508 

ladies from a medical point of view” (Mann, 2005). A current representative of the FIS repeated 509 

this framing during our interview, “For sure, ski jumping is not easy for the ladies because of 510 

the anatomical difference … and that needs to be taken into account to make sure ski jumping 511 

is safe for the ladies”. The persistence of this narrative across several decades, and its 512 

reproduction by current officials, demonstrates that it is not an outdated attitude but an 513 

institutionalised logic through which hegemonic masculinity naturalises male authority by 514 

positioning women as requiring protection from their own choices. Participants were consistent 515 

in their interpretation. These measures were experienced not as genuine safety provisions but 516 

as paternalistic acts designed to reinforce male authority and to define men as essential 517 

guardians of the sport, a dynamic consistent with Honneth's (2001) analysis of how the 518 

marginalisation of others can serve to assert the indispensability of the dominant group. 519 

The empirical basis of this justification is undermined by both sport science and 520 

participant accounts. Griffin (1995) and participants alike argued that risks associated with 521 

anatomical differences can be addressed through adapted training, with one athlete noting that 522 

"women need to focus more on the strength and injury prevention training compared to men, 523 

but the risk is the same”. Weather conditions and landing technique were also mentioned by 524 

both participants and the literature (e.g. Stenseth et al., 2020) as more relevant than hill sizes 525 

or gender. For example, the telemark landing is considered less safe than other forms of 526 

landing, yet scores higher for style, highlighting a selective concern for safety. This 527 

demonstrates that the anatomical narrative functions primarily as an ideological resource rather 528 

than a genuine safety framework, a means through which hegemonic masculinity sustains 529 

women's subordination by translating gendered authority into the language of medical concern. 530 

The cumulative effect of these paternalistic policies was experienced as a sense of 531 

exclusion from the ski jumping community. Many women reported feelings of alienation, with 532 
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one noting, “it often feels as if I do not belong in this sport”, illustrating the impact of 533 

misrecognition in the sphere of solidarity and highlighting how organisational narratives can 534 

reinforce social marginalisation. Yet, participants were adamant that, just like men, they have 535 

the right to decide what risks of harm they will engage in. Subject to normal limits on freedom, 536 

it is immorally paternalistic to decide on behalf of another competent adult what personal risks 537 

they choose to engage in (Schneider, 2000). According to Honneth, such marginalisation and 538 

undervaluation of one’s rights and desires expresses disrespect and doubt that an individual 539 

can make rational choices or is aware of potential consequences (Andersen, 2015).  540 

Controversial regulations around women’s body suits, regularly brought up during the 541 

interviews, illustrate most clearly how paternalism, sexism and hegemonic masculinity interact 542 

to produce compound misrecognition across multiple spheres simultaneously. Until 2020, 543 

women were required to add additional hip panels to their suits, a rule framed by the FIS as 544 

necessary for “fit” but experienced by athletes as sexualisation. Participants referred to Sarah 545 

Hendrickson, who brought the issue to the media, saying “they were trying to come up with 546 

ways that accentuated our hips and our curves a little bit more” (Dalby, 2025). Analysed 547 

through Honneth's framework, this constitutes misrecognition in the sphere of solidarity by 548 

defining women's bodies according to male aesthetic norms rather than athletic function, 549 

thereby devaluing their athletic identities as competitors. In the sphere of rights, the rule 550 

constitutes a violation by embedding this gendered differential treatment within formal 551 

regulatory practice, undermining women’s autonomy and moral standing as equal participants. 552 

While these rules originate outside the love sphere, their effects spill into it by eroding bodily 553 

self‑trust and basic self‑confidence. The disqualifications at the 2022 Winter Olympics in 554 

Beijing, in which five women ski jumpers were excluded from the mixed team event for suits 555 

deemed "too baggy" despite having previously competed in the same suits without issue 556 

(Baver, 2022), further demonstrate the inconsistent and gendered enforcement of these 557 
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regulations. That the same suits were acceptable in one context and penalised in another was 558 

experienced by participants not as neutral technical standards but as mechanisms of gendered 559 

control, which was deemed “disrespectful” and damaging to self-worth. This demonstrates how 560 

a single regulatory practice simultaneously violated women's bodily integrity, withdrew social 561 

esteem, and denied equal competitive standing. A convergence of misrecognition across all 562 

three spheres that increased the struggle between their “sporting” body and their “social” body, 563 

resulting in increased body dissatisfaction (Kong & Harris, 2015).  564 

The media: a source of (mis)recognition  565 

The final theme to emerge from the data concerns the role of the media as both a source of 566 

recognition and a mechanism through which institutional gender inequality is reproduced and 567 

naturalised. The media carries particular analytical weight within recognition theory because, 568 

as Honneth (2012) argues, it functions as an arena for the “public display of a value or 569 

achievement that is attributed to a person or social group” (p. 78). Thus, making it a primary 570 

site in which solidarity, the social esteem accorded to individuals for their distinctive 571 

contributions, is publicly awarded or withheld. Media visibility is therefore not only a 572 

commercial or reputational matter for athletes but a direct institutional expression of whether 573 

their achievements are regarded as socially meaningful.  574 

Participants reported moments of positive recognition, particularly when women’s 575 

technical abilities were acknowledged to equal the level of male ski jumpers, “So, I think if 576 

you take Maren [Lundby] or Sara [Takanashi], they are technically very similar [to male ski 577 

jumpers]”, with one observing that in certain respects, “The jump is technically better 578 

performed by a woman”. These moments constitute recognition in the sphere of solidarity, 579 

affirming women's competence and legitimating their participation. When this occurred, 580 

participants felt pride and solidarity, demonstrating the positive impact recognition can have 581 
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on self-esteem. Yet participants were consistent in noting that the positive recognition was 582 

conditional and contained. Recognition was found to be confined within the sphere of women's 583 

sport rather than translating into equal representation or equivalent coverage alongside men's 584 

competitions. 585 

By contrast, mirroring broader patterns in the sports media landscape (See Antunovic, 586 

2019; Hovden & von der Lippe, 2019), traditional media coverage disproportionately focused 587 

on women's private lives and physical appearance, even during competition, putting their 588 

sporting success in the shadow. One participant recalled, “I think especially if you get older 589 

than the age of like twenty-four or so, it’s like are you married yet? When are you having 590 

kids?”. This framing constitutes misrecognition operating simultaneously across the spheres of 591 

solidarity and rights. In terms of solidarity, it withdraws social esteem for women's athletic 592 

contributions and replaces it with interest in their conformity to domestic gender roles, 593 

signalling that their value as public figures derives from their femininity rather than their 594 

sporting achievement. In terms of rights, it implicitly communicates that women athletes are 595 

not regarded as professional subjects in the same respect as their male counterparts. Their 596 

careers are framed as secondary to their reproductive and domestic identities.  597 

Participants also described experiences of sexual objectification by the media, with one 598 

saying: “An outgoing, beautiful woman that also happens to be a good athlete is something that 599 

the media and people really like”. This constitutes misrecognition in the sphere of solidarity, 600 

privileging visual appearance over athletic achievement, framing women’s media value in 601 

terms of looks rather than skill, thereby reproducing the hegemonic logic that casts women as 602 

objects of male evaluation rather than agents of athletic accomplishment. Yet the consequences 603 

of such objectification are not confined to the social-reputational dimension of solidarity alone. 604 

When media-driven body ideals are internalised (Şahin et al., 2024), they penetrate the athlete's 605 

most immediate relation to her own body and competence, disrupting the basic self-confidence 606 
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that Honneth situates in the love sphere. Participants reflected that media-driven body ideals 607 

affected their self-esteem and body image, contributing to performance anxiety and mental 608 

health challenges. This further increases the struggle between their sporting body and their 609 

social body as discussed in the previous section, while forcing women into a hegemonic 610 

understanding of what they can be and achieve in life. 611 

This has structural consequences as athletes who conform to hegemonic ideals of 612 

femininity tend to receive the most media coverage and sponsorship (King, 2013). The 613 

economics of sport thus embed within women's sport a system in which athletic recognition 614 

and distribution of resources are conditional on gendered aesthetic compliance. This was 615 

recognised by our participants who mentioned the benefits of being a good-looking woman in 616 

ski jumping, referring to “improved market value” and “better sponsorship deals”. This 617 

acceptance can be explained by Honneth's tripartite division of normative expectations, which 618 

assumes that social ties are not the source of choice but rather a "context of identity that 619 

structures our choices and aspirations" (Van Leeuwen, 2007, p. 187). This suggests that 620 

individuals involuntarily fall within the frames of conformism, which, from the perspective of 621 

the individual, can appear as a rational choice made to satisfy fundamental needs for 622 

recognition. Indeed, women seem to rationalise objectification as a trade-off to secure scarce 623 

resources (Lobpries et al., 2018). These representational tactics reinforce gender differences 624 

and uphold masculine privilege in sport by positioning women athletes as inferior to male 625 

standards while maintaining hegemonic values in sports (Bruce, 2015).  626 

The rise of social media has altered this dynamic, changing how spectators, athletes, 627 

and the sport itself interact with each other (Achen & Clavio, 2017). As one FIS representative 628 

noted, “Through social media, the athletes themselves have more control over what is going 629 

out to the masses, and they can create more of a picture of who they are”. Participants echoed 630 

this, emphasising that social media allows them to share their perspectives and successes and 631 
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present themselves on their own terms, thereby providing them with more “control”. Social 632 

media can thus function as an alternative arena of recognition, giving women athletes greater 633 

autonomy in articulating their identities (supporting self‑confidence), enabling them to receive 634 

affirmation from an audience they have cultivated (solidarity), and providing a space from 635 

which to contest dominant narratives that have historically undermined their professional 636 

legitimacy (rights). In doing so, it offers social esteem outside the gatekeeping structures of 637 

traditional media and creates opportunities to build a sporting brand through which women can 638 

publicly assert the standing that institutional structures have often withheld.  639 

Yet this potential is structurally constrained in ways that recognition theory makes 640 

visible. Studies show that women athletes who conform to heteronormative ideals (e.g. playing 641 

into the sexualised body) and avoid challenging gender norms often achieve the most success 642 

on social media (Thorpe et al., 2017). Women also bear the burden of generating media 643 

coverage, creating an image of women's athleticism, and establishing themselves as a unique 644 

sporting brand in crowded digital markets, making recognition uncertain and unevenly 645 

distributed. Recognition on social media is therefore not unconditional but governed by the 646 

same hegemonic logics that structure traditional media. Athletes who present themselves in 647 

ways that conform to dominant expectations often gain visibility and fan engagement, 648 

strengthening solidarity through increased esteem, while those who resist these norms risk 649 

losing access to all three forms of recognition simultaneously. Thus, while social media appears 650 

to enhance autonomy, recognition remains conditional. Social media, therefore, does not 651 

escape the logic of traditional media but reinscribes it, situating women athletes in an 652 

ambivalent position where recognition is always mediated by gendered norms. 653 

Although not drawn from ski jumping directly, the case of Dutch speed skater Jutta 654 

Leerdam provides a recent illustration of how traditional and social media interact in shaping 655 

women athletes' recognition. Leerdam maintains a highly curated online presence and has built 656 
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a massive following of more than six million Instagram users, increasingly using social media 657 

as the primary site through which she manages her public identity. This strategic use of social 658 

media represents precisely the kind of autonomy discussed above, an attempt to assert narrative 659 

control, cultivate recognition outside traditional gatekeeping structures, and present herself on 660 

her own terms. Yet following her 2026 Olympic gold medal, rather than celebrating her record-661 

setting performance, online users on Dutch X, Reddit, and Instagram fixated on her persona, 662 

accusing her of being overly polished, self-promotional, or presenting the "wrong" kind of 663 

femininity (Mew, 2026). Traditional media amplified this scrutiny, publicly condemning her 664 

behaviour and labelling her a “diva" and "selfish", in part because she broadcast her private-jet 665 

travel and charted her Olympic journey through Instagram rather than conforming to expected 666 

media norms or team protocols (McEntyre, 2026). In this way, her athletic achievement was 667 

displaced by scrutiny of her femininity and self-presentation, mirroring the patterns of 668 

objectification and domestication identified earlier in this section. Leerdam’s case, therefore, 669 

demonstrates the double bind women face when leveraging social media to assert narrative 670 

control. The very autonomy gained online can provoke hostility from both algorithmic publics 671 

and traditional media gatekeepers, revealing how recognition remains policed across 672 

interconnected media spheres. Moreover, the tone of the criticism directed at Leerdam, centred 673 

on policing her femininity, disciplining her visibility, and questioning her legitimacy, reflects 674 

how hegemonic masculine norms continue to determine who is deemed acceptable, credible, 675 

or deserving within elite sport. Women’s choices are therefore shaped, and in many ways 676 

constrained, by institutionalised gender hierarchies (Van Leeuwen, 2007), demonstrating how 677 

the media has the potential to be simultaneously empowering and oppressive (Beaver, 2016). 678 

Conclusion 679 

This paper set out to understand how elite women ski jumpers experience recognition and 680 
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misrecognition within a sport that has long been organised around masculine norms. By using 681 

Honneth’s tripartite theory of recognition in combination with hegemonic masculinity, the 682 

findings reveal a pattern of systematic misrecognition within women’s ski jumping. Unlike 683 

earlier work that has tended to focus on isolated dimensions of exclusion (See Andersen, 2021; 684 

Andersen & Loland, 2015, 2017), our findings demonstrate how misrecognition operates 685 

simultaneously across all three of Honneth’s spheres simultaneously (love, rights, and 686 

solidarity). This is important as these forms of misrecognition are interconnected and reinforce 687 

one another, making the overall impact more severe. As the findings demonstrate, paternalistic 688 

bodily governance, exclusion from decision-making, and everyday microaggressions do not 689 

produce separate harms but come together in women’s everyday sporting lives. Together, these 690 

experiences harm women’s practical identities as legitimate sporting subjects while eroding 691 

their self-identity, self-respect, and sense of belonging in ways that individual-level reforms 692 

cannot adequately address.  693 

This study further shows how hegemonic masculinity is the operative mechanism 694 

through which misrecognition is produced, sustained, and naturalised across each sphere. It 695 

establishes men's athletic performance as the normative benchmark of sporting excellence, 696 

legitimises male authority within governance structures, and generates hostile relational 697 

environments in training and competition. In doing so, it determines which bodies are deemed 698 

competent, whose voices carry institutional weight, and whose achievements are recognised as 699 

socially valuable. 700 

Although the study focuses on ski jumping, the issues identified here are unlikely to be 701 

unique to this sport alone. The dynamics identified here, the conditional nature of women's 702 

recognition, the ideological function of paternalistic safety discourses, the reframing of 703 

hegemonic norms through digital media, and the compound harm produced by intersecting 704 

violations across spheres, are likely to resonate across sports settings that share ski jumping's 705 
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history of masculine coding, late inclusion, and reactive reform. The recognition-based 706 

framework developed here, therefore, provides a transferable analytical lens for examining 707 

gender and diversity across the broader sport sector. This demonstrates that recognition can be 708 

used as a multi-level analytical tool which encompasses structural, cultural, epistemic, and 709 

intersectional dimensions of gender. 710 

To conclude, the findings suggest that genuine recognition will not be achieved through 711 

piecemeal or reactive reforms but requires systemic changes that confront individual, structural 712 

and cultural barriers to equality. We recognise the positive advancements of women’s sport in 713 

recent times. However, the progress in ski jumping has been notably slow, inconsistent and 714 

controversial. For instance, the FIS did not establish a quota for women's representation on 715 

their board until 2019, women remained excluded from ski flying until 2023 and continue to 716 

be excluded from Nordic combined. This highlights the reactive pace of reform and the deeply 717 

entrenched gender inequalities within ski jumping. Using a recognition-based framework in 718 

combination with hegemonic masculinity helps to explain why this progress is not only slow 719 

but also why such incremental progress is insufficient. Our findings show that such progress 720 

addresses the more visible or superficial issues of equity, but does little to tackle the deeper 721 

patterns of paternalism, symbolic devaluation, and relational hostility that shape women's 722 

everyday experiences in the sport. Therefore, to achieve meaningful and durable change, it is 723 

important to go beyond formal inclusion. It demands keeping governing bodies accountable, 724 

challenging entrenched gender norms and the active inclusion of women athletes as equal 725 

voices in shaping the future of ski jumping. Ultimately, it is high time for society to stop 726 

treating women as “delicate teacups” and to build the structural conditions through which they 727 

can be recognised fully, unconditionally, and on their own terms as equal members of society.  728 

  729 
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