
 

 

Minutes for the Minority Affairs Meeting Agenda 

Tuesday January 21, 2014  

10:00 a.m. – 11:00 a.m.  

Auraria Library Friends Conference Room  

 

Attendees:  Ji Chen (Business); Philip Joseph (English); Denise Pan (Library); Stephanie Santorico (CLAS); 

Craig Sisneros (Business); Brenda Allen (Diversity and Inclusion); Lando Archibeque (Library); Charles 

Musiba (CLAS) 

Meeting Agenda 

1. Review minutes from December meeting 

 

Minutes approved. No changes from circulated draft. 

 

2. Planning for focus group to investigate the potential impact of FCQs on the retention of 

underrepresented racial-ethnic faculty 

 

a. FCQ research – preliminary data from IR (Craig and Stephanie) 

 

Analyses were conducted for FCQ course and instructor ratings. Analyses were conducted twice 

with respect to classification of minorities: minorities and underrepresented minorities. In 

general, minority faculty score less, female faculty on average score less, female minority faculty 

have a small increase in FCQ score over male minority faculty. 

 

Suggestions from Brenda: Would be interesting to distinguish between different disciplines, e.g., 

social sciences, humanities and STEM. Also, how does the FCQ question regarding “Instructor 

treatment of ethnic minorities and women” relate to FCQ score? Is there any access to 

comment data?  

 

b. Review dates and details 

i. March 6 at 11-12:15 -- Confirmed with Dr. Allen 

ii. Catering -- $500 budget funded by the Office of Diversity and Inclusion 

iii. Room reservation – Auraria Library Enhanced Learning Center  

iv. Participant gift – Auraria Library flash drive with Literature Review by Lando Archibeque  

 

Meeting will collect qualitative data. Thanks to the Office of Diversity and Inclusion for providing 

funding the catering service!  

 

Meeting will be held in the library so there is no facility use cost. Lando will be doing a literature 

review to be distributed at the meeting. 



 

 

c. Marketing/Promotion/Planning Discussion 

i. Event goals and target audience  

 

Philip suggested opening up the meeting to others interested in the use of FCQs in the 

evaluation of teaching.  

 

Goals:  

 

Document the problem. Relate to the merit process and the effects of weighing FCQs in the 

context of merit. Move beyond documentation to make recommendations. (Philip) 

 

How can we utilize the qualitative data from FCQs? How do recommendations relate to our 

committee’s charge? Note that benefitting the larger population of faculty also benefits 

minority faculty. (Brenda) 

 

An APS exists regarding multiple means of teaching. Can this be utilized as a point of discussion 

when moving beyond documentation of issues? (Brenda) 

 

What are the quantitative and qualitative measures that are problematic when it comes to 

evaluation of minority faculty? Regarding peer evaluation, most faculty are not trained in 

pedagogy. (Craig) 

 

Philip: The English Dept. is breaks down teaching as follows. FCQ 's can be applied to the first 

category (Student Learning and Growth), but there are other forms of evidence for that 

category, as well: 

 Student Learning and Growth, 40% 

 Teaching Materials,  20% 

 Instructor Development, 20% 

 Curriculum Innovation & Development, 20% 
 

ii. Event name: Reconsidering FCQs (proposed title) 

iii. Venues to promote event:  

meetings - FA (First Tuesday noon-1:30); AD/ASG (First Tuesday 8:30-10:00 AM); others?  

emails - Today at CU Denver; FA; AD/ASG; others? 

iv. Action items and due dates to assign to MAC members: Create flyer, online registration 

form, handouts (lit review and other items?), moderator speaking notes, other items?  

 

Invite: Target audience as inclusive as possible to identify problems and biases in the FCQs with 

respect to minority faculty.   

 

Format: Present data. Provide discussion questions and use small focus groups.  



 

 

 

Philip will work on wording of information to be disseminated.  

 

Craig will take the lead on summarizing institutional data.  

 

Philip suggested getting a list of minority faculty to target an invitation specifically to them.  

d. Agenda/Itinerary 11:00-12:15 (proposed, based on schedule from Inclusion Dialogues) 

i. 11:00 arrival and self-serve lunch 

ii. 11:15 begin program, presentation of findings and discussion 

iii. 11:20 begin discussion re: defining the problems/issues.  

iv. 11:40 discussion re: identifying solutions/strategies 

v. 12:00 Wrap-up: Call to action  

 

3. Other updates or announcements?   

a. Dr. Allen invited a MAC member to represent CU Denver on a Steering Committee for the 

Metropolitan State University’s annual Higher Education Diversity Summit.  

i. Denise volunteered to participate and represent CU Denver and MAC.  

b. Craig and Stephanie will be meeting with Institutional Research on Friday January 24, 2014.  
c. March 6 at 11-12:15, “Reconsidering FCQs” event. 

 

Brenda: Thanks to Philip for serving on system level commitment to excellence committee. They are 

looking at the process of evaluation for these proposals, e.g., reviewing in diversity office first and 

then prioritizing the same number from different campuses.    

April 17 – System level Diversity Summit (will be on AMC): heighten awareness of faculty and staff 

with respect to diversity and inclusion. What kinds of topics would we like to see as part of the 

breakout sessions? Do we have suggested speakers or facilitators? Will have information coming 

from instutitional research, human resources, and library.   

Next Meeting: February 11, 2014 from 10am-11am in Auraria Library Friends Conference Room.  
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Minutes for the Minority Affairs Meeting Agenda 
Tuesday March 11, 2014  
10:00 a.m. – 11:00 a.m.  

Auraria Library Friends Conference Room  
 

Attendees: Lando Archibeque (Library); Farah Ibrahim (SEHD); Philip Joseph (English); Charles Musiba (CLAS); 
Denise Pan (Library); Stephanie Santorico (CLAS) 
  
Meeting Agenda 
 
1. Review minutes from February meeting – Approved 

 
2. “Reconsidering FCQs” Event Planning  

 
a. Videotaping session – funded by Office of Diversity and Inclusion. We will inform participants of the recording and 

that the recording will only be made available to the PTR committee given the time conflict. Note: we will ask 
media services to arrange for a microphone that would not be on video camera. In addition, we will provide note 
cards for participants to provide questions and/or suggestions that would be read by a MAC Committee member. 
 

b. Review registered attendee list - 19 people registered as of today 
 

c. Event schedule –  
 

i. 11:30 -- Arrival and boxed lunches.  
ii. 11:45 -- MAC presentation of OIRE findings and literature 
iii. 12:00 -- Audience discussion: Defining the problems/issues.  

 

 Do assumptions about gender, race, sexual orientation, national origin and language shape FCQ student 
responses? 

 What is the potential impact of FCQs on the underrepresented racial-ethnic faculty of CU Denver? 

 Are FCQs an accurate measurement of effective teaching? 

 Are there other limitations/hurdles in the tenure and promotion process for underrepresented racial-
ethnic faculty? 
 

iv. 12:20 -- Audience discussion: Identifying solutions/strategies 
 

 What are the alternative methods of evaluating teaching? 

 How can we support faculty in the tenure and promotion process?  

 How can we educate students on providing constructive feedback? 
 

v. 12:45 – Inclusion Dialogue Wrap-up: Call to action  
Let people know about our Fall event focusing on how we can change evaluation of teaching so it is not so 
heavily focused on FCQs (on a department and an individual level). 
 

vi. 1:00 – Conclusion 
 

d. Room setup/shutdown: We will use the room as currently set up. Stephanie will bring notecards and a box for 
anonymous questions and/or suggestions. Denise will create name tags and copies of handout. Bryan (CU Denver 
Media Production), Denise, Stephanie will be at room at 10:30. Others invited to assist as well. 
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3. MAC Operating Procedures (Denise sent via email on Feb 21) – Changes made by Faculty Assembly were 
reviewed and approved. 

 

4. Other updates or announcements?   
 

a. EMAC (Philip) – The committee has looked at a New York Times Opinion Editorial:  
http://opinionator.blogs.nytimes.com/2014/02/05/improving-economic-diversity-at-the-better-

colleges/?_php=true&_type=blogs&_r=0. Of particular interest, Franklin & Marshall College has shifted 

money away from merit based scholarships to needs based scholarship, demonstrating that this is working to 
both increase the depth of student learning and diversity. EMAC is bringing this to the university chief diversity 
officers to consider.   
 

b. Higher Education Diversity Summit (Denise) – All day event on Thursday April 10: 
http://aurariaevents.wix.com/heds   
Theme: Civil rights @ 50: Advancing Equal Access to All 
Keynote speaker: Lily Ledbetter 

 
Reconsidering FCQs Event: March 14, 11:30am-1pm 
Next Meeting: April 8, 2014 from 10am-11am in Auraria Library Friends Conference Room.  

  
 

http://opinionator.blogs.nytimes.com/2014/02/05/improving-economic-diversity-at-the-better-colleges/?_php=true&_type=blogs&_r=0
http://opinionator.blogs.nytimes.com/2014/02/05/improving-economic-diversity-at-the-better-colleges/?_php=true&_type=blogs&_r=0
http://aurariaevents.wix.com/heds


 

 

Minutes for the Minority Affairs Meeting Agenda 
Tuesday April 8, 2014  

10:00 a.m. – 11:00 a.m.  
Auraria Library Friends Conference Room  

 
Attendees: Farah Ibrahim (SEHD); Philip Joseph (English); Denise Pan (Library); Stephanie Santorico 
(CLAS); Craig Sisneros (Business) 
 
Agenda: 

1. Review minutes from March meeting (attached) 

 

Approved. 

 

2. “Reconsidering FCQs” Recap event  

a. Videotaping session  

b. Review attendee list – 19 registered attendees (includes MAC members) 

c. Feedback 

d. Review draft of Summary Report from Craig 

 

Craig is working on a summary which we will discuss at the May meeting. Perhaps we could 

consider turning this into a best practices document. Other ideas: provide information to 

evaluation committees so that they are aware of the biases that do exist in FCQ responses as 

well as the implicit biases in students, departments and faculty. Provide training for faculty on 

how to conduct evaluations. Often training is focused on what you shouldn’t do rather than on 

what you should do. Also, teach faculty and students how to provide useful critiques. 

 

3. MAC Executive Committee Elections 

a. Chair or two Co-Chairs 

b. Secretary 

 

Stephanie Santorico is on sabbatical next year but will suggest a substitute. 

 

 

Denise Pan will not be the library representative; though will still serve on the committee. The 

new representative for the library will be Vera Gao.  

 

Denise Pan and Craig Sisneros will continue on as co-chairs. 

 

Charles Musiba and Philip Joseph will not be continuing on the committee. 

 

We’ll leave the secretary position open for election in the Fall 2014. 

 



 

 

4. Begin planning for next year 

 

Tabled for next meeting. 

 

5. Other updates or announcements?   

a. EMAC (Philip) –  

 

Mark Knowles, chair of EMAC, has sent an email concerning the article below to Brenda Allen 

and other chief diversity officers in the university system. EPCC is trying to move forward on a 

discussion that proposes to shift some scholarships away from merit based to needs based.  

 

This pertains to the New York Times Opinion Editorial: 

http://opinionator.blogs.nytimes.com/2014/02/05/improving-economic-diversity-at-the-better-

colleges/?_php=true&_type=blogs&_r=0. Here, Franklin & Marshall College has shifted money 

away from merit based scholarships to needs based scholarship, demonstrating that this is 

working to both increase the depth of student learning and diversity.  

 

b. Higher Education Diversity Summit  (Denise) 

Theme: Civil Rights @ 50: Advancing Equal Access for All 

Keynote: Lily Ledbetter   

Thursday April 10 http://aurariaevents.wix.com/heds  

 

Registration is around 400 people. There is a reception at 3:30 which would be a nice option to 

attend. 

Next Meeting:  Tuesday May 13, 2014 from 10am-11am in Auraria Library Friends Conference Room.  
 

 

http://opinionator.blogs.nytimes.com/2014/02/05/improving-economic-diversity-at-the-better-colleges/?_php=true&_type=blogs&_r=0
http://opinionator.blogs.nytimes.com/2014/02/05/improving-economic-diversity-at-the-better-colleges/?_php=true&_type=blogs&_r=0
http://aurariaevents.wix.com/heds


Minority Affairs Meeting Minutes 
Tuesday May 13, 2014 at 10:00 – 11:00 a.m.  

Auraria Library Friends Conference Room  
 

Attendees: Farah Ibrahim, Philip Joseph, Denise Pan, Craig Sisneros, and Rebecca Hunt -- representing 
Educational Policy University System (EPUS) and Faculty Assembly Education Planning and Policy 
Committee (EPPC). 
 
Minutes: 
1. Review minutes from April meeting  

a. No changes minutes approved.  
2. Review draft of Reconsidering FCQs Summary Report from Craig 

a. Denise updated committee that the final cost for videotaping and editing the faculty forum 
by CU Media Productions was $500.  

b. Craig shared his draft, but still needs to write a summary and conclusion by Friday May 16.  
c. He will send drafts to MAC members and Rebecca.  

3. Begin planning for next year 
a. Review past minutes/discussion ideas, see January 2014 minutes c. i. Event goals and target 

audience. 
b. Next steps ideas.  

i. The Faculty Forum identified the issue that junior instructors are intimidated and do 
not experiment with teaching methodology. 

ii. Use the Reconsidering FCQs Summary Report as a starting place to develop a 
document to endorse EPUS multiple means of evaluation.  

iii. Assign MAC members to talk their Associate Deans about the school/college’s 
approach and what is happening at the primary unit evaluation. We will need to 
establish a set of questions to ask.  

iv. Develop a recommendation from MAC and share with EPPC and Faculty Assembly to 
endorse.  

v. Then take the recommendation to Deans/Chairs of Schools and Colleges.  
4. Other updates or announcements?   

a. EMAC – No volunteers. Denise will send Joanne an email.  
b. Excellence in Equity – The committee will be wrapping up in June. Craig will have a report 

during fall semester.  
c. Higher Education Diversity Summit (HEDS) – The conference was a success. The HEDS 

committee has begun to plan the 2015 event. MSU Denver and Auraria Library are exploring 
the possibility of building a website for the event, and expanding tri-institutional 
collaboration beyond the event to an Inclusive Excellence Site. Denise is scheduling 
meetings with the Chief Diversity Officers from CU Denver and CCD to discuss further.  

d. We will not meet in June and July.  
e. In early August, Denise will send out an email to welcome new members and a Doodle poll 

to schedule standing meetings. 



Minority Affairs Meeting Minutes 
Friday September 19, 2014 

10:00 a.m. – 11:00 a.m.  
Auraria Library Friends Conference Room  

 
Attendees: Denise Pan (Auraria Library); Vera Gao (Auraria Library); Ji Chen (Business); Faye C. Caronan 
(CLAS); Omar Swartz (CLAS); Carlos Reali (CLAS).  
 
Minutes 
1. Welcome and introductions 
2. Election of MAC Secretary 

a. No volunteers. Tabled for next meeting. Potentially will need to draw lots to select Secretary.  
3. Reconsidering FCQs Faculty Forum 

a. Review event report written by Craig.  
b. Suggestion to create an executive summary version.  

4. Begin planning for 2014-15 
a. Members agreed that they want to continue discussing FCQs and potential impact on 

underrepresented faculty. Some concerns discussed included: 
i. How to make the evaluation process meaningful for everyone 

ii. How to analyze and interpret FCQ comments/scores 
iii. Multiple means of evaluation for annual/tenure reviews 
iv. Issues with completion rates with online FCQs 

b. Possible ideas discussed included:  
i. Developing presentation on the issues and suggestions on how to address concerns for 

Department Chairs and/or teaching faculty. 
ii. Possibly including real examples or fictions scenarios. 

iii. Partner with Center for Faculty Development 
iv. Potential venues could be CLAS Chairs meeting, Academic Support Group and Associate 

Deans (AD/ASG), Faculty Assembly (FA) meetings and Executive Committee.  
5. Other updates or announcements 

a. Faculty Council EMAC – Omar  
i. Committee interested in reviewing results and developing findings from the CU System 

Climate Survey 
b. Diversity and Inclusion Initiatives Fund by CLAS – Omar  

i. Accepting proposals to enhance diversity across the college and foster a culture of inclusion 
c. Interdisciplinary programing grant opportunities from CLAS - Omar  
d. CU System Diversity Summit October 24, 2014 – Denise  

https://www.cu.edu/office-academic-affairs/2014DiversitySummit   
e. Higher Education Diversity Summit April 10, 2015 http://heds.auraria.edu - Denise 

6. Action items 
a. Denise - forward copy of revised FCQ to MAC list 
b. Denise – develop draft of Exec Summary version of report 
c. Chen, Faye, Carlos, and other teaching faculty  – develop more ideas on how to  develop 

presentation on issues and solutions/strategies 
 
Next meeting: Friday Oct 3, 2014 at 10 am in the Auraria Library Friends Conference Room  

https://www.cu.edu/office-academic-affairs/2014DiversitySummit
http://heds.auraria.edu/


October 2014 
Agenda 
1.      Review of minutes from May and September 2014 (attached) 

A. Approved 
2.      Nominations and election of Secretary 

A. Faye- nominated and approved 
3.      Meeting days/times  

A. 2nd Wednesday of month? No.  
B. Proposing 2nd Friday. 11/14 and 12/12 

3.      Review Executive Summary and Report for Reconsidering FCQs (attached) 
A. Denise recommended some changes to the report and presented executive summary. 
B. Approved 

4.      Continue planning discussion 
A. Developing a best practices workshop on how fcq data is used and how to teach 

students to provide useful recommendations. 
B. General question of how to do evaluations 
C. Working Workshop name- Multiple Means of Evaluation? : Identifying Best Practices (in 

classrooms, for administrators, for rtp evaluation) 
D. Apply for Diversity and Excellence Grant- 10/31 deadline: Faye and Denise 
E. Present at Laura Goodwin's FA mtg / FA Exec mtg / Chair mtg 

5.      Other updates or announcement 
A. Read through emac minutes 
B. HEDS April 10, 2015: Who's Sitting Next to You?  
C. Diversity event calendar site 
D. Getting in touch with student organizations 



 

 

December 2014 
Agenda 
 
Present: Vera Gao, Carlos, Denise, Faye, Chen Ji, Farrah Ibrahim 

1. Review minutes from October 2014 
A. Approved 

2.      Recap of FCQ meeting from Faye 
a. Want to start new system, independent from Boulder. Start on budget to see if feasible. If 
it is feasible, then questions remain the same for a couple of years for continuity before 
changing questions to tailor for schools/depts.  
b. Farrah‐ said that in different meeting, there is no money to migrate to new system 
independent from Boulder. Advocates that individuals should add own questions.  

3.      Planning workshop: Multiple Means of Evaluation? : Identifying Best Practices (in classrooms, 
for administrators, during RTP evaluation) 

a.      Review draft of proposal for the President's Diversity Fund 
  1. Based on findings from last forum, workshop model for administrators, student 

participation, and faculty RTP.  
  2. Farrah suggested skill‐soft training for faculty who evaluate peers in RTP‐ hold off for 

a future recommendation to add to or workshop findings. 
  3. Add recording into budget‐ no. Better to protect anonymity. 
  4. Draft approved. 
b.      Begin discussion of planning logistics – proposed dates and other details. 
  1. April 2nd 11‐12:15pm or 12:30‐1:45pm or 3rd? Noon‐1pm 
  2. Draft email with doodle poll to find which option would be the best day and time. 

Farrah write email draft and Denise will set up doodle poll for committee to send out to 
contacts. Draft will be sent out for review Monday, 1/12. Feedback due by Wednesday 
1/14 and then final draft to be sent out first week of classes. 

4.      Meeting schedule for Spring term: Jan 23 10‐11am, Feb. 24 10‐11am, Mar 10 10‐11am, Mar 31 
10‐11am 

5.      Denise will set up a dropbox folder for group for collaboration and minutes. 
6.  Continue discussion from October meeting: promoting collaboration between faculty and 

students – Could MAC help faculty engage with students by serving as a communication conduit 
between students groups and interested faculty? If so, how? 

a. First step to reach out to student groups 

 



MARCH 14 2014  |  11:30am - 1:00pm  |  AURARIA LIBRARY ENHANCED LEARNING CENTER

LUNCH AND LEARN FOR CU DENVER FACULTY

Student Ratings
A review of the recent (2005 – present) literature on student 
ratings of faculty members shows that there are signi�cant 
problems in using end-of-course questionnaires to evaluate 
the teaching performance of faculty members, and particularly 
minority faculty members.  Students come in with preconcep
-tions of professor warmth, capability, and political bias, and 
these are re�ected in faculty course questionnaires (Anderson 
et al., 2005).  

Student Evaluation Studies
A recent study (Reid, 2010) of student evaluations of faculty 
at 25 highly ranked liberal arts colleges found that students 
evaluated racial minority faculty more negatively than white 
faculty.  Similarly, end-of-course questionnaires of students in 
aCollege of Education at a Research 1 institution were analyzed 
(B. Smith, 2007); student ratings for white faculty members were 
“very good” while the ratings of black faculty were  “good”.   

One study (G. Smith et al., 2005) examined the impact of gender, 
ethnicity (Latino/a or Anglo), and teaching style (lenient or 
strict) on student perceptions of social science instructors; 
among other �ndings this study concluded that Latino/a 
faculty members with a strict teaching style received the least 
favorable marks of all faculty groups.  While there are not very 
many recent empirical studies pertaining to end-of-course 
questionnaires and minority faculty members, the studies 
con�rm that there are de�nite and signi�cant bias issues with 
this type of student evaluation.

To Read More:

MAC is charged with evaluating and recommending policies 
a�ecting minority faculty with particular regards to hiring, 
support, and retention.  

Our �rst step was to ask the OIRE to explore FCQ data to discern 
whether or not minority faculty on our campus are subjected to 
the biases noted in national research.  OIRE used the seven most 
recent �scal years’ of FCQ data collected for the Denver Campus 
and included only those course sections with at least 10 enrolled 
students and at least 10 FCQ responses.  This resulted in resulting 
in 18,205 distinct course section observations (cross-listed 
courses counted as one observation).  

Controlling for factors (through regression analyses) that could 
in�uence FCQ scores (e.g., course level, instructional method, 
course enrollment, term, student age, student cumulative GPA, 
course GPA, instructor rank, and instructor gender), �ndings 
indicated that the average overall course and faculty FCQ scores 
for minority faculty were lower, on average, by approximately 
0.15 to 0.25 points (on a six-point FCQ rating scale).  

MAC believes, depending on the Primary Unit Criteria, this 
could have an e�ect on periodic evaluation and/or tenure and 
promotion at the margin.  

With excerpts from the literature and OIRE research as a starting 
point, we hope to initiate a discussion on the potential impact 
of FCQs on the retention of CU Denver faculty from underrep-
resented racial-ethnic faculty groups.

Potential Inquiries For Discussion: 
   Do assumptions about gender, race, sexual orientation, 
national origin and language shape FCQ student responses?
   What is the potential impact of FCQs on the under-
represented racial-ethnic faculty of CU Denver?
   Are FCQs an accurate measurement of e�ective teaching?
   What are the alternative methods of evaluating teaching?

LITERATURE REVIEW . . .

MARCH 14 2014  |  11:30am - 1:00pm  |  AURARIA LIBRARY ENHANCED LEARNING CENTER

http://tinyurl.com/ReconsideringFCQs
Event funded by the Office of  Diversity and Inclusion

Join the CU Denver Minority Affairs Committee (MAC) for lunch to learn about the quantitative data from CU Denver 

Office of Institutional Research & Effectiveness (OIRE) and to provide insights and direction on finding alternative 

methods of evaluating teaching. Reconsidering FCQs Lunch and Learn for CU Denver Faculty is a forum to discuss the 

role of FCQs in promotion and tenure, and their limitations as a measurement of effective teaching. 

DISCUSSION. . .

http://library.auraria.edu/content/bias-student-evaluations-minority-faculty

Reconsidering FCQsReconsidering FCQs
LUNCH AND LEARN FOR CU DENVER FACULTY

Event funded by the Office of  Diversity and Inclusion

RESEARCH . . .

Please RSVP:Please RSVP:



What’s in a Name: Exposing Gender Bias in Student
Ratings of Teaching

Lillian MacNell & Adam Driscoll & Andrea N. Hunt
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Abstract Student ratings of teaching play a significant role in career outcomes for higher
education instructors. Although instructor gender has been shown to play an important role in
influencing student ratings, the extent and nature of that role remains contested. While difficult
to separate gender from teaching practices in person, it is possible to disguise an instructor’s
gender identity online. In our experiment, assistant instructors in an online class each operated
under two different gender identities. Students rated the male identity significantly higher than
the female identity, regardless of the instructor’s actual gender, demonstrating gender bias.
Given the vital role that student ratings play in academic career trajectories, this finding
warrants considerable attention.
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Student ratings of teaching are often used as an indicator of the quality of an instructor’s
teaching and play an important role in tenure and promotion decisions (Abrami, d’Apollonia,
& Rosenfield, 2007; Benton & Cashin, 2014). Gender bias in these ratings constitutes an
important form of inequality facing women in academia that is often unaccounted for in such
decisions. Students perceive, evaluate, and treat female instructors quite differently than they
do male instructors (Basow, 1995; Centra & Gaubatz, 2000; Feldman, 1992; Young, Rush, &
Shaw, 2009). While a general consensus exists that gender plays a vital role in how students
perceive and interact with their instructors, there is conflicting evidence as to whether or not
this translates into a bias in student ratings due to variations in several mediating factors such
as teaching styles and subject material.

Prior studies of student ratings of instruction have been limited in their ability to test for the
existence of gender bias because it is difficult to separate the gender of an instructor from their
teaching practices in a face-to-face classroom.In online courses, however, students usually base
the categorization of their instructor’s gender on the instructor’s name and, if provided, photo-
graph. It is possible for students to believe that their instructor is actually a man, based solely on a
name or photograph, when in reality she is a woman, or vice versa. Therefore, the online
environment affords researchers a unique opportunity to assign one instructor two different
gender identities in order to understand whether or not differences in student ratings are a result
of differences in teaching or simply based on unequal student expectations for male and female
instructors. Such experimentation allows researchers to control for potentially confounding
factors and therefore attribute observed differences solely to the variable of interest—in this
case, the perceived gender of the instructor (Morgan & Winship, 2007).

This study analyzed differences in student ratings of their instructors1 from an online
course, independent of actual gender. The course professor randomly assigned students to
one of six discussion groups, two of which the professor taught directly. The other four were
taught by one of two assistant instructors—one male and one female. Each instructor was
responsible for grading the work of students in their group and interacting with those students
on course discussion boards. Each assistant instructor taught one of their groups under their
own identity and the second group under the other assistant instructor’s identity. Thus, of the
two groups who believed they had the female assistant instructor, one actually had the male.
Similarly, of the two groups who believed they had the male assistant instructor, one actually
had the female (see Table 1). At the end of the course, the professor asked students to rate their
instructor through the use of an online survey. This design created a controlled experiment that
allowed us to isolate the effects of the gender identity of the assistant instructors, independent
of their actual gender. If gender bias was present, than the students from the two groups who
believed they had a female assistant instructor should have given their instructor significantly
lower evaluations than the two groups who believed they had a male assistant instructor.

Student Ratings of Teaching

Though far from perfect, student ratings of teaching provide valuable feedback about an
instructor’s teaching effectiveness (Svinicki & McKeachie, 2010). They may be reliably
interpreted as both a direct measure of student satisfaction with instruction and as an indirect

1 To clarify the language we use throughout the paper, we refer to all three persons responsible for grading and
directly interacting with students as “instructors.” The course “professor” was the person responsible for course
design and content preparation, while the two “assistant instructors” worked under the professor’s direction to
manage and teach their respective discussion groups.
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measure of student learning (Marsh, 2007;Murray, 2007). They also play an important role in the
selection of teaching award winners, institutional reviews of programs, and student course
selection (Benton & Cashin, 2014). More importantly to the careers of educators, these ratings
are “used by faculty committees and administrators to make decisions about merit increases,
promotion, and tenure” (Davis, 2009, p. 534). In particular, quantitative evaluations of instruc-
tors’ overall teaching effectiveness are frequently emphasized in personnel decisions (Centra &
Gaubatz, 2000). Given the widespread reliance on student ratings of teaching and their effect on
career advancement, any potential bias in those ratings is a matter of great consequence.

Gender Bias in Academia

Sociological studies of gender and gender inequality are careful to distinguish between sex (a
biological identity) and gender (a socially constructed category built around cultural expecta-
tions of male- and female-appropriate behavior). Gender is part of an ongoing performance
based on producing a configuration of behaviors that are seen by others as normative. West and
Zimmerman (1987) suggested that people engage in gendered behaviors not only to live up to
normative standards, but also to minimize the risk of accountability or gender assessment from
others. Thus, gender is a process that is accomplished at the interactional level and reinforced
through the organization of social institutions such as academia (Lorber, 1994). Gender then
contributes to a hierarchal system of power relations that is embedded within the interactional
and institutional levels of society and shapes gendered expectations and experiences in the
workplace (Risman, 2004).

An examination of gender bias in student ratings of teaching must be framed within the
broader context of the pervasive devaluation of women, relative to men, that occurs in
professional settings in the United States (Monroe, Ozyurt, Wrigley, & Alexander, 2008). In
general, Western culture accords men an automatic credibility or competence that it does not
extend to women (Johnson, 2006). Stereotypes that women are less logical, less confident, and
occupy lower positions still pervade our organizational structures (Acker, 1990). Conversely,
men are automatically assumed to have legitimate authority, while women must prove their
expertise to earn the same level of respect. This disparity has been well documented in the field
of academia, where men tend to be regarded as “professors” and women as “teachers” (Miller
& Chamberlin, 2000) and women face a disparate amount of gender-based obstacles, relative
to men (Morris, 2011).

In experiments where researchers gave students identical articles to evaluate—half of which
bore a man’s name and half of which bore a woman’s—the students rated the research they
thought had been done by men more highly (Goldberg, 1968; Paludi & Strayer, 1985). In a
similar study, college students evaluated two hypothetical applicants for a faculty position and
tended to judge the male candidate as more qualified despite the fact that both applicants had
identical credentials (Burns-Glover & Veith, 1995). Additionally, a study of student

Table 1 Experimental Design.

Discussion Group Instructor’s Perceived Gender Instructor’s Actual Gender

Group A (n =8) Female Female

Group B (n =12) Female Male

Group C (n =12) Male Female

Group D (n =11) Male Male
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evaluations of instructors’ educational attainment revealed that students misattribute male
instructors’ education upward and female instructors’ education downward (Miller & Cham-
berlin, 2000). Overall, women in academia tend to be regarded as less capable and less
accomplished than men, regardless of their actual achievements and abilities.

Gender Role Expectations

Students often expect their male and female professors to behave in different ways or to
respectively exhibit certain “masculine” and “feminine” traits. Commonly held masculine, or
“effectiveness,” traits include professionalism and objectivity; feminine, or “interpersonal,”
traits include warmth and accessibility. Students hold their instructors accountable to these
gendered behaviors and are critical of instructors who violate these expectations (Bachen,
McLoughlin, & Garcia, 1999; Chamberlin & Hickey, 2001; Dalmia, Giedeman, Klein, &
Levenburg, 2005; Sprague & Massoni, 2005). Consequently, instructors who adhere to gen-
dered expectations are viewed more favorably by their students (Andersen & Miller, 1997;
Bennet, 1982). When female instructors exhibit strong interpersonal traits, they are viewed
comparably to their male counterparts. When female instructors fail to meet these gendered
expectations, however, they are sanctioned, while male instructors who do not exhibit strong
interpersonal traits are not (Basow &Montgomery, 2005; Basow, Phelan, & Capotosto, 2006).
At the same time, students are less tolerant of female instructors whom they perceive as lacking
professionalism and objectivity than they are of male instructors who lack the same qualities
(Bennet, 1982). In general, “students’ perceptions and evaluations of female faculty are tied
more closely to their gender expectations than for male faculty” (Bachen et al., 1999, p. 196).

These different standards can place female instructors in a difficult “double-bind,” where
gendered expectations (that women be nurturing and supportive) conflict with the professional
expectations of a higher-education instructor (that they be authoritative and knowledgeable)
(Sandler, 1991; Statham, Richardson, & Cook, 1991). On the one hand, students expect female
instructors to embody gendered interpersonal traits by being more accessible and personable.
However, these same traits can cause students to view female instructors as less competent or
effective. On the other hand, female instructors who are authoritative and knowledgeable are
violating students’ gendered expectations, which can also result in student disapproval.
Therefore, female instructors are expected to be more open and accessible to students as well
as to maintain a high degree of professionalism and objectivity. Female instructors who fail to
meet these higher expectations are viewed as less effective teachers than men (Basow, 1995).

Male instructors, however, are rated more highly when they exhibit interpersonal charac-
teristics in addition to the expected effectiveness characteristics (Andersen & Miller, 1997). In
other words, female instructors who fail to exhibit an ideal mix of traits are rated lower for not
meeting expectations, while male instructors are not held to such a standard. Consequently,
gendered expectations represent a greater burden for female than male instructors (Sandler,
1991; Sprague & Massoni, 2005). An important manifestation of that disparity is bias in
student ratings of instructors, where female instructors may receive lower ratings than males,
not because of differences in teaching but for failing to meet gendered expectations.

Methodological Concerns with Previous Studies of Gender Bias

Studies of gender bias in student ratings of instruction have presented complicated and
sometimes contradictory results. Sometimes men received significantly higher ratings (Basow
& Silberg, 1987; Sidanius & Crane, 1989), sometimes women (Bachen et al., 1999; Rowden
& Carlson, 1996), and sometimes neither (Centra & Gaubatz, 2000; Feldman, 1993). The
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variety of results in these studies suggests that gender does play a role in students’ ratings of
their instructors, but that it is a complex and multifaceted one (Basow et al., 2006).

One reason why prior research on gender bias in student ratings of teaching has provided
such inconclusive results may lie in the research design of these previous studies. A large
portion of research on student ratings of teaching directly utilized those ratings for their data
(e.g. Basow, 1995; Bennett, 1982; Centra, 2007; Centra & Gaubatz, 2000; Marsh, 2001). This
strategy allows for the analysis of a large amount of data, but it does not control for differences
in actual teaching and therefore may fail to capture gender bias in student ratings. Studies that
compare student ratings of instructors explore whether or not there are differences—not
whether or not those differences are the result of gender bias (Feldman, 1993). For example,
a study of ratings may find that a female instructor received significantly lower scores than a
male peer, but it could not assess whether that indicates a true difference in teaching quality.
Perhaps she was not perceived as warm and engaging; failing to meet the gendered expecta-
tions of the students, she may have been rated more poorly than her male peer despite being an
equally effective instructor. Similarly, the lack of a gender disparity in student ratings of
instruction could actually obscure a gender bias if at a particular institution the female faculty
members were, on average, stronger instructors than the males, yet were being penalized by
the students due to bias (Feldman, 1993).

Additionally, a number of situational elements may serve to sway student ratings of male
verses female instructors as male and female professors tend to occupy somewhat different
teaching situations. Men are overrepresented in the higher ranks of academic positions as well
as in STEM fields. They are also more likely to teach upper-level courses whereas women are
more likely to teach introductory courses (Simeone, 1987; Statham et al., 1991). Women are
also more likely than men to be employed in full-time non-tenure track positions as well as in
part-time positions (Curtis, 2011). These factors are highly relevant because instructor rank,
academic area, and class level of the course have all been found to directly impact student
ratings of instruction (Feldman, 1993; Liu, 2012). All of these factors serve to complicate the
relationship between instructor gender and student ratings of instruction and obfuscate the
conclusions that can be drawn from direct studies of such ratings. Studies of actual student
ratings of instruction may tell us more about women’s position in academia than about actual
gender bias in student ratings. In contrast, experimental studies allow the researcher to control
for both the quality and character of the teaching as well as the academic position of the
instructor; ensuring that any differences registered in student ratings indicate, as much as
possible, a bias rather than an actual difference in teaching (Feldman, 1993).

Research Question and Related Hypotheses

The fundamental question examined in this study is whether or not students rate their
instructors differently on the basis of what they perceive those instructors’ gender to be. We
expected that there would be no difference between the ratings for the actual male and female
instructors in the course as every attempt was made to minimize any differences in interaction
and teaching. However, we expected that student ratings of instructors would reflect the
different expectations for male and female instructors discussed above. Instructors whom
students perceived to be male would be afforded an automatic credibility on their competence
and professionalism. Furthermore, they would not be penalized for any perceived deficiency in
their interpersonal skills. Therefore, we expected that students would rate the instructors they
believed to be male more highly than ones they believed to be female, regardless of the
instructors’ actual gender.

Innov High Educ



The Study and Methodology

This study examined gender bias in student ratings of teaching by falsifying the gender of
assistant instructors in an online course and asking students to evaluate them along a number
of instructional criteria. By using a 2-by-2 experimental design (see Table 1), we were able to
compare student evaluations of a perceived gender while holding the instructor’s actual gender
(and any associated differences in teaching style) constant. Any observed differences in how
students rated one perceived gender versus the other must have therefore derived from bias on
the students’ part, given that the exact same two instructors (one of each gender) were being
evaluated in both cases.

Subjects

Data were collected from an online introductory-level anthropology/sociology course offered
during a five-week summer session at a large (20,000+), public, 4-year university in North
Carolina. The University’s institutional review board had approved this study (IRB# 2640). The
course fulfilled one of the university’s general education requirements, and the students
represented a range of majors and grade levels. The majority of the participants were traditional
college-aged students with a median age of 21 years. The instructors taught the course entirely
through a learning management system and students’ only contact with their instructors was
either through e-mail or comments posted on the learning management system. The professor
delivered course content through assigned readings and written PowerPoint slideshow lectures.
The course was broken up into nine different content sections. For each section, students were
required to read the assigned material and make a series of posts on a structured discussion
board. The course had 72 students who were randomly divided into six discussion groups for
the entirety of the course. All discussion board activity took place within the assigned
discussion group. Each discussion group had one instructor responsible for moderating the
discussion boards and grading all assignments for that group. The course professor took two
groups and divided the remaining four between the two assistant instructors, each taking one
group under their own identity and a second under their fellow assistant instructor’s identity (see
Table 1). All instructors were aware of the study being conducted and cooperated fully.

The section discussion boards were the primary source of interaction between students and
the course instructors and, as such, represented 30% of the students’ final grades. The
discussion boards were also an important part of student learning because they were the main
arena in which students could analyze and voice questions about course concepts and material.
The instructor assigned to each discussion group maintained an active presence on each
discussion board, offering comments and posing questions. The instructor also graded stu-
dents’ posts and provided detailed feedback on where students had lost points. The two
assistant instructors for the four discussion groups employed a wide range of strategies so as
to maintain consistency in teaching style and grading. The two assistant instructors composed
personal introduction posts that indicated similar biographical information and background
credentials. They posted on the discussion boards and graded assignments at the same time of
day three days each week to ensure that no group received significantly faster or slower
feedback than others. The professor provided detailed grading rubrics for the discussion
boards, and the instructors coordinated their grading to ensure that these rubrics were applied
to students’ work equitably.2

2 A one-way ANOVA test confirmed that there was no significant variation among all six groups’ discussion
board grades and overall grades for the course.
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Toward the end of the course the professor sent students reminder e-mails requesting that
they complete an online evaluation of their instructor. These evaluations were explained as
serving the purpose of providing the professor with feedback about the instructors’ perfor-
mance. The survey asked students to rate their instructor on various factors such as accessi-
bility, effectiveness, and overall quality. Over 90% of the class completed the evaluation. For
the purpose of this study, we only analyzed data from the discussion groups assigned to the
assistant instructors, leaving us with 43 subjects.

Instrument

The instructor evaluation consisted of 15 closed-ended questions that ask students to rate their
instructors on a variety of measures using a five-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly disagree, 2 =
Disagree, 3 = Neither Agree nor Disagree, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly agree). The survey had six
questions designed to measure effectiveness traits (e.g. professionalism, knowledge, and
objectivity) and six questions designed to measure interpersonal traits (e.g. respect, enthusi-
asm, and warmth). In addition, there were two questions designed to measure communication
skills and one question that asked students to evaluate the instructor’s overall quality as a
teacher. We also asked students to indicate which discussion group they were in and to provide
basic demographic and academic background information including gender, age, year in
school, and number of credit hours currently being taken. All students fully completed the
evaluation, leaving us with no missing data.

We performed all analyses with the 13th version of the Stata statistical analysis program. We
used exploratory factor analysis to test how well the separate questions reflected a common
underlying dimension. Principal component factor analysis revealed that 12 of our items
characterized a single factor for which the individual factor loadings ranged from .7370 to
.9489; sufficiently high to justify merging them into a single index (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, &
Black, 1998). This indicates that those 12 questions on our survey were all measuring the same
latent variable, which we interpret to be a general evaluation of the instructor’s teaching. A
reliability test yielded a Cronbach’s alpha above .950 for the 12 questions. In order to confirm
the factor structure, we used structural equation modeling to test a single latent variable
indicated by our 12 separate questions. Our model was a strong fit to the data (N =43, χ2(47)
=59.18 (not significant), RMSEA =0.078, CFI =0.980, SRMR =0.043) with all loadings
significant at the p <0.001 level. Therefore, we extracted a factor score, student ratings index,
whichweighed each question by how strongly it loaded onto the single factor, providing us with
a single representation of how well each student evaluated their instructor’s teaching.

Analysis

To test for the existence of gender bias in student ratings of teaching, we made two types of
comparisons. First we compared across the actual gender of the assistant instructor, combining
the two groups that had the female assistant instructor (one of which thought they had a male)
into one category and doing the same with the two groups that had the male assistant instructor.
Second, we compared across the perceived gender of the assistant instructor, combining the
two groups that thought they had a female assistant instructor (one of which was actually a
male) into one category and doing the same with the two groups that thought they had a male
assistant instructor. We made both comparisons for the 12 individual questions, as well as the
student ratings index. We used Welch’s t-tests (an adaptation of the Student’s t-test that does
not assume equal variance) to establish the statistical significance of each difference. We also
ran two general linear multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVAs) on the set of 12 variables
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to test the effects of instructor gender (perceived and actual) on all of the questions considered
as a group. A MANOVA allows a researcher to test a set of correlated dependent variables and
conduct a single, overall comparison between the groups formed by categorical independent
variables (Garson, 2012). This F-test of all means addresses the potential for false positive
findings as the result of multiple comparisons.3

Results

Student Ratings of Perceived and Actual Gender

By comparing differences across the actual gender of the assistant instructor with those
observed across the perceived gender of the instructor it is possible to observe whether or
not students rated their instructors differently depending on the gender of the instructor. The
results of this comparison are found in Table 2.

Our MANOVAs indicate that there is a significant difference in how students rated the
perceived male and female instructors (p <0.05), but not the actual male and female instructors.
When looking at the individual questions as well as the student ratings index, there are no
significant differences between the ratings of the actual male and female instructor (the first
and second columns in Table 2). Students in the two groups that had the female assistant
instructor (one of which thought they had a male) did not rate their instructor any differently
than did the students in the two groups that had the male assistant instructor. The left two
columns of Fig. 1 provide a graphic representation of this comparison for the student ratings
index. The overlapping error bars (+/- one standard error) indicate the lack of a significant
difference between how students rated the actual male and female assistant instructors.

When comparing between the perceived gender identities of the instructors (the fourth and
fifth columns in Table 2), we found that the male identity received significantly higher scores
on professionalism, promptness, fairness, respectfulness, enthusiasm, giving praise, and the
student ratings index.4 Looking at the R-squares, all seven of these comparisons yielded a
medium sized effect. It is worth noting, particularly given the small sample size, that the male
instructor identity also received higher scores on the other six questions, though not to a
statistically significant degree. Students in the two groups that perceived their assistant
instructor to be male rated their instructor significantly higher than did the students in the
two groups that perceived their assistant instructor to be female, regardless of the actual gender
of the assistant instructor. This comparison is represented graphically by the right two columns
of Fig. 1, where a clear difference can be observed.

3 We acknowledge that the application of parametric analytical techniques (ANOVA, MANOVA, and t-tests) to
ordinal data (the Likert scale responses) remains controversial among social scientists and statisticians. (See
Knapp (1990) for a relatively balanced review of the debate.) We side with the arguments of Gaito (1980) and
Armstrong (1981) and argue that it is appropriate to do so in our case as the concept being measured is interval,
even if the data labels are not. This practice is common within higher education research. (e.g. Centra & Gaubatz
[2000] Young, Rush, & Shaw [2009]; Basow [1995]; and Knol et al. [2013])
4 While we acknowledge that a significance level of .05 is conventional in social science and higher education
research, we side with Skipper, Guenther, and Nass (1967), Labovitz (1968), and Lai (1973) in pointing out the
arbitrary nature of conventional significance levels. Considering our study design, we have used a significance
level of .10 for some tests where: 1) the results support the hypothesis and we are consequently more willing to
reject the null hypothesis of no difference; 2) our hypothesis is strongly supported theoretically and by empirical
results in other studies that use lower significance levels; 3) our small n may be obscuring large differences; and
4) the gravity of an increased risk of Type I error is diminished in light of the benefit of decreasing the risk of a
Type II error (Labovitz, 1968; Lai, 1973).
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Discussion

With the design of this experiment, we are able to attribute any differences between how
students rated the two perceived genders to gender bias as the students actually evaluated the
same two instructors in each case. Our findings support the existence of gender bias in that

Table 2 Comparison of means of student ratings of teaching across the actual gender of the assistant instructor
and the perceived gender of the assistant instructor

Question Actual
Female

Actual Male Difference Perceived
Female

Perceived
Male

Difference

Caring 4.00 (1.257) 3.87 (0.868) 0.13 (0.004) 3.65 (1.226) 4.17 (0.834) -0.52 (0.071)

Consistent 3.80 (1.322) 3.70 (1.020) 0.10 (0.002) 3.50 (1.357) 3.96 (0.928) -0.47 (0.045)

Enthusiastic 4.05 (1.191) 3.78 (0.850) 0.27 (0.019) 3.60 (1.314) 4.17 (0.576) -0.57† (0.112)

Fair 4.05 (1.050) 3.78 (0.951) 0.27 (0.018) 3.50 (1.192) 4.26 (0.619) -0.76* (0.188)

Feedback 4.10 (1.252) 3.83 (1.029) 0.27 (0.015) 3.70 (1.380) 4.17 (0.834) -0.47 (0.054)

Helpful 3.65 (1.309) 3.83 (0.834) -0.18 (0.008) 3.50 (1.192) 3.96 (0.928) -0.46 (0.049)

Knowledgeable 4.20 (1.056) 4.09 (0.949) 0.11 (0.003) 3.95 (1.191) 4.30 (0.765) -0.35 (0.038)

Praise 4.35 (0.988) 4.09 (0.900) 0.26 (0.020) 3.85 (1.089) 4.52 (0.665) -0.67* (0.153)

Professional 4.30 (1.218) 4.35 (0.935) -0.05 (0.000) 4.00 (1.414) 4.61 (0.499) -0.61† (0.124)

Prompt 4.10 (1.252) 3.87 (0.919) 0.23 (0.013) 3.55 (1.356) 4.35 (0.573) -0.80* (0.191)

Respectful 4.30 (1.218) 4.35 (0.935) -0.05 (0.001) 4.00 (1.414) 4.61 (0.499) -0.61† (0.124)

Responsive 4.00 (1.124) 3.57 (0.843) 0.43 (0.052) 3.65 (1.137) 3.87 (0.869) -0.22 (0.013)

Student Rating
Index

0.09 (1.165) -0.08 (0.850) 0.17 (0.008) -0.33 (1.267) 0.284 (0.584) -0.61† (0.128)

N 20 23 20 23

Note: Each cell contains the mean student response for the question with the standard deviations in parentheses.
The cells in the Difference columns contain the difference between the means with the r-squared in italics and
parentheses. Welch’s t-tests were used to establish the significance of the observed differences.

† p < =0.10.
* p < =0.05.
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Figure 1 Comparison of the mean of student ratings across actual instructor gender (left two columns) and
perceived instructor gender (right two columns). The difference between the right two columns is significant to
the p<=0.10 level.

Innov High Educ



students rated the instructors they perceived to be female lower than those they perceived to be
male, regardless of teaching quality or actual gender of the instructor. The perceived female
instructor received significantly lower ratings on six of the 12 metrics on the survey, as well as
on the student ratings index.

The difference between how students rated the two perceived genders stands in
stark contrast to the fact that neither the actual male nor actual female instructor
received significantly higher ratings than the other. Both instructors performed equally
well from the students’ perspective. However, in both cases the same instructor
received different ratings depending solely on their perceived gender. In other words,
when the actual male instructor was perceived to be female, he received significantly
lower ratings than when he was perceived to be a male. For example, when the actual
male and female instructors posted grades after two days as a male, this was
considered by students to be a 4.35 out of 5 level of promptness, but when the same
two instructors posted grades at the same time as a female, it was considered to be a
3.55 out of 5 level of promptness. In each case, the same instructor, grading under
two different identities, was given lower ratings half the time with the only difference
being the perceived gender of the instructor. Similarly, students rated the perceived
female instructors an average of 0.75 points lower on the question regarding fairness,
despite both instructors utilizing the same grading rubrics and there being no signif-
icant differences in the average grades of any of the groups. These findings support
the argument that male instructors are often afforded an automatic credibility in terms
of their professionalism, expertise, and effectiveness as instructors. Despite the fact
that the students were equally satisfied with the promptness and fairness of the actual
instructors, the instructor that students perceived to be male was considered to be
more effective.

Similarly, both actual instructors demonstrated the same level of interpersonal interac-
tion in their attempts to create a sense of immediacy in the online classroom. Yet the
perceived male instructor received higher ratings on all six interpersonal measures, three
of them significantly. We contend that female instructors are expected to exhibit such
traits and therefore are not rewarded when they do so, while male instructors are
perceived as going above and beyond expectations when they exhibit these traits. In
other words, students have higher interpersonal standards for their female instructors
(Sandler, 1991). Our findings support the existence of this bias. In the online environ-
ment, it is more difficult to create immediacy through verbal communication, and
nonverbal communication and body language are eliminated entirely (O’Sullivan, Hunt,
& Lippert, 2004). Students sanctioned the perceived female instructor for failing to
demonstrate strong interpersonal traits, yet did not do the same for the perceived male
instructor. Both instructors were working within the same confines of online, text-based
communications, but students only penalized the instructor they perceived to be female
for this shortcoming.

Although this experiment was conducted in the online environment, we believe that
the findings apply more broadly to all student ratings of teaching. Rather than testing
for gender bias in the online environment, we used this environment as a natural
laboratory to test for the existence of gender bias in student ratings as a whole. We
argue that the demonstrated bias exists in the general student population and will
manifest itself in both online and face-to-face classrooms. The combination of higher
expectations and lower automatic credibility translates into very real differences in
student ratings of female versus male instructors. Though it is easier to affect
interpersonal characteristics in a face-to-face environment, the fact remains that some
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professors are expected to do so while others are given a ratings boost for those same
behaviors.

Because student ratings of teaching are considered an important measure of teaching
proficiency, the existence of gender bias in those scores needs to be better understood and
acknowledged within the institutional framework of our higher-education system. These
results provide strong evidence that gender bias exists in student ratings of their instructors,
but more work is needed. First and foremost, these results need to be replicated in other similar
online classes. A single case study cannot establish a broad pattern. However, it does suggest
the existence of one and provides incentive for further exploration. Additional studies
of this type could lend weight to these findings and better establish the existence of
this bias throughout academia. Additionally, courses in other subject areas with a
variety of both male and female instructors should follow a similar model to corrob-
orate these findings.

Conclusions

Our findings show that the bias we saw here is not a result of gendered behavior on the part of
the instructors, but of actual bias on the part of the students. Regardless of actual gender or
performance, students rated the perceived female instructor significantly more harshly than the
perceived male instructor, which suggests that a female instructor would have to work harder
than a male to receive comparable ratings. If female professors and instructors are continually
receiving lower evaluations from their students for no other reason than that they are women,
then this particular form of inequality needs to be taken into consideration as women apply for
academic jobs and come up for promotion and review.

These findings represent an important contribution to existing debates over the validity of
student ratings of teaching. (See Benton & Cashin, 2014; Perry & Smart, 2007; and Theall,
Abrami, & Mets, 2001 for reviews.) These debates have highlighted a number of weaknesses
and shortcomings of student ratings of teaching as a reflection of the quality of instruction
being rated (Greenwald, 1997; Johnson, 2003; Svanum & Aigner, 2011). They have also
shown that there is substantial room for updating and improving how student ratings of
teaching are collected, interpreted, and utilized (Hampton & Reiser, 2004; Subramanya,
2014). However, for better or worse, they remain one of the primary tools used to evaluate
educators’ teaching for the purposes of promotion and tenure decisions (Davis, 2009; Svinicki
& McKeachie, 2010). This study demonstrates that gender bias is an important deficiency of
student ratings of teaching. Therefore, the continued use of student ratings of teaching as a
primary means of assessing the quality of an instructor’s teaching systematically disadvantages
women in academia. As this limitation is one of numerous problems associated with the
emphasis on quantitative student ratings of teaching, this work adds to the growing call for re-
evaluation and modification of the current system of evaluating the quality of instruction in
higher education (Hampton & Reiser, 2004; Morrison & Johnson, 2013).

It is also worth noting that this experiment is only scratching the surface of what is possible
with gender studies in the online environment. The online environment presents a unique
opportunity to experiment directly with gender identity. Analyzing the difference in online
behavior of individuals when they perceive that they are interacting with a male or female
could provide a wealth of data on how gender is constructed and treated. We hope that this
experiment serves as a model for future work that will enhance our ability to test for gender
bias in order to further our understanding of its basis, means of perpetuation, and potential
avenues of amelioration.
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Reconsidering FCQs (Faculty Course Questionnaires) 

University of Colorado Denver 
Faculty Assembly Minority Affairs Committee (MAC) 

 

Background 
MAC is charged with making recommendations on the hiring, support, and retention of a diverse 

faculty at CU Denver.  In 2012-13, MAC held a series of Diversity Dialogues to gather 

impressions on the environment at CU Denver with respect to inclusiveness.  These Dialogues 

were conducted in three sessions with students, faculty/staff, and administrators, respectively.   

In 2013-14, MAC followed this series with a goal of tackling the issue of retention more directly.  

The first step was to partner with the Office of Institutional Research and Effectiveness (OIRE) 

to gather and analyze FCQ data to determine if bias exists with respect to faculty members from 

underrepresented ethnic/racial groups.  OIRE gathered and analyzed the data and reported 

findings to MAC.   

Event Summary 
Seventeen people in total attended the session on March 14, 2014 from 11:00-12:15 in the 

Auraria Library from a wide variety of departments including Auraria Library, Sociology, 

Business School, Women’s and Gender Studies, English, Anthropology, Political Science, 

Integrative Biology, CLAS, OIRE, CU Online/OIT.  Rank and titles ranged from Lecture to full 

Professors, and also included a Research Analyst, Senior Business Professional, Associate Dean, 

and Vice Chancellor.  

The forum was moderated by a MAC co-chair and was an open question/answer session.  The 

campus RTP committee had a conflicting meeting and was unable to send a representative, but 

asked that the session be taped instead.  

First, audience members were given a brief overview of some research in the area. For example, 

minority faculty are rated lower on student evaluations, there are preconceptions of warmth 

capability and political bias reflected in questionnaires
1
, Latino faculty are rated lower in 

general
2
, and strict Latino faculty are rated even lower

3
.   

Next, the findings from OIRE were then summarized. In short, controlling for as many factors 

known to affect FCQ’s (course level, instructional method, enrollment, term, percentage female, 

average student age, average student GPA, average course GPA, instructor rank, instructor 

gender), minority instructors were scored approximately 0.25 points lower on both the instructor 

                                                           
1
 Anderson, K. J., & Smith, G. (2005). Students' preconceptions of professors: Benefits and barriers according to ethnicity and 

gender. Hispanic Journal of Behavioral Sciences, 27(2), 184-201.  
2
 Reid, L. D. (2010). The role of perceived race and gender in the evaluation of college teaching on RateMyProfessors.com. 

Journal of Diversity in Higher Education, 3(3), 137-152. 
3
 Smith, G., & Anderson, K. J. (2005). Students' ratings of professors: The teaching style contingency for Latino/a professors. 

Journal of Latinos & Education, 4(2), 115-136.  



and course questions on FCQ’s, on average.  This effect was moderated but not eliminated for 

the interaction of female and minority faculty members. 

The moderator invited participants to join in the discussion by asking the following questions: 

 Do assumptions about gender, race, sexual orientation, national origin and language 

shape FCQ student responses? 

 What is the potential impact of FCQs on the underrepresented racial-ethnic faculty of CU 

Denver? 

 Are there other limitations/hurdles in the tenure and promotion process for 

underrepresented racial-ethnic faculty? 

 What are the alternative methods of evaluating teaching?   

 How can we support faculty in the tenure and promotion process? 

 How can we educate students on providing constructive feedback? 

 How can MAC help you?  

Detailed notes on the responses can be found in the full report.  

 

Summary & Conclusion 
 

As the population of students on the CU Denver campus continues to diversify, it is apparent that 

conversations like these need to continue and turn into actionable items to create a welcoming 

and inclusive environment for both faculty/staff as well as students.  Several takeaways from this 

conversation make it apparent that we are not where we need to be, yet.  Many faculty members 

voiced concerns about “teaching to the FCQ’s” by altering their normal methods in an attempt to 

please everyone as well as shying away from topics germane to the course to not offend anyone.  

The general feeling among the audience implied that this environment with so much emphasis on 

the FCQ is restrictive and possibly even unhealthy for the instructors as well as the students.  

General sentiment was that faculty members must take it upon themselves to prove excellence 

via multiple means of evaluation.  There was also some discussion about guidance on this being 

located somewhere in the Regents’ documents.  However, it is not apparent what resources are 

available to faculty in this regard or where to go for help.  Coupled with this extra burden for 

finding and documenting teaching excellence are two factors that can harm minority faculty even 

more in the tenure and promotion process.  First, on the research side some of the topics that are 

of interest to minority faculty may be considered “fringe” research and thus more difficult to 

achieve publication in the premier outlets.  Second, on the service side many minority faculty 

feel a sense of “cultural taxation” by being asked/expected to serve in multiple service capacities 

to help these committees feel diverse.  This can result in a self-fulfilling negative effect on tenure 

and promotion as faculty are burdened with more work, marginalized in research, and restrained 

in teaching.  Creating an environment that welcomes diverse faculty as well as helps them to be 

successful should be of the highest priority.  The next level of conversation should be shifted 

toward the actionable items in this regard. 
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Reconsidering FCQ’s, an event hosted by the 

Minority Affairs Committee (MAC) of  

University of Colorado Denver Faculty Assembly 

 

Background 

MAC is charged with making recommendations on the hiring, support, and retention of a diverse 

faculty at CU Denver.  In 2012-13, MAC held a series of Diversity Dialogues to gather 

impressions on the environment at CU Denver with respect to inclusiveness.  These Dialogues 

were conducted in three sessions with students, faculty/staff, and administrators, respectively.   

In 2013-14, MAC followed this series with a goal of tackling the issue of retention more directly.  

The first step was to partner with the Office of Institutional Research and Effectiveness (OIRE) 

to gather and analyze FCQ data to determine if bias exists with respect to faculty members from 

underrepresented ethnic/racial groups.  OIRE gathered and analyzed the data and reported 

findings to MAC.   

 Attendees 

Seventeen people in total attended the session on March 14, 2014 from 11:00-12:15 in the 

Auraria Library from a wide variety of departments including Auraria Library, Sociology, 

Business School, Women’s and Gender Studies, English, Anthropology, Political Science, 

Integrative Biology, CLAS, OIRE, CU Online/OIT.  Attendees rank/titles: 

 Lecturer = 2 

 Sr. Instructor = 1 

 Asst.  Professor = 5  

 Assoc. Professor = 3  

 Professor = 1  

 Assoc. Dean = 1 

 Vice Chancellor = 1  

 Director = 1 

 Sr. Business Professional = 1 

 Research Analyst = 1 

 

The forum was moderated by a MAC co-chair and was an open question/answer session.  The 

campus RTP committee had a conflicting meeting and was unable to send a representative, but 

asked that the session be taped instead.  
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Questions and Responses 

First, audience members were given a brief overview of some research in the area as well as 

findings for CU Denver. For example, minority faculty are rated lower on student evaluations
1
, 

there are preconceptions of warmth capability and political bias reflected in questionnaires
2
, 

Latino faculty are rated lower in general, and strict Latino faculty are rated even lower
3
.   

Next, the findings from OIRE were then summarized. In short, controlling for as many factors 

known to affect FCQ’s (course level, instructional method, enrollment, term, percentage female, 

average student age, average student GPA, average course GPA, instructor rank, instructor 

gender), minority instructors were scored approximately 0.25 points lower on both the instructor 

and course questions on FCQ’s, on average.  This effect was moderated but not eliminated for 

the interaction of female and minority faculty members.   

The moderator invited participants to join in the discussion by asking the following questions: 

Do assumptions about gender, race, sexual orientation, national origin and language shape 

FCQ student responses? 

 Associate Professor: Would also be interesting to know how you change your teaching 

based on knowledge that assumptions about gender, race, sexual orientation, national 

origin and language shape FCQ student responses? 

 Yes (comment from lecturer): It can be uncomfortable, and I struggle with feelings 

pertaining to job security. I also pay attention to how information on the dominant group 

is presented, being careful not to appear biased.  

 Yes (Associate Professor): I often need to reorient my teaching toward the subset of class 

that will react negatively; this affects the other students that are there to learn. 

 Vice Chancellor: Students can look for “agendas” of minority faculty. During PTR, it is 

necessary to ensure that the faculty under review can assist with going through the 

comments to understand the context of the FCQ scores. 

 Strict Latino professor – try to be more communicative.  

 Latina instructor – careful about how she is teaching information about dominant groups. 

She does not want to be accused of tearing down dominant groups. Impacts the 

books/readings she selects. Does not feel like she has job security.  

 Teaches human evolution – student comment “I did not come from monkeys, but maybe 

you did.” Yes, students perceptions do have an impact.  

 Forum is an important opportunity to share experience.  

 If a faculty member is teaching a topic that is already challenging to the students and the 

instructor is from racial-ethnic group, this combination causes more tensions.  

 Stereotype threat matters.   

                                                           
1
 Anderson, K. J., & Smith, G. (2005). Students' preconceptions of professors: Benefits and barriers according to ethnicity and 

gender. Hispanic Journal of Behavioral Sciences, 27(2), 184-201. 
2
 Reid, L. D. (2010). The role of perceived race and gender in the evaluation of college teaching on RateMyProfessors.com. 

Journal of Diversity in Higher Education, 3(3), 137-152. 
3
 Smith, G., & Anderson, K. J. (2005). Students' ratings of professors: The teaching style contingency for Latino/a professors. 

Journal of Latinos & Education, 4(2), 115-136. 
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What is the potential impact of FCQs on the underrepresented racial-ethnic faculty of CU 

Denver? 

 Associate Professor:  I have heard from junior faculty that they don’t think they could be 

here another year. There are other environments that may be more welcoming.  

 Assistant Professor: In tenure considerations, it can be hard to prove excellence in 

teaching. This is even more difficult for non-majority faculty given the biases leading to 

lower than average FCQ scores. 

 Lecturer: TAs and lecturers may need to especially “teach” towards the FCQs since 

future jobs are affected by it – to the point of buying donuts, pizza, etc. near FCQ time. 

 Associate Professor: It is important to move emphasis away from FCQs to other 

indicators of effective teaching. 

 Associate Professor: There are other factors looked at rather than FCQs; however, it is 

hard to resist the temptation to put emphasis on something that is a numeric score. 

 Current FCQs build on what students already know. This can be tough since it is hard to 

build off of students with particularly poor backgrounds.  

 Vice Chancellor: There is often useful information in the FCQs that can be used to 

improve a faculty member’s teaching; however, if the faculty member believes they are 

biased, that may limit the use of FCQs towards improvement.  

 Vice Chancellor: FCQs can have more of an effect on lecturers since they don’t have 

multiple means of teaching evaluation to the extent that tenured faculty members do 

through the PTR processes.  

 Associate Professor: I have found it helpful to look back at comments over the last 5 

years for patterns, especially in the written comments. I use these to demonstrate how 

they have changed the way I teach. 

 Have heard from minority faculty who do not intend to stay after 1 year because not 

feeling welcome or supported.   

 Advice received by racial-ethnic faculty. Excellence in teaching and research. Teaching 

is too hard, so focus on research. 

 MAC wants to move the conversations away from student satisfaction, and towards 

student learning.  

 Tenure committees are looking at more than FCQs. How is teaching improving?  

  Students may not remember everything that occurred during the class. Only administered 

at one time. How reliable are the scores? How students are evaluating is like a roller 

coaster. 

 Less flexibility for instructors and TAs for evaluations. They rely heavily on FCQs. How 

can we be supportive of all faculty?  

 Advice to faculty. In dossier, acknowledge that you are “rigorous” in the narrative. But 

also describe how you are “fair.” Be reflective. If receiving the same comments, then it’s 

not an outlier.  

 At comp review, 1 member of the primary unit committee looked through all my FCQs 

and found 1 negative comment and included it in the letter. Received 1 negative vote.   
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Are there other limitations/hurdles in the tenure and promotion process for 

underrepresented racial-ethnic faculty? 

 Vice Chancellor: Often different expectations exist for non-majority faculty members, 

often related to service, which then eats away at time for research and teaching. This is 

particularly true when the faculty member is being chosen to “represent” their group 

(cultural taxation). 

 Lecturer: On positive side, universities are looking for minority faculty. Perhaps that is 

hopeful. 

 Recruiting practices are often good for increasing the number of entering minority faculty 

members; however, afterwards institutions often do little for retention and adopt a “you 

are on your own” attitude. 

 Students are often unaware of the biases they bring to the process as are administrators 

and other faculty members. 

 Vice Chancellor: Often minority faculty use different approaches in their scholarship 

compared to majority faculty or main stream research. They often publish in other 

outlets. During evaluation this can be a detriment. Education is needed to explain these 

differences during evaluation and demonstrate contribution. 

 

What are the alternative methods of evaluating teaching?   

 Find a way to connect teaching, service and research activities to society and societal 

problems. 

 Associate Professor: I teach a summer field school, often without pay. These types of classes 

aren’t given much credit despite the immense contribution to learning. 

 Vice Chancellor to MAC: We should be thoughtful in terms of not only what we as 

individuals can do to address these biases but also think about systemic change, raising the 

consciousness of those making decisions in administration. Consider policies and practices 

along these lines. What are other institutions doing? What systematic changes can be 

suggested? 

 Vice Chancellor: I suggest faculty members conduct a thoughtful mid-semester evaluation to 

look at feedback and make changes as needed. What is going well? What is not going well? 

 Responding to the needs of society. Beyond me and I. What is the impact? Service learning.  

 We need systemic change. Looking at policies. Need to raise consciousness of these issues. If 

we really want to have under-represented faculty, we need to have look at everything.   

 CU Online has midterm survey that mirrors FCQs.  

 Ask mid-term questions in the middle of class.  

 Students are hesitant to hand write their comments. Afraid that the instructor will recognize 

their handwriting. Suggest using google docs, which can be completely anonymous.  
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How can we support faculty in the tenure and promotion process? 

 When I first arrived, there was a mentoring program run by Brenda Allen. It made a huge 

difference to me, e.g., helped with feelings of isolation. I now try to provide this to 

others, e.g., sit in their classes to provide feedback.  

 Regarding peer feedback on teaching: Should be done more than just at the last semester 

before it is needed. When receiving peer feedback, have an initial meeting (explain 

teaching philosophy etc.) and then again post meeting. It is helpful to provide a form or 

suggested questions for evaluation. These things ensure the peer evaluation will be more 

likely useful. 

 Associate Dean: Faculty should be proactive in the creation of the dossier. Be familiar 

with departmental criteria.  

 Creating community 

 Having faculty willing to sit in on my teaching – peer evaluation. Not consistent 

evaluators. Better to go through Center for Faculty Development. Using a template. 

Should happen at different times. Problem some departments have rotating process – Jr 

faculty evaluating a Sr. faculty. Power dynamics matters.  

 RTP looks at who are giving the peer-evaluations. Independent evaluators are more 

meaningful.   

 Can modify tenure criteria through department actions.  

 FCQs have less value these days on FTP cases. Looking for outliers. Multiple layers of 

decision makers.  

 Chairs also need more training on mentoring Jr faculty. They need to know how to 

document evidence for their dossier. 

 

How can we educate students on providing constructive feedback? 

 Encourage students to think about providing comments that would be helpful for future 

offerings. Ask them to be reflective and take the time needed to provide helpful critique. 

 CU Online: They do mid semester evaluation with questions geared towards final FCQ 

questions. This allows faculty a chance to make necessary changes. 

 Have evaluations done using google docs so comments are typed and clearly anonymous. 

 

How can MAC help you?  

 Seek funding to do focus groups and find out how people are feeling. Make the university 

aware of the climate.  

 Provide information to evaluation committees so that they are aware of the biases that do 

exist in FCQ responses as well as the implicit biases in students, departments and faculty. 

 Provide training for faculty on how to conduct evaluations. Often training is focused on 

what you shouldn’t do rather than on what you should do. Also, teach faculty and 

students how to provide useful critiques. 

 Perhaps consider creating and providing a best practices document. 

 Help educate the problem with unintentional bias from student, faculty colleagues, and 

administrators. 

 Brenda is doing a diversity workshop for search committees. Should we do something 

similar for faculty? 
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Summary and Conclusion 

 

As the population of students on the CU Denver campus continues to diversify, it is apparent that 

conversations like these need to continue and turn into actionable items to create a welcoming 

and inclusive environment for both faculty/staff as well as students.  Several takeaways from this 

conversation make it apparent that we are not where we need to be, yet.  Many faculty members 

voiced concerns about “teaching to the FCQ’s” by altering their normal methods in an attempt to 

please everyone as well as shying away from topics germane to the course to not offend anyone.  

The general feeling among the audience implied that this environment with so much emphasis on 

the FCQ is restrictive and possibly even unhealthy for the instructors as well as the students.  

General sentiment was that faculty members must take it upon themselves to prove excellence 

via multiple means of evaluation.  There was also some discussion about guidance on this being 

located somewhere in the Regents’ documents.  However, it is not apparent what resources are 

available to faculty in this regard or where to go for help.  Coupled with this extra burden for 

finding and documenting teaching excellence are two factors that can harm minority faculty even 

more in the tenure and promotion process.  First, on the research side some of the topics that are 

of interest to minority faculty may be considered “fringe” research and thus more difficult to 

achieve publication in the premier outlets.  Second, on the service side many minority faculty 

feel a sense of “cultural taxation” by being asked/expected to serve in multiple service capacities 

to help these committees feel diverse.  This can result in a self-fulfilling negative effect on tenure 

and promotion as faculty are burdened with more work, marginalized in research, and restrained 

in teaching.  Creating an environment that welcomes diverse faculty as well as helps them to be 

successful should be of the highest priority.  The next level of conversation should be shifted 

toward the actionable items in this regard. 
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