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In 2024, the Women and Equalities Select Committee of the House of Commons in the UK Parliament published a report entitled Misogyny in Music. It outlined the ways in which misogyny manifests in the UK music industry and made recommendations about how the music industry, music education organisations, and government should address this.
The report’s key recommendation in relation to music education was that 
Music colleges, conservatoires and other educational settings need to do more to address the gendering of instruments, roles and genres and improve the visibility of and support for female role models. The Government and industry bodies should offer increased, funded and targeted opportunities for women and girls to study subjects and to engage in training in areas of the music industry that remain male-dominated and where women are made to feel unwelcome.
The report also made a recommendation in relation to tackling sexual harassment and violence, noting that ‘[f]or progress to be made the high level of non-reporting in education needs to be tackled’.
However, in the UK Parliament, select committees do not have any powers to compel government to act. The presiding Conservative government at the time of publication rejected the recommendations for government actions and took the position that sufficient work was already underway to address gender inequalities in music education. 
I disagree. As I’ve outlined in a new article in the British Journal of Music Education, there is a dearth of policy levers available to enact these recommendations, and so, two years on from the Misogyny in Music report, there has been almost no progress.
Why focus on music higher education?
These recommendations are particularly urgent because music higher education (HE) remains unequal – much more so than other creative arts subjects. Following on from Vick Bain’s groundbreaking report on gender inequalities in the music industry, our report Slow Train Coming (covered in Arts Professional) explored inequalities in music HE, finding that between 2016-20 women remained under-represented; more men than women are still going into the music industry.
On the basis of current numbers of women in music HE, then, I have argued that that the prognosis for improving gender equality in the music industry is extremely poor. While there were very small increases in women students between 2016-20 (and subsequently), there are still fewer women than men students. 
Not only that, but gender inequality is distributed unevenly across the sector. Older, more prestigious institutions, such as traditional universities and conservatoires, tend to have a more equal gender balance. However, these programmes often foreground classical music and may be less likely to equip students with the digital skills—such as sound engineering and music production—that are needed for contemporary music careers. Conversely, newer – and often less prestigious – institutions often have significant strengths in music technology but remain heavily male-dominated. This creates a double marginalization for women from working-class or racial minoritised backgrounds, who are excluded from prestigious settings where white, middle-class women predominate and in a minority position in these newer institutions that are more likely to provide the technical skills needed for music industry careers. 
The policy gap in the Misogyny in Music recommendations for music higher education
The Misogyny in Music report aimed to address these inequalities. Hower, the report did not outline any policy levers by which the recommendations for music education could be implemented. I’ve outlined two existing policy and regulatory frameworks that in theory could play a role in leveraging some of the changes called for in music higher education. One is the Athena Swan Chartermark for gender equality in higher education. Originally designed for Science, Technology, Engineering and Maths (STEM) disciplines, its take-up within STEM was greatly supported by research funders requiring departments to have an Athena Swan award. However, this requirement is not in place for arts and humanities research funders, and it is not clear how many music departments hold Athena Swan awards.
A second regulatory lever is the Office for Students’ regulation to address harassment and sexual misconduct experienced by students in English higher education, in force since August 2025. This requires higher education institutions to provide training to all staff and students on recognising harassment and sexual misconduct and on their institution’s approach to tackling it, among other steps. However, this condition only applies in England, not in Wales, Scotland or Northern Ireland, and only to students, not staff. It is also unclear how the Office for Students will monitor compliance. 
Both of these approaches are severely limited in addressing the recommendations of the Misogyny in Music report. Athena Swan requires applicants to produce an action plan to address gender inequalities but does not require applicants to address gender-based violence. By contrast, the Office for Students’ regulation does not mention gender or gender inequalities. 
[bookmark: _Hlk198734063]Despite these significant limitations, these policy frameworks could provide starting points for work to support gender equality in music HE. But two years on from the report’s publication, minimal progress has been made. More widely, the silence of the Misogyny in Music report around issues faced by trans or non-binary musicians or music students must be challenged. The Women and Equalities Select Committee, in future hearings on this topic, must call on Athena Swan, Arts Council England, and disciplinary organisations such as MusicHE, and hear from trans and non-binary musicians, to explore ways to support this work going forward.
