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This paper presents a novel experiment that recruits 191 experimental subjects on Ama-
zon Mechanical Turk (MTurk). Experimental subjects listen to and judge musicians who per-
form audio recordings of classical music. Subjects also guess what instruments various mu-
sicians play given just their names. Experimental subjects recognize that some instruments
are more commonly played by female musicians and others by male musicians. Yet, no sex

discrimination is detected in musician performance ratings.

1 Introduction

In classical music, the sound a musician produces when playing an instrument has paramount
importance. Professional musicians and novice audience members largely believe the quality of
a performance should be judged by sound (Tsay 2013; Mehr & Scannell & Winner 2018). Yet,
orchestras, which have been historically male dominated, have not been welcoming to all musicians
of strong ability. In 1982, Sabine Meyer toured the United States as the Berlin Philharmonic’s first
female clarinetist. Despite a strong endorsement from orchestra’s principal conductor, Herbert von
Karajan, orchestra members voted, 73 to 4, against offering Meyer a permanent position. Having

won an audition, Ann Hobson Pilot joined the Boston Symphony Orchestra (BSO) as a harpist in
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1969. On her first day on the job, an older member of the orchestra charged up to her and mocked,
“You must fry some mean chicken.” Pilot was the orchestra’s first black musician.

In the 1970’s and 1980’s, many U.S. orchestras implemented blind audition procedures to
ensure more meritocratic hiring. The BSO was an early adopter, with blind preliminary and semi-
final audition rounds since 1952. Claudia Goldin and Cecilia Rouse (2000) find modest evidence
that blind auditions raise the probability that women are hired by symphony orchestras. Yet, the
role and importance of information hidden from view when a musician plays from behind a curtain
has been the subject of continued scrutiny.

Contestant demographics, physical appearance, movement while playing, and social connec-
tions are all concealed during blind auditions. The myriad channels in which blinding may alter
decision making must be carefully tested one by one, to assess the efficacy of such a procedure.
Blinding procedures are valuable in a wide variety of contexts. From reviewing economics jour-
nal submissions (Blank, 1991) to evaluating criminal trials (Taylor and Yildirim, 2011), blinding
procedures induce greater impartiality in judgment. Understanding active mechanisms behind
blinding effects, can help determine if blinding is worth implementing in contexts, such as hiring,
where it incurs high effort or information costs.

The classical music context allows blinding procedures to be easily imposed, presenting a
useful case study. This paper presents a novel experiment that fields 191 experimental subjects
on Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk). Experimental subjects listen to and judge musicians who
perform audio recordings of classical music. I find no evidence of discrimination on the basis of
sex. This result is surprising given the relatively low representation of female musicians in major
symphony orchestras. Subjects also guess what instruments various musicians play given just their
names. Experimental subjects recognize that some instruments are more commonly played by
female musicians and others by male musicians. Yet, knowledge of instrument sex discrepancies
does not result in sex discrimination for musician performance ratings.

This paper contributes to a literature studying the influence of nonauditory aspects of perfor-

mance in classical music. Two recent papers in this literature include Chia-Jung Tsay (2013) and



Samuel Mehr, Daniel Scannell, and Ellen Winner (2018). Chia-Jung Tsay (2013) examines char-
acteristics of performances that influence judging panels for unblind classical music competitions.
Tsay extrapolates the preferences of judging panels using survey responses from experienced mu-
sicians and novices. Silent videos, including desaturated motion outlines, are found to be highly
informative in predicting competition winners. Yet, performer attractiveness alone is not predic-
tive. Samuel Mehr, Daniel Scannell, and Ellen Winner (2018) find limited replicability to the
aforementioned results when minor changes to experimental design are made. This paper also
contributes to a literature concerning consumer side discrimination, as experimental subjects are

consumers of classical music.

2 Conceptual Framework

This section outlines a difference in differences approach to isolate the impact of sex discrim-

ination on perceived musical ability. A simple model is presented to motivate the experiment.

2.1 Determining Underlying Ability

During a live audition, musicians play excerpts from a repertoire of predetermined pieces.
Excerpts are chosen to highlight a contestant’s virtuosity or technical skill, and musicality, expres-
sivity and artistry. Several rounds are often employed to whittle down the number of contestants,
and establish robust readings of ability. Auditions are typically judged by a committee of current
orchestra members.

Let each committee member j submit a single score for every contestant i. In a single instru-
ment audition, say for violin, a linear model for sex discrimination is as follows:

Scorejj = o+ Bj+ yjFemale; + X;8; + €

Here ¢; represents the underlying musical ability of contestant i, B; is bias in scoring behavior
depending on characteristics of judge j, and Female; is an indicator for female sex. X; broadly

captures nonmusical information such as physical appearance, movement while playing, and social



connections. §&;; is mean zero noise. In unblind auditions both Female; and X; are observable to

judges.

2.2 Variation by Blinding

When auditions are held blind, contestants perform from behind a curtain, and are each as-
signed an arbitrary number as a pseudonym. Since only the sound produced by a musician’s
playing is observable, the expression for contestant score changes:

Score;j = o+ B+ €ij

Both musician sex and other nonmusical information are hidden from view, and no longer fac-
tor into contestant score. When asked about the effectiveness of blind audition procedures, musi-
cians and personnel managers from major American orchestras “uniformly deny that identification
is possible for the vast majority of contestants,” (Goldin and Rouse, 2000).

The feasibility of blinding in orchestra auditions makes it possible to test the influence of
musician sex (and a variety of other nonmusical information) on ratings of musical ability. An
ideal experiment would randomly assign musicians to blind and unblind auditions. An alternative
scheme, used in this paper, randomly assigns judges to blind and unblind treatments when evalu-
ating the same musicians. Of course, unblind auditions would have to be carefully controlled as
well to only release information pertinent to the treatment effect studied.

In studying sex discrimination against female musicians, contestant names can be revealed in
the unblind treatment. Barring issues related to ambiguous names and name recognition, contestant
names reveal sex without introducing too many confounding variables. Contestant scores are now
determined by the following equation:

Scorejj = o+ Bj+ yjFemale; x Treat + €

Given experimentally generated data, it is possible find a difference in differences estimate to

gauge the extent of female sex discrimination.



3 Experimental Design and Data

I recruited 191 experimental subjects on Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk). These subjects

gauge musical ability using recordings and separately guess what instruments musicians play.

3.1 Survey Design

Thirteen instruments are included in the survey, with five pieces of music chosen per in-
strument. For each piece, two matching audio recordings are collected, one for a male musician
and another for a female musician. All in all, 130 audio recordings are collected from YouTube.
Recordings are shortened to 15-30 seconds in length, and equalized in audio gain.

Musician names and recordings are used to construct two survey modules. The guessing mod-
ule asks survey respondents to guess who plays an instrument from two choices: a male name and
a female name. Answer choices are always shuffled, and a third choice is available for recognizing
a musician’s name. Exactly one musician plays the instrument in question. There are 65 guessing
questions in the entire survey, with 5 questions per instrument.

The judging module asks survey respondents to score musicians after listening to recordings.
Respondents judge recordings for all thirteen instruments. To keep the survey length reasonable,
only one piece is randomly presented per instrument. Note that the single piece is performed by a
pair of musicians, one female musician and one male musician. If the survey respondent is assigned
to the anonymous treatment, no musician names are revealed in this module. Respondents in the
named treatment can see the names of the musicians when listening to their recordings. The order
of the musicians playing the same piece of music is always randomized. Respondents are asked
whether they have previously listened to musicians in the named treatment.

Figure 1 shows the overall survey structure. Introductory questions along with demographic

questions collect respondent control variables.



3.2 Validity

Instead of eliciting evaluations from professional musicians, this experiment draws from lay
audience members. While expertise is key for detailed evaluation of musical ability, novice judg-
ment has been repeatedly found to track expert judgment when both are taken in aggregate (Tsay,
2013; Mehr, Scannell and Winner, 2018). Surveying a lay audience on MTurk provides insight into
discrimination both by experts and non-experts. 78.5% of experimental subjects report attending at
least one orchestra concert. Discrimination by audience members could justify like discrimination
during orchestra hiring.

I chose audio recordings to showcase varied repertoire while upholding a high level of play-
ing ability. I did not use well-known contemporary musicians who may be easily recognized.
Nonetheless, I include numerous soloists of generations past and members of esteemed symphony
orchestras. One concern to validity is whether 15-30 second excerpts are too short to meaningfully
gauge playing ability. A typical excerpt performed during an orchestra audition spans two or so
minutes. Recent studies concerning classical music have uniformly used 6 second excerpts (Tsay,
2013; Mehr, Scannell and Winner, 2018). While excerpt length remains a concern, this study uses
excerpts that are at least twice as long as those used in comparable work.

The last remaining threat to validity concerns musician names. Although imperfect, names
with unambiguous sex are preferred, and names of matching ethnicity are chosen, when possible,
for musicians who play the same excerpt of music. A full list of musician names as well as excerpts

performed are available in the Appendix.

3.3 Dataset

A total of 359 MTurk workers submitted complete responses for this experiment. Each of
these responses passed a total of six inattention questions, a retCAPTCHA test, and a survey com-
pletion time check. Nonetheless repeat answer spammers and human-like bots required additional
filtering to remove.

The first filtering step removes respondents from the named treatment group who claim to
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recognize all twenty six musicians they judge while simultaneously not recognizing the same mu-
sicians in the guessing module. The second filtering step removes respondents from the anonymous
treatment group who closely mimic those rejected in the prior step. Removed respondents iden-
tically mirror a previously rejected respondent in answers for all five introductory questions, four
demographic questions (gender, country, music experience, education), and submit a judging score
distribution similar at the 10% level. The last filtering step catches additional repeat answer spam-
mers who select the choice for recognizing a musician in the guessing section a majority of the
time, despite reporting little to no prior musical experience. Respondents who assign virtually all
musicians the same scores when judging are also removed in this step. All in all, filtering reduces
the sample to 191 MTurk submissions.

Table 1 shows the balance of characteristics between 101 anonymous treatment and 90 named
treatment respondents. The percentage of hearing impaired respondents is larger in the anonymous
group. This discrepancy may be due to chance, or is a consequence of inattentive or automated
answer selection that remains unfiltered. The named treatment group includes slightly more re-
spondents who are older, female, and with greater music experience. Appendix Table Al shows

unbalanced characteristics between responses filtered out and kept in the sample.

4 Performance Rating Outcomes

The following empirical analysis finds scarce evidence for sex discrimination against female

musicians.

4.1 Combined Score
Scorejj = o0+ 0 + B+ nFemale; + { Treat; + yYFemale; x Treatj +X;0 + €;; (1)

Equation 1 shows the full specification used to estimate female sex discrimination by perfor-
mance score. I drop score observations where musicians are recognized by respondents. The

difference in differences coefficient for sex discrimination is . Score is on an 100 point scale, and
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is an equal weighted average of virtuosity and musicality component scores submitted for each
recording. Musician fixed effects are ¢;. Respondent fixed effects are ;. X; is a vector of controls
for respondent j. This vector includes: enjoyment rating for each instrument piece, musical back-
ground (pitch perception, identify beat, hearing impaired, attend orchestra, years learning music),
and demographic characteristics (gender, age, education, race). Respondents produce musician
scores in batches. Hence, standard errors are clustered at the survey respondent level.

Table 2 presents regression results. Respondent fixed effects in columns 3, 6, and 9 take up
many degrees of freedom, leading to reduced power and overblown correlations. My preferred
estimates, which employ musician fixed effects and respondent control vectors, are in columns
2, 5, and 8. These specifications allow musicians to have different baseline playing abilities, and
model respondent scoring priors based on observable characteristics.

The difference in differences coefficient ¥ is insignificant throughout, indicating female musi-
cians are not discriminated against on the basis of sex alone. This finding is strengthened by the
small standard errors for the coefficient. Even if discrimination against female musicians is unde-
tected at the current power level, the effect size would be less than 1 point on an 100 point scale,
leading to little economic significance.

Table 2 provides subsample analysis by respondent sex. No significant discrimination hetero-
geneity emerges. Although not shown, results hold robust in virtuosity and musicality component

Score I'CgI'CSSiODS.

4.2 Best in Pair

Survey respondents may have different score distributions in mind as they judge musicians. To
guard against scoring idiosyncrasies, I now simply observe who respondents rank best in female-
male excerpt pairings. I code a dummy variable FemaleBest),; based on whether a female musician

scores strictly best in pairing p rated by respondent ;.

FemaleBesty; = o+ 0, + B+ CTreatj + X0 + €y, )



Equation 2 details the full specification used to estimate female sex discrimination in ranking.
The coefficient for sex discrimination is now §. Observations are elevated to the pair-respondent
level, instead of the musician-respondent level in Equation 1. Pair fixed effects o, replace musician
fixed effects. Remaining respondent variables are defined as before.

Table 3 presents regression results. Sample size is cut roughly in half as there are two musicians
represented by each pair. Furthermore, sample pairs where both musicians are ranked equally are
excluded. My preferred estimates, which drop respondent fixed effects, are in columns 2, 5, and 8.

The coefficient { is insignificant throughout, suggesting that revealing names does not lead to
discrimination against female musicians. Results remain consistent in respondent subsample and
component score robustness checks. Yet, an undetected effect size at the current power level could
be on the order of several percentage points due to large standard errors. A larger sample may be

needed to determine whether an economically significant, undetected effect exists.

4.3 Findings by Instrument

Figure 2 shows instrument sex ratios among professional orchestra musicians and music stu-
dents aged 5-19. Professional musicians are permanent members of 40 orchestras across the UK,
North America, and Europe (Sergeant and Himonides, 2019). Music students come form a co-
hort of over 391,000 attendees of the 150 Local Authority Music Services in England (Hallam,
Rogers and Creech, 2008). Instruments exhibit varying degrees of sex polarization. The harp
stands out as the most female dominated instrument, while the most male dominated instrument is
the trombone. Smaller and higher pitched instruments are associated with greater uptake by female
musicians (Clawson, 1999; Hallam, Rogers and Creech, 2008).

Table 4 and Table 5 test if female musicians are judged differently if they play instruments
that are more female or male dominated. This analysis provides insight on whether instrument
level discrimination and norm setting shapes instrument sex ratios. To retain statistical power,
I group instruments into two groups. The “female” instruments group includes the four most

female dominated instruments from Figure 2—Harp, Flute, Violin, Viola. The “male” instruments



group includes the four most male dominated instruments from Figure 2—Trombone, Trumpet,
Double Bass, French Horn. The five remaining instruments with more neutral sex profiles are
excluded to avoid dampening results. My preferred estimates are in columns 2 and 5 for both tables.
No statistically significant effect is detected for female discrimination in both instrument subsets.
Female musicians do not receive higher ratings when they play female dominated instruments.
Yet, point estimates when female musicians play male dominated instruments tip in the negative
direction. The treatment coefficient in column 5 of Table 5 suggests that female musicians who
play “male” instruments are 3.7% less likely to be rated better than a male counterpart. This

coefficient has high standard errors, but borders on economic significance.

5 Guessing Instrument Sex Affiliation

The same survey respondents who judge male and female musicians according to equal stan-
dards also recognize that instruments have differing uptake by sex. I infer respondent beliefs about
instrument sex ratios based on the fraction of female musicians respondents assign to each instru-

ment.

FractionFemalerj = oy +X;6 + € (3)

FractionFemaley; is the fraction of female musicians respondent j guesses to play instrument
I. Cases where musician names are recognized do not factor into this measure. o is a full set
of instrument dummy variables. X; is a modified vector of controls for respondent j. Since the
guessing module does not use audio recordings, three audio specific controls—pitch perception,
identify beat, and hearing impaired—are removed due to low relevance. Inferred instrument sex
ratios are the coefficients of the oy dummies.

Figure 3 compares instrument sex ratios derived from respondent guessing with true ratios ob-
served from orchestra musicians and music students presented in Figure 2. The top panel plots

guessed instrument sex ratios against orchestra instrument sex ratios, while the bottom panel plots
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guessed sex ratios against student instrument sex ratios. I center all ratios to sex parity by sub-
tracting 50%. Instruments with high female affinity lie in the top right quadrant of each plot, and
instruments with high male affinity lie in the bottom left quadrant. The cyan dots come from esti-
mating Equation 3 without respondent controls, while the dark blue dots use respondent controls.
Adding respondent controls shifts guessed instrument sex ratios downwards along the y-axis, lead-
ing all instruments to appear more male dominated. Both panels show a strong positive association
between guessed sex ratios and true sex ratios. Though, the slope of this relationship is less steep
than that of the 45° line. This gentle slope may be the result of respondents underestimating the
degree of instrument sex polarization, or the slope indicates attenuation bias as arbitrarily assigning
musicians in the guessing module would result in sex parity.

Survey respondents successfully identify the most male dominated instruments—trombone,
trumpet, double bass—as well as the most female dominated instruments—harp, flute, violin. Ap-
pendix Table A2 indicates statistical significance for a number of guessed instrument sex ratios.
Subsample analysis splitting on respondent age or music experience has too little statistical power,

and is not reported.

6 Conclusion

Experimental evidence in this paper shows lay classical music audiences do not discrimi-
nate on the basis of sex. This result holds even when audience members are aware a musician
is playing an instrument that is more commonly or less commonly played by those of match-
ing sex. This finding contradicts a possible channel where consumer sex discrimination drives
like discrimination in orchestra hiring. Relatively low female membership in leading symphony
orchestras, a topic of perennial debate in the classical music space, remains a puzzle. Figure 2
shows a uniform underrepresentation of female musicians in orchestras relative to young music
students across all instruments studied. In addition, the proportion of female graduates from the

Juilliard School has trended above the proportion of female musicians in leading U.S. orchestras
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since the 1950s (Goldin and Rouse, 2000). Nonetheless, over the same period, the share of fe-
male musicians among new orchestra hires rose to be much closer in line with the conservatory
pipeline (Goldin and Rouse, 2000). Even geographic regions with low adoption of blind audition
procedures have seen steady increases in female orchestra representation. In fact, major UK or-
chestras boast slightly higher female representation than their North American counterparts, which
use blind auditions more frequently (Sergeant and Himonides, 2019).

One compelling explanation for the rift between orchestra sex representation and student sex
representation is slow convergence. Modern orchestras are typically fixed in size, hovering in the
range of 100 musicians to accommodate repertoire. As orchestras often use a tenure system, only
4 vacancies can be expected each year, assuming a career length of 25 years. This slow opening of
vacancies constrains the rate in which modern orchestras can adjust to shifting demographics and
social attitudes.

This paper further constrains the channels in which blinding impacts performance evaluations
in the classical music context. Musician sex on its own is not a consistent source of discrimi-
nation. Neither is physical appearance or movement while playing (Tsay, 2013; Mehr, Scannell
and Winner, 2018). Social connections stand out as the most plausible, remaining justification for
blind performance evaluations. Orchestra musicians attest that “the screen has proved effective at
eliminating the coziness that can creep into the auditions process when members of the jury have
worked with the person playing,” (Tommasini, 2020).

Yet, social connections also create a backdoor to the blind audition process. Orchestra members
may invite musicians to audition for vacant positions. Invitations are likely affected by gender and
racial homophily (Shrum, Cheek Jr and MacD, 1988; Zeltzer, 2020). Furthermore, musicians who
are invited to orchestra auditions are allowed to bypass early audition steps, some of which may
include blind audition rounds (Goldin and Rouse, 2000). Many final audition rounds are not blind,
and orchestras probation periods allow full leverage of social connections, so musicians who are
well-acquainted may have higher odds of securing a permanent position. The effect of loopholes

and blind spots in the implementation of blind evaluation procedures presents an interesting topic
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for future research.
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Table 1: Comparison of Experiment Treatment Groups

Anonymous  Named Difference
% with pitch perception 0.822 0.833 0.012
(0.385) (0.375) [0.834]
% can identify beat 0.931 0.944 0.014
(0.255) (0.230) [0.696]
% hearing impaired 0.119 0.067 -0.052
(0.325) (0.251) [0.214]
% attended live orchestra 0.782 0.789 0.007
(0.415) (0.410) [0.911]
% female 0.376 0.400 0.024
(0.487) (0.493) [0.738]

Age 37.9 40.0 2.11

(11.5) (11.9) [0.217]
% 3+ years learning music 0.277 0.344 0.067
(0.450) (0.478) [0.320]
% with higher education 0.832 0.833 0.002

(0.376) (0.375) [0.976]

Observations 101 90

Note: This table displays key respondent characteristics by treatment group.
The Difference (Named - Anonymous) column has p-values in brackets.
Filtered experiment data is used.
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Figure 1: Survey Flow

Anonymous Introductory

Questions

Random Choice
Guessing A

»> Judging A

Guessing B

\

Judging B

Demographic

Questions

Note: This figure details the survey structure. “A” nodes contain questions related to the violin, viola, cello,
double bass, harp, and piano. “B” nodes contain questions related to the flute, oboe, clarinet, bassoon,
trumpet, French horn, and trombone. Treatment group randomization affects whether musician names are
displayed in grey nodes.
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Figure 2: Instrument Sex Ratios

gp | TN Orchestra Data

Student Data
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Tromb. Trump. D.Bass Clari. Fr. Horn Basso. Obce Cello Viola Violin  Flute Harp

% Female

o

Note: This figure charts instrument sex ratios of orchestra musicians and music students aged 5-19. Orches-
tra data comes from a survey of permanent members of 40 orchestras across the UK, North America, and
Europe (Sergeant and Himonides, 2019). Student data comes from survey of over 391,000 students in the
150 Local Authority Music Services in England (Hallam, Rogers and Creech, 2008).
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Figure 3: Guessed Sex Ratio Comparison
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Note: The top panel plots guessed instrument sex ratios against orchestra instrument sex ratios from Figure
2. The bottom panel plots guessed sex ratios against student instrument sex ratios from Figure 2. Ratios
are centered by subtracting 50%. 45° lines indicate where perfect correspondence occurs. Cyan dots are
guessed instrument sex ratios estimated without respondent controls. Dark blue dots are guessed instrument
sex ratios estimated with repondent controls. Estimations use experimental data from the guessing module.
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Appendix

Table Al: Comparison of Dropped and Kept Data

Dropped Kept Difference
% with pitch perception 0.946 0.827 -0.119
(0.226) (0.379) [0.000]
% can identify beat 0.929 0.937 0.009
(0.258) (0.243) [0.747]
% hearing impaired 0.488 0.094 -0.394
(0.501) (0.293) [0.000]
% attended live orchestra 0.899 0.785 -0.113
(0.302) 0.412) [0.003]
% female 0.286 0.387 0.102
(0.453) (0.488) [0.042]

Age 32.6 38.9 6.31
(7.99) (11.7) [0.000]
% 3+ years learning music 0.595 0.309 -0.286
(0.492) (0.463) [0.000]
% with higher education 0.899 0.832 -0.066
(0.302) (0.374) [0.064]
Observations 168 191

Note: This table displays key respondent characteristics for data
dropped or kept after filtering. The Difference (Kept - Dropped)

column has p-values in brackets. Raw experiment data is used.
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Table A2: Instruments Sex Associations Relative to Parity

Female Fraction — 0.5

(1) (2)
Double Bass —0.081*** —0.100**
(0.020) (0.044)
Bassoon —0.070*** —0.089**
(0.019) (0.044)
Cello 0.025 0.006
(0.017) (0.042)
Clarinet 0.017 —0.003
(0.019) (0.041)
Flute 0.061** 0.041
(0.018) (0.044)
Harp 0.133** 0.114*
(0.019) (0.045)
French Horn —0.037** —0.056
(0.018) (0.045)
Oboe —0.053** —0.072*
(0.018) (0.043)
Piano —0.028 —0.047
(0.018) (0.043)
Trombone —0.107** —0.127***
(0.020) (0.044)
Trumpet —0.106*** —0.125%**
(0.020) (0.043)
Viola —0.031% —0.051
(0.017) (0.043)
Violin 0.055%* 0.035
(0.017) (0.044)
Respondent Controls X
N 2,440 2,440
Adjusted R? 0.070 0.075
Notes: Coefficients represent the mean fraction of female guesses per instrument

minus 0.5. Respondent controls omit pitch perception, identify beat, and
hearing impaired as data from the guessing module includes no audio to
judge. Standard errors are all clustered at the survey respondent level.
Levels of significance: * 10%, ** 5%, and *** 1%.
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Violin

Sarasate Zigeunerweisen Op. 20
David Nadien 4:42-5:05
Anne-Sophie Mutter 5:03-5:29

Ysaye Violin Sonata Op. 27, No. 2
Gidon Kremer 0:00-0:13
Jennifer Koh 0:00-0:18

Paganini Caprice No. 24

llya Kaler 3:00-3:18

Nina Beilina 3:17-3:34

Sibelius Violin Concerto in D minor,
Op. 47

Ginette Neveu 15:04-15:30

Henryk Szeryng 14:33-14:59

Mendelssohn Violin Concerto in E

minor, Op. 64
Ida Haendel 7:00-7:25
Ivry Gitlis 6:31-6:56

Viola

Berlioz Harold en Italie, Op. 16
Mimi Dye 5:00-5:16

William Primrose 3:55-4:10
Strauss Don Quixote, Op. 35

Ulrich Koch 16:31-16:58

Cynthia Phelps 16:12-16:42
Shostakovich Viola Sonata, Op.147
Nobuko Imai 6:06-6:28

Yuri Bashmet 7:14-7:53

Mozart Sinfonia Concertante, K.364

Pinchas Zukerman 4:44-5:03

Kim Kashkashian 4:20-4:40
Schumann Marchenbilder Op. 113
Lyda Chen 4:45-5:06

Martin Stegner 3:58-4:21

Cello

Kabalevsky Cello Concerto No. 1 in
G Minor, Op. 49

Zara Nelsova 10:41-11:09

Daniil Shafran 10:05-10:38

Bach Cello Suite No. 5 in C minor,
BWV 1011

Natalia Gutman 3:39-4:01

Ralph Kirshbaum 3:27-3:49

Saint-Saens Le Cygne
Eleanor Aller 0:07-0:29
Yehuda Hanani 0:06-0:22

Elgar's Cello Concerto in E minor,

Op. 85
Paul Tortelier 0:01-0:28

Beatrice Harrison 0:02-0:30

Barber Concerto for Cello and

Orchestra, Op. 22
Raya Garbousova 9:12-9:34

Steven Isserlis 8:46-9:02

Double Bass
Persichetti Parable XVII for Double

Bass, Op. 131
Uxia Martinez Botana 0:20-0:38

lan Christian 4:40-5:04

Monti Czardas
Hanna Nam 3:08-3:23
Mario Schott-Zierotin 4:08-4:22

Vanhal Double Bass Concerto in D
Chi-chi Nwanoku 1:49-2:20
Kevin Brown 2:04-2:34

Bottesini Elegy No. 1
Lauren Pierce 3:44-4:00
Joel Quarrington 3:55-4:14

Dittersdorf Double Bass Concerto
No. 2

Christine Hoock 0:54-1:16
Edicson Ruiz 1:10-1:34

Harp

Salzedo Suite of Eight Dances
Saul Davis Zlatkovski 13:25-13:45
Yolanda Kondonassis 0:00-0:20

Debussy Danse Profane, L. 103
Alice Chalifoux 3:47-4:11
Emmanuel Ceysson 3:29-3:51

Hindemith Harp Sonata
Ann Hobson Pilot 4:03-4:26

Osian Ellis 3:33-3:54
Tournier Au Matin

David Watkins 2:30-2:57
Cecilia De Maria 0:51-1:20

Ginastera Harp Concerto
Heidi Lehwalder 18:46-19:11
Remy van Kesteren 19:24-19:53

Piano

Liszt Transcendental Etude No. 5
Jeanne-Marie Darre 0:17-0:38
Jorge Bolet 0:19-0:42
Rachmaninov Op. 32, No.5in G
Major

Moura Lympany 0:19-0:32
Vladimir Ashkenazy 0:22-0:38
Tchaikovsky Piano Concerto No.1,

Op. 23
Tatiana Nikolayeva 1:47-2:13
Andrei Gavrilov 0:54-1:15

Schubert 6 Moments Musicaux Op.

94, No. 3
Ruth Slenczynska 12:16 -12:38
Andras Schiff 0:00-0:26

Chopin Grande Polonaise Op. 22

Krystian Zimerman 0:26-0:56
Elly Ney 0:23-0:53

Flute

Enescu Cantabile et Presto
Jean-Pierre Rampal 2:12-2:39
Marina Piccinini 3:02-3:40
Telemann Suite in A Minor
Pamela Guidetti 3:02-3:32
James Galway 3:05-3:36

Faure Fantaisie, Op.79
Emmanuel Pahud 0:00-0:27
Mathilde Calderini 0:00-0:25
Bizet L'Arlesienne Suite No. 2
Vernon Hill 0:00-0:28

Linda Chatterton 0:00-0:25
Hue Fantaisie

Peter-Lukas Graf 7:27-7:49
Amy Porter 7:02-7:24

Oboe

Strauss Oboe Concerto in D Major
Juliana Koch 3:43-4:03

Lothar Koch 3:00-3:20

Williams Oboe Concerto in A Minor
Robin Canter 3:41-4:05

Celia Nicklin 3:46-4:10

Marcello Oboe Concerto

John de Lancie 3:44-4:06

Rossana Calvi 4:03-4:25

Martinu Oboe Concerto
Heinz Holliger 3:05-3:20
Diana Danielian 14:54-15:11
Poulenc Oboe Sonata

Katherine Needleman 6:36-6:50
Olivier Doise 5:55-6:08

Clarinet

Bernstein Sonata for Clarinet and
Piano

Annelien Van Wauwe 0:00-0:14
Larry Combs 4:57-5:13

Finzi Clarinet Concerto, Op. 31
Emma Johnson 3:58-4:27
Robert Plane 11:53-12:25

Stanford Clarinet Concerto, Op. 80
Janet Hilton 0:14-0:31
Luis Rossi 0:14-0:33

Weber Clarinet Concerto No.1, Op.
73

Sabine Meyer 1:11-1:49

Andreas Ottensamer 1:06-1:40
Arnold Sonatina for Clarinet and
Piano, Op. 29

Linda Merrick 6:11-6:38

Mark Walton 5:31-5:58



https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=282&v=FvLb8pDv5bs
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=303&v=PKhz_DBFjqc
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=O23TzxSaWwU
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=MDbGHlJNNuI
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=180&v=VqaPfUmr8qI
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=197&v=GF5XxNHaA5E
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=904&v=gWV6gkeUUyo
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=873&v=A16VxfECLhk
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=420&v=utjoad9adaM
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=391&v=-339UbmDgsI
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=300&v=bKyg-5RNtqM
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=235&v=IMoMmG1oEPc
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=991&v=_6P1WHXKAlk&t=644s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=972&v=I_z716xDj00
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=366&v=H2BFJ8OZHI0
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=434&v=-7ZGlnDW5FQ
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=284&v=szMu8si_YYQ
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=260&v=NdN_GZFYR1U
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=285&v=xOxSF0oSqr0
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=238&v=v-sbebj6cZg
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=641&v=dx1UzmjdkX0
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=605&v=kHy3oSVBP90
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=219&v=gYnCawIxC1I
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=207&v=4dH3VBpx2ZA
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=7&v=RQbcvaznXD8
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=6&v=v6Y7NcXIPXY
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=1&v=DPMPmqn113E
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=2&v=i6k86n4m7rs&t=39s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=552&v=l2Kr-gcwESg
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=526&v=EiAKsjq_6pU
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=20&v=T93WcrvtVj4
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=280&v=D775dlJIor8
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=188&v=eMfLVC0TCPo
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=248&v=wp6OBMy4xtI
http://www.chi-chinwanoku.com/wp-content/uploads/2012/08/01-Vanhal-Double-Bass-Concerto-in-D-Major-1.-Allegro.mp3
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=124&v=zfXWX__hcqY
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=224&v=FN9Kq7OS_-M
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=235&v=sJLN43M-RGE
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=54&v=7Lted6ueFhs
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=70&v=eOF3MxvC2Sc
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=805&v=qiPk0N3n20A
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=d6aw7BqSt0Y
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=227&v=OKTQfwNrM1I
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=209&v=AQmvaYIDFug
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=243&v=G737uwWWf0k&list=OLAK5uy_m2PvHnlA21A-WI-EkA3Emt8Y_-FtwvcUc&index=5
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=213&v=slMbzu0CMG8&list=OLAK5uy_mJ9tFK4QjTqGx6O17_XHEPdxOIjSjoUZo&index=3
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=150&v=ALb8VM828S4
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=51&v=YAeCSlHsU2A
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=1126&v=fqRjndQE8AA
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=1164&v=UaM3p-_PYFE
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=17&v=fD0efI49Wb0
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=19&v=kHyfVDdjsHU
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=19&v=GvZtoTtsR0M
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=22&v=5q-7WeFsooM
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=107&v=Uwl9p3sCTVU
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=54&v=qhI1xsHH14M
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=736&v=ijbVe-LcJFE
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4PyT708d6o4
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=26&v=2Q262yh46AY
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=23&v=p4Rax_Om_-w
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=132&v=Cv9Az8K6Tuw
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=182&v=HV6POyXhxck
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=182&v=ZoHriHeyl3g
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=185&v=iEsCg74Vn1o
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=EKC8Ivr6rfg
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VcJPgEF6cYg
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=D-AT_afTecY
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=51vRHDduOc4
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=447&v=beqGfbxjiPQ
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=422&v=_iXpJ3YZTLE
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=223&v=-qsdNfgKnyM
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=180&v=O1_nhc7CKUY
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=221&v=3P0TaRKQPbE
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=226&v=IOaTlfVfe1I
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=224&v=L12QaKHfM1o
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=243&v=XHDBP1w_XlQ
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=185&v=kGPGiEPCF70
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=894&v=xI2sewwhknY
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=396&v=R2XweLZcuPw
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=355&v=cwmHMhdJb94
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=R3mCywjrnqQ
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=297&v=QmtTxsdIu2Y
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=238&v=pKHmtzoSfmo
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=713&v=GMukLZGaE0I
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=14&v=IgFl_fFVBNo
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=14&v=HBG_VE3EFNw
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=71&v=0vTdJTsM-V8
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=66&v=_6-Eolox6yg
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=371&v=KfMY57iKVRA
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=331&v=Ih8mD3zFhpU

Bassoon

Villa-Lobos Ciranda das Sete Notas
Brisa de Paula 2:26-2:55

Drew Pattison 3:17-3:51

Williams The Five Sacred Trees, .

Eé Mugna
Judith LeClair 0:00-0:25
Robert Williams 0:02-0:27

Mozart Bassoon Concerto Bb Major,

K. 191
Theo Plath 8:56-9:19
Katrin Lazar 7:22-7:43

Elgar Romance, Op. 62
Julie Price 2:51-3:10
Klaus Thunemann 2:46-3:03

Vivaldi Bassoon Concerto in G

Major, RV 493
Sophie Dervaux 0:38-1:08
Sergio Azzolini 0:35-1:00

Trumpet

Telemann Trumpet Concerto in D
Maijor, TWV 51/D7

Gerard Schwarz 0:17-0:32
Carole Dawn Reinhart 0:17-0:32

Haydn Trumpet Concerto in Eb
Major

Alison Balsom 0:37-0:57

Wynton Marsalis 0:50-1:10
Hummel Trumpet Concerto in Eb
Major

Hakan Hardenberger 2:07-2:32
Tine Thing Helseth 2:00-2:24

Albinoni Concerto In Bb Major No. 3,

Op.7

Ashley Hall 0:45-1:03

Gabor Tarkovi 0:36-0:53
Neruda Trumpet Concerto in Eb
Major

Mireia Farres 4:42-5:05

Nairam Simoes 4:51-5:16

(French) Horn

Ravel Pavane pour une Infante
Defunte

Julia Pilant 0:01-0:30

Jorge Monte de Fez 0:08-0:32

Mozart Horn Concerto in Eb Major,
K. 447

Sarah Willis 0:00-0:20

Jacob Slagter 0:00-0:26

Strauss Horn Concerto No. 1in Eb

Maijor, Op.11
Marie-Luise Neunecker 1:55-2:14

Radek Baborak 1:38-1:56

Planel Legende
Jennifer Montone 0:04-0:34

Robin Dauer 0:03-0:31
Beethoven Horn Sonata in F Major,

Op. 17
Johanna Lundy 6:36-6:53
Hermann Baumann 6:13-6:30

Trombone

Guilmant Morceau Symphonique,
Op. 88

Abbie Conant 1:37-1:50

Armin Rosin 1:53-2:13

Stark Serenade for a Princess
Benjamin Yates 0:58-1:16
Megumi Kanda 0:46-1:06
Bernofsky Two Latin Dances, |.
Bossa Nova

Natalie Mannix 1:09-1:28
Roger Verdi 1:06-1:25

Bozza Ballade, Op. 62

Polina Tarasenko 1:35-1:55
Jeremy Wilson 1:11-1:32
Grondahl Trombone Concerto
Brittany Lasch 0:03-0:20
Jonathan Ramsay 0:34-0:53



https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=146&v=ZXz8VONtp_g
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=197&v=5nKKOAnMEnk
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1Lu73DZkGAo
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=2&v=Og9KwscM-nI
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=536&v=QfhxZMUy9DU
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=442&v=sG_0X4Bgsco
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=171&v=CxQs-hBWj2I
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=166&v=UbD4tIvpLB0
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=38&v=-asq6SCnmHE
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=35&v=9qvioeeue38
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=17&v=m3LbKdJv8ko
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=17&v=t0_EMt_39qQ&list=PL4IiM4tez95E_Ox8I6-b2ZaCxoJgRnzCh&index=2
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=37&v=5drYSu_xORw
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=50&v=hb5MSJcBb9o
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=127&v=9GqE2Py3wms
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=120&v=TfrtR0d_jtE
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=45&v=ciyOAFvjyS8
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=36&v=23VsAphxyLo
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=282&v=o01HwCUZ0PE
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=291&v=S9nFv7hzfeA
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=1&v=67iS9jfhN0E
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=8&v=VcmS9_aEf_Y
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=JIgPwCUX2WM&list=PLJhxsxV_H64IXDV81zHxUK3dHGSDgAaaT
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=pG2QOp2WVwM
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=115&v=s68W8KDp5eM
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=98&v=SS8ey4g6jYo
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=4&v=f5V4Pz7l5Mo
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=3&v=hsMLDUrid_8
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=396&v=fa6RwVdvEaE
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=373&v=da9pMzVWxgA
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=97&v=WeJmOQuKkvU
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=113&v=aJuig8SotwM
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=58&v=e4AtSmSwJX4
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=46&v=MU80S_hWMes
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=69&v=NaLWoAwKU-w
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=66&v=R7zmmvDR9yc
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=95&v=xG4eIpQsBOI
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=71&v=LGRiYHCxeng
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=3&v=zAC1iyi9peE
https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=34&v=QRz793vHmSU
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