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Abstract
This study offers a critical discussion of the term “open-earedness”, which David Hargreaves introduced 
in 1982. Despite the lack of an exact definition, the term has been used as a theoretical basis for 
numerous studies in recent years. We show that such an ambiguous term might lead to conceptual and 
methodological inconsistencies in scientific contexts, which in turn calls into question the validity of 
any results that have been published as a result. Therefore, based on the semantic discussion of recent 
circumscriptions of “open-earedness” as “musical tolerance” and “curiosity”, we develop a consistent 
definition and methodological operationalization, and propose the Osnabrück Open-Earedness Index 
(OOI) as a measure of open-earedness. Lastly, we introduce a few basic empirical findings based on this 
new approach.
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The term “open-earedness”, which David Hargreaves introduced in 1982, has been occupying 
researchers in music psychology for the past few years. It is not surprising that scholars have 
been predisposed to the term: it connects the positive, congenial associations of  expressions 
such as “falling on sympathetic ears” and “open-mindedness” with a seemingly immediate, 
intuitive comprehensibility of  the metaphor, thus creating a highly attractive, symbolically sig-
nificant concept. Despite the lack of  any exact definition, numerous studies in recent years have 
used this appealing term of  iridescent indetermination as an important and essential aspect of  
their theoretical foundation.

Therefore, this paper gives a critical discussion of  the term “open-earedness” and shows that 
the danger of  such a term in scientific contexts lies in an apparent implicitness that is created 
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by the force of  the metaphor. Its vagueness leads to conceptual and methodological inconsist-
encies that in turn call into question the validity of  findings up to now. Hence, this article 
attempts to develop a consistent definition and a methodological operationalization of  “open-
earedness”, thus advocating a change of  paradigm, and introduces basic empirical findings 
based on this new approach as well.

Hargreaves’ “open-earedness”: A terminological problem

In 1982, David Hargreaves published the essay “The Development of  Aesthetic Reactions to 
Music” in Psychology of  Music, a paper of  only four pages. In this essay, he referred to older stud-
ies about the reaction of  children to works of  the fine arts (Parsons, Johnston, & Durham, 
1978) and tried to test the significance and the transferability of  this Piaget-based stage model 
to an aesthetic judgment about music. In light of  that previous research, Hargreaves asked 
children between 7 and 15 years of  age to produce freely formulated statements about the dif-
ferences or similarities of  music samples that had been presented to them in pairs. The only 
questions in this study were the evaluation criteria of  the children, while the quality of  the 
evaluation in terms of  liking or not liking the samples did not play any role at all!

When presenting his expectations for the results, Hargreaves chose a fateful formulation:

We have two tentative predictions that may enable us to explain age-related changes in the usage of  
specific response categories. The first is that younger children may be more “open-eared” to forms of  
music regarded by adults as unconventional; their responses may show less evidence of  acculturation 
to normative standards of  “good taste” than those of  older subjects …. The second, simply, is that the 
increase in technical sophistication and musical knowledge with age will exert a strong influence on 
aesthetic responses. (Hargreaves, 1982, p. 51f.)

The term “open-eared” introduced in the context of  that particular study obviously indicates a 
more individual, more unpredictable, and more open aesthetic reaction with younger children 
that is less modeled by conventions. However, Hargreaves never defined or conceptually elabo-
rated on the term, nor did he provide any examples, nor did he reiterate the term in the course 
of  the paper. It remains a one-off  term in its usage and vague in its meaning. Despite – or pre-
cisely because of  – this terminological fuzziness, Hargreaves, as it were, on the fly coined a term 
of  visually overwhelming imagery that developed an astonishing but also problematic momen-
tum in scientific discourse in the following years. Bünting (1996) noted the problem of  using 
such metaphors in a scientific context: “Die große Gefahr dabei ist, daß statt präziser fachlicher 
Verständigung ein am Bild der Metapher orientiertes falsches oder zumindest schiefes 
Verständnis erreicht wird” (Bünting, 1996, p. 20).1

The works of  Albert LeBlanc and colleagues (LeBlanc, 1991; LeBlanc, Sims, Siivola, & Obert, 
1996) in particular had consequences in this respect: “LeBlanc (1991) used Hargreaves’ con-
cept of  ‘open-earedness’ or listener tolerance as the central focus of  his review of  literature on 
the effect of  maturation or aging on music listening preference” (LeBlanc et al., 1996, p. 50).

This quote shows a terminological reinterpretation in several respects:

1.	 The term that Hargreaves used only one single time in his paper now stands for a whole 
“concept”;

2.	 “Open-earedness” is being described as “listener tolerance” – a concept that does not 
appear in Hargreaves’ writings – and is thus newly arranged with regard to its 
meaning;
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3.	 The concept that is so described is now ascribed to the area of  musical preference 
research, both with regard to its content and methodological approach.

On the one hand, LeBlanc subsequently adopts Hargreaves’ term; however, LeBlanc himself  
also never offers an exact definition that might be a theoretical basis for a valid experimental 
design. He merely describes “open-earedness” with another, equally vague and undefined term 
(“listener tolerance”). On the other hand, he nevertheless assigns this term (without any fur-
ther explanation or substantiation) to a clearly outlined research area with an elaborated 
methodology, thus anchoring Hargreaves’ attractive but nebulous notion in seemingly secure 
terrain. “Open-earedness” is thus reframed and becomes a feature of  development of  musical 
preferences that can be researched and diagnosed with approved methods of  preference 
research (i.e. sounding questionnaires and preference ratings). According to this concept, the 
relation is this: the broader the acceptance towards various musical styles, the greater the 
“open-earedness”. Further observation will show that the implicit concept of  “open-earedness”, 
which LeBlanc has described as “listener tolerance”, and its explicitly declared affiliation to 
preference research conceptually fall apart. Concept and method are thus not compatible and 
cannot result in valid findings.

LeBlanc’s view of  “open-earedness” has consistently informed subsequent research. Even 
Hargreaves himself  adopts LeBlanc’s equating of  open-earedness to broad musical preferences 
(e.g. Hargreaves, Comber, & Colley, 1995, p. 243). Numerous subsequent studies, especially in 
the German-speaking world, have adopted this equating, and employ an experimental design 
with preference ratings of  stylistically broad music samples (e.g. Christman, 2013; Gembris, 
Heye, & Jeske, 2014; Gembris & Schellberg, 2003, 2007; Kopiez & Kobbenbring, 2006; Kopiez 
& Lehmann, 2008; Lehmann & Kopiez, 2011; Louven, 2011; Schellberg & Gembris, 2003, 
2004; Schurig, Busch, & Strauß, 2012). Despite its central relevance, the fuzziness of  the term 
is ultimately only further compounded, since a number of  other synonyms are used to describe 
it (e.g. musical “open-mindedness” (“Aufgeschlossenheit”, Gembris & Schellberg, 2007, p. 72), 
“openness” (“Offenheit”, Kopiez & Lehmann, 2008, p. 121, also in respect to the corresponding 
Big Five personality factor), and “curiosity” (“Neugier”, Louven, 2011, p. 48). The seemingly 
intuitive understandability of  the metaphor of  “open ears” conceals the fact that the concept 
still lacks an elaborated definition and an empirical operationalization that is consistently 
deduced from this definition. Thus, it remains unclear what exactly “open-earedness” means 
and how it can be measured in a valid way.

An attempt to clarify the term

Any considered definition of  “open-earedness” must engage and reflect the meaning that the 
term has implicitly gained in previous research. The references quoted at least partially assume 
a relationship between the implicit concept of  “open-earedness” and the terms that have been 
used for its circumscription. LeBlanc, by writing “‘open-earedness’ or listener tolerance”, even 
acts on the assumption that the two are equivalent: here, “open-earedness” is indeed just a dif-
ferent designation for the listener’s musical tolerance.

Thus, “open-earedness” with its circumscriptions of  [musical] “tolerance”, “open-minded-
ness”, “openness”, and “curiosity” builds a paradigmatic semantic web whose nodes stand in par-
tial or absolute relations of  synonymy to each other. It remains unclear whether open-earedness 
should be viewed as a hypernym, that is, as an umbrella term that includes the overall concept. 
However, the implicit meaning of  “open-earedness” becomes clear when one analyzes the 
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terms that are used as synonymous descriptions. As a result, it is logical to examine “tolerance” 
on the one hand, and “openness”, “curiosity”, and “open-mindedness” on the other.

Tolerance – The Oxford Advanced Learner’s Dictionary (OALD) defines “tolerance” (n.d.) as “the 
willingness to accept or tolerate somebody/something, especially opinions or behaviour that 
you may not agree with, or people who are not like you”. The verb “tolerate” (n.d.) is described 
as “to accept somebody/something that is annoying, unpleasant, etc. without complaining”. 
As a result, the core of  the concept of  tolerance in principle comprises the refusal or disapproval 
of  something you are tolerating. This is the same in the meaning of  the German word “Toleranz”. 
In his extensive analysis of  the term “Toleranz”, Forst (2003, p. 30ff.) distinguishes between six 
components of  the concept: 1) the context of  tolerance; 2) the rejection component; 3) the 
acceptance component; 4) limits of  tolerance; 5) the voluntariness of  tolerance; and 6) toler-
ance as a code of  practice and attitude. In the context of  the research on open-earedness, the 
rejection component in particular has been completely neglected so far:

Von größter Bedeutung für den Begriff  der Toleranz ist es, dass die tolerierten Überzeugungen oder 
Praktiken in einem normativ gehaltvollen Sinne als falsch angesehen bzw. als schlecht verurteilt 
werden; dies lässt sich am Anschluss an Preston King als ‚Ablehnungs-Komponente’ bezeichnen. 
Ohne diese Komponente würde man nicht von Toleranz sprechen, sondern entweder von Indifferenz 
(dem Fehlen einer positiven oder negativen Bewertung) oder von Bejahung (dem Vorliegen einer allein 
positiven Bewertung). Diese beiden Einstellungen werden zwar häufig mit Toleranz verwechselt, doch 
sie sind in Wahrheit mit Toleranz unverträglich. (Forst, 2003, p. 32)2

However, the “acceptance” component also fails to result in a positive evaluation of  “tolerated” 
circumstances:

Neben der Ablehnungs-Komponente gehört zur Toleranz … eine “Akzeptanz-Komponente”, der zufolge 
die tolerierten Überzeugungen oder Praktiken zwar als falsch oder schlecht verurteilt werden, doch 
nicht in einem solchen Maße, dass nicht andere, positive Gründe für ihre Tolerierung sprechen. 
Wichtig ist dabei, dass die positiven Gründe die negativen Gründe nicht aufheben dürfen, sondern … 
übertrumpfen, die Ablehnung dabei aber bestehen lassen. (Forst, 2003, p. 34)3

The characteristic of  tolerance is therefore not the positive evaluation (affirmation) of  that 
which is tolerated, but the constructive acceptance of  that which is actually rejected. Affirmation 
and tolerance are mutually exclusive! Albert Einstein puts this as follows: “Toleranz ist das 
menschenfreundliche Verständnis für Eigenschaften, Auffassungen und Handlungen anderer 
Individuen, die der eigenen Gewohnheit, der eigenen Überzeugung und dem eigenen Geschmack 
fremd sind” (Einstein, 1979, p. 154).4

From this, it follows that musical tolerance is marked by a general rejection of  the “toler-
ated” music even while a listener, despite this rejection, faces it openly and constructively. 
Therefore, it becomes conceptually paradoxical to measure musical tolerance through the 
affirmation of  unfamiliar music! The preference-based methodological approach that open-
earedness research has taken up to this point is, rather, based on the confusion of  tolerance and 
affirmation that Frost addresses.

Openness, Open-Mindedness, Curiosity – In the German-language research on open-eared-
ness, the terms “Offenheit” (openness), “Aufgeschlossenheit” (open-mindedness), and “Neugier” 
(curiosity) are often used to describe the concept. “Offenheit” is used both in its everyday sense 
and in the sense of  personality psychology. The Duden German dictionary defines “Offenheit” 
as “2. Aufgeschlossenheit; Bereitschaft, sich mit jemandem, etwas unvoreingenommen ausein-
anderzusetzen” (Dudenredaktion, 1999).5 A similar English definition of  “openness” (n.d.) can 
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be found in the OALD: “The quality of  being able to think about, accept or listen to different 
ideas or people”. In psychology, “openness” or “openness to experience” characterizes one of  
the “Big Five” traits that are used to describe human personality (Costa & McCrae, 1992). Roth 
points out the connection of  the trait “openness to experience” with curiosity: “‘Offenheit für 
Erfahrungen’ [kann] auch als Neugierde oder Bereitschaft, sich auf  Ungewohntes bzw. Fremdes 
einzulassen, beschrieben werden” (Roth, 2002, p. 59).6 McCrae and John (1992, p. 205) sim-
ply state, “open people are inquisitive”.

As we noted above, the terms “open-mindedness” and “curiosity” have been used as syno-
nyms of  “openness”. Therefore, all three terms used to describe “open-earedness” seem to have 
quite a similar meaning in this context. It is crucial that “openness” not only describes a person-
ality trait but always contains an aspect of  process. “Openness” therefore implies a motivation 
to engage in new, unaccustomed, and possibly complex situations and things, and describes 
explorative behavior due to which novel things are actively sought out. Taking the aspect of  
tolerance into consideration, “open-earedness” can be understood as the willingness of  a musi-
cal engagement full of  curiosity and free of  prejudices – despite a previous negative judgment or 
unpleasant impression.

“Open-earedness”: A new definition and operationalization

When looking at the terms describing the concept of  open-earedness that can be found in previ-
ously conducted studies, two main aspects must become more clearly stated:

•• “Tolerance” differs from affirmation. Therefore, “musical tolerance” as an aspect of  the 
meaning of  “open-earedness” cannot be ascertained through mere judgments of  liking. 
Positive preference ratings of  as many musical styles as possible are no sign of  musical 
tolerance and open-earedness!

•• Musical “openness”, “open-mindedness”, and “curiosity” as further aspects of  “open-
earedness” represent a basic attitude that does not lead to a rejection of  encounters with 
unfamiliar, uncommon music, but to active exposure to this sort of  music.

The core of  the concept of  open-earedness thus lies in the question of  how someone reacts to 
unfamiliar, new or strange music that he or she initially rejects: does the subject react with 
resistance and avoidance or, rather, is the encounter open and curious? The definition of  open-
earedness that arises from this question has already been introduced by Louven and Ritter 
(2012): “‘Open-earedness’ is the readiness to concern oneself  with unfamiliar, new, or strange 
music, even when this music does not immediately please the listener” (p. 279).

One methodological operationalization that is consistent with this definition has also been 
introduced by Louven and Ritter (2012). Similar to previous research, this approach is essen-
tially based on a sounding questionnaire with stylistically diverse music samples. However, our 
operationalization extends this methodology by using a specifically developed software pro-
gram, OpenEar (see next section), which allows the software-controlled measurement of  two 
variables per sample, based on the definition given above:

•• “The readiness to concern oneself  …” is measured through voluntary listening duration. 
For this, subjects are provided with the music samples without time limit and in rand-
omized order. Subjects may at any time end any further interactions with the music they 
hear, and can change to another piece by simply clicking a software button. Voluntary 
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listening duration then indicates the length of  time a subject willingly listens to an 
offered piece of  music.

•• “… even when this music does not immediately please the listener”. Because we want to 
know whether a subject liked or disliked the piece of  music they voluntarily listened to, 
preference judgments are collected in a second round. On its own, this part of  the experi-
ment thus resembles previous methods of  research on open-earedness.

With this methodological approach, it is possible to immediately measure how test subjects 
treat music that they do not like spontaneously: do they react at once and click the disliked 
music away quickly, or do they react openly, curiously, and tolerantly and go on listening to the 
music despite their rejection of  it? In this way, a test person can be classified as the more open-
eared the greater his or her willingness is to engage with music that is spontaneously rejected. 
The core of  the experimental approach thus lies in measuring the behavior of  musical explora-
tion – Lehmann and Kopiez (2011, p. 50) have also seen this as a conceivable methodological 
alternative to earlier approaches.

For illustration, we look at two cases from a pilot study with primary school children (Louven 
& Ritter, 2012). Figure 1 shows the voluntary listening durations and preference ratings of  two 
7-year-old girls for all 17 pieces of  different musical styles. “1” is the best rating, “5” the worst. 
The order of  the pieces was standardized for the figure and therefore does not reflect the origi-
nal experimental procedure.

As the figure shows, the first participant in the top panel only listened to the pieces rated 
negatively (⩾ 3) for a very short period of  time; that is, she immediately pressed the button for 
the next sample to start, while she listened to the pieces she liked (⩽ 3) for a long time (the neu-
tral rating “3” is included in both the positive and negative categories). The situation is reversed 
for the second participant in the bottom panel. She listened to the pieces she rated negatively (⩾ 
3) for an especially long time, while she listened only briefly to the pieces she liked (⩽ 3), with 
the exception of  a “typical” pop song (Pietro Lombardi). The first participant gave more songs a 
positive rating (⩽ 3) overall than the second, and would therefore have been rated as more 
open-eared according to the maxim of  earlier studies (“To be open-eared means liking many 
styles”). But the inclusion of  listening durations shows that the second participant is much 
more willing to occupy herself  with music she does not actually like. In our opinion, the second 
participant therefore must be considered to be much more open-eared than the first.

A numerical value for the open-earedness of  a person emerges when voluntary listening 
durations and preference judgments for all pieces that have been listened to are examined 
together. For this, the average voluntary listening duration of  the disliked (negatively judged) 
samples (τn) is put in relation to the overall average of  the voluntary listening durations (τ):
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This Osnabrück Open-Earedness Index (OOI) has already been introduced in an initial version 
by Louven and Ritter (2012, p. 293). The index can be interpreted very easily: the longer a test 
subject occupies him or herself  with music that he or she actually dislikes, the larger the value 
of  the OOI becomes. A value of  1 means that the willingness to listen to disliked music is as 
great as the willingness to occupy oneself  with the offered music in general. However, the OOI 
does not define a fixed threshold for open-earedness, but has to be taken as a relative measure: 
the larger the value of  the OOI, the larger the open-earedness.
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Empirical findings on open-earedness

Based on the considerations above, how should the results of  previous, preference-based open-
earedness studies be evaluated and what new empirical findings can be contrasted with these 
earlier findings?

Despite many differences in the details, the results of  preference-based studies usually show 
an increasing or at least steady approval of  popular music during the time at primary school, 
whereas appreciation of  classical, ethnic or avant-garde music decreases greatly (e.g. Gembris 
& Schellberg, 2007; Kopiez & Lehmann, 2008; Louven, 2011; Schurig et al., 2012).

The explanations provided so far show that the increasing rejection of  these styles, taken by 
itself, cannot be assessed as decreasing musical tolerance, openness, and curiosity. Correspondent 
results do not say anything about the development of  open-earedness, but only – according to 
the applied methodology – about the development of  specific musical preferences throughout a 
student’s time at primary school. In turn, these results do not allow us to make any conclusions 
regarding the initial thesis, namely that younger children are more open-eared than older ones. 
This finding, though, does not discredit the value of  the quoted studies at all. Even without 
informative value about the concept of  open-earedness, these studies offer valuable findings 
about the development of  preferences, for example, regarding the moment when the peer group 
is of  greater influence or the possibilities of  influencing children by enriched music education.

Our new methodological approach presented above needed an appropriate tool to measure 
both preference judgments and voluntary listening durations for each piece presented. 
Therefore, we decided to develop OpenEar, a completely new software tool for the computerized 
presentation and measurement of  sounding questionnaires that would meet our needs. 
However, from the beginning, we decided to design OpenEar to be as open and flexible as possible 
in order to create a tool that would be useful for us and others for a broad range of  scientific 
purposes dealing with sounding questionnaires. We also decided to give it to the scientific com-
munity for free (download from http://www.musik.uos.de/openear.html).

Our approach was first tested experimentally in a cross-sectional pilot study with 160 pri-
mary school children between grades 1 and 5 (age 6 to 11) by Aileen Ritter in 2011 (see Louven 
& Ritter, 2012). After this study had shown the underlying potential of  this approach, subse-
quent studies with OpenEar were initiated. These studies included test subjects of  different age 
brackets and different musical expertise. This offered the possibility to further test the practica-
bility of  the procedure in varying contexts. In addition, it was possible to expand the basis of  
collected data, enabling initial basic hints towards the distribution of  the OOI regarding the 
factors that influence it, including possibly age, to be gained. The groups examined in these 
studies consisted of:

•• Primary school children after a special workshop on avant-garde music (9–11 years,  
N = 42);

•• Primary school children from two schools, where one of  the schools offered a special 
drumming-experience program for all its pupils (6–10 years, N = 384);

•• Pupils of  a normal Gymnasium (grammar school) and of  a Gymnasium with a special 
focus on music education in Montabaur (9–20 years, N = 343; see Steinhöfel, 2012);

•• Students of  music and other subjects (not including music) at Osnabrück University 
(17–31 years, N = 75; see Jessen, 2012).

All studies were conducted with the same basic experimental parameters, using the same 17 
music samples from the areas of  classical music, pop, avant-garde, and ethnic (for a detailed 
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description, see Louven & Ritter, 2012). In addition to general demographic information, data 
on the participants’ level of  musical activity and musical knowledge was collected (e.g. whether 
they played a musical instrument or whether musical aspects played a special role at their 
school or university).

All in all, the four studies produced 961 datasets of  test subjects ranging from primary 
school students to adults that were collected using the same method. Indeed, data pooling has 
to be interpreted with care given the diverging control samples and the cross-sectional designs 
used, especially with regard to the basic question of  if  and how open-earedness changes with 
age. This can only be clarified conclusively by conducting a longitudinal study. However, the 
initial data offer some leads as to how open-earedness is developed among people of  different 
age brackets, and what possible influencing factors might look like.

Figure 2 shows a histogram of  the OOI within the overall data sets. The mean OOI is 0.71 
(SD = 0.24). In total, only 11.4% of  the participants yield an OOI ⩾ 1, meaning that they 
occupy themselves longer than average with music they do not like.

Figure 3 shows the mean OOI by the subject’s age and a histogram of  age. Due to the pooling 
of  data from our specific samples, the age histogram shows a predominance of  primary school 
children and relatively few participants in adolescence and adulthood. Therefore, the confi-
dence interval of  the Mean OOI tends to be small for the children and larger for the older 
participants.

It is clear that the Mean OOI shows a fairly steady rate of  about 0.7, especially for the well-
examined younger childhood. No significant correlation between Mean OOI and age can be 

Figure 2.  Histogram of OOI.
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found: r(961) = –.014, p = .67. Indeed, the initial thesis that open-earedness decreases with age 
cannot be refuted with any validity on the basis of  the pooled cross-sectional data, but it cannot 
be confirmed either: on average, older children and adults prove to be as musically tolerant, 
curious, and open-minded as younger children, even if  decided musical preferences can already 
be observed with them (cf. Louven & Ritter 2012).

Moreover, additional musical education programs (primary school children with avant-
garde workshops or a drumming workshop, students of  a grammar school with a special focus 
on music and music students) had no discernable influence on open-earedness compared to 
test subjects without this kind of  education (t(955) = 0.82, p = .42; d = 0.05).

The only observable factor that clearly influences open-earedness proves to be the sex of  the 
participants. On average, female participants (M = .76, SD = .23) yielded higher OOI values 
than their male counterparts (M = .65, SD = .25). The difference is significant (t(958) = 6.97, 
p < .001), the effect size d = 0.45. Remarkably, this significantly higher musical tolerance for 
girls/females is the same in all samples that we collected so far.

A univariate variance analysis (Table 1) also shows that among the independent variables of  
age, musical education, and sex, sex is the only variable that significantly (F(937,1) = 50.42, 
p < .001) influences the subjects’ open-earedness scores.

Conclusion

It seems that the momentum generated by the term “open-eared”, which Hargreaves coined in 
passing in his scientific discourse in 1982, was linked to its combination of  powerful imagery 
and interpretative openness, which, for a scientific term, is rather peculiar. The tradition that 
LeBlanc founded in 1991, in which open-earedness is, on the one hand, construed as a syno-
nym for musical tolerance, openness, and curiosity, but on the other hand is measured simply 
by using the established methods of  musical preference research, has proven to be conceptually 
inconsistent and untenable. If  we want to preserve the term “open-earedness” as scientifically 
usable, we need a basic change of  paradigm: the indecisiveness of  the term must be overcome 
and put on a theoretical basis that is accurately defined to enable us to then consistently and 
empirically operationalize and verify it.

The thoughts and studies presented can only be a first step in this direction. So far, it 
remains conceptually open whether “open-earedness” should be viewed as a superordinate 

Figure 3.  Mean OOI by age.
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concept that comprehensively contains the aspects of  tolerance, curiosity, openness, and 
open-mindedness. Also, the empirical validation of  the proposed concept is still in its early 
stages. It would be very interesting to see if  our new conceptualization of  musical openness 
and tolerance and our approach on measuring is linked to other aspects of  personality. Most 
notably, it remains open whether, apart from the sex of  the test subjects, there are other sig-
nificant factors that influence the Osnabrück Open-Earedness Index and whether connec-
tions to established personality factors can be found – for instance, to the main factor of  the 
Big Five, “openness to experiences” and its sub-scales, which are recorded in the NEO-PI-R. In 
all likelihood, the question of  whether musical tolerance is related to age can only be resolved 
validly on the basis of  a longitudinal study.
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Notes

1.	 “The danger here is that, instead of  precise technical communication, an incorrect or at least uneven 
understanding based on the metaphor’s image is acquired” (translation by CL).

2.	 “That the tolerated convictions or practices are seen as wrong or judged as bad is of  crucial impor-
tance for the term tolerance; in connection with Preston King, this can be called the ‘rejection com-
ponent’. Without this component, one would not talk about tolerance. Instead, one would either talk 
about indifference (the lack of  a positive or negative judgment) or about affirmation (only a positive 
judgment is at hand). These two attitudes are often taken for tolerance; however, in truth they are 
incompatible with tolerance” (translation by CL).

3.	 “In addition to the ‘rejection component’, an ‘acceptance component’ also belongs to tolerance. 
According to this, the tolerated convictions or practices are judged as wrong or bad, but not to such 
a degree that other, positive reasons for their acceptance are excluded. Here it is important that the 
positive reasons need not invalidate the negative reasons but must override them while letting the 
rejection persist” (translation by CL).

4.	 “Tolerance is the humane understanding for characteristics, opinions, and actions of  other individu-
als that are foreign to one’s own customs, convictions and tastes” (translation by CL).

5.	 “2. Open-mindedness; a disposition to deal with somebody/something unprejudiced” (translation by CL).

Table 1.  Dependence of OOI on age, sex, and enriched music education.

Source Type III sum of 
squares

df Mean square F Sig.

Corrected model 2.873a 4 .718 12.746 .000
Intercept 76.514 1 76.514 1357.903 .000
Age .007 1 .007 .123 .726
Sex 2.841 1 2.841 50.415 .000
Enriched music education .140 1 .140 2.482 .115
Sex * Enriched music education .023 1 .023 .400 .527
Error 52.516 932 .056  
Total 529.925 937  
Corrected total 55.388 936  

Note. ANOVA: tests of between-subjects effects.
aR2 = .052 (R2

adj. = .048).
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6.	 “‘Openness to experience’ may be described as curiosity or the disposition to engage with unfamiliar 
or strange things” (translation by CL).
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