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This experimental study examined the effects of professor gender, pro-
fessor race, and student gender on student ratings of teaching effective-
ness and amount learned. After watching a three-minute engineering
lecture presented by a computer-animated professor who varied by
gender and race (African American, White), female and male under-
graduates (A'̂ = 325) completed a 26-question student evaluation form
and a 10-(^estion true/false quiz on the lecture content. Contrary to
predictions, male students gave significantly higher ratings than fe-
male students on most teaching factors and African American profes-
sors were rated higher than White professors on their hypothetical in-
teractions with students. Quiz results, however, supported predictions:
higher scores were obtained by students who had a White professor
compared to those who had an African American professor, and by stu-
dents who had a male professor compared to those who had a female
professor. These results may be due to students paying more attention
to the morE normative professor. Thus, performance measures may
be a more sensitive indication of race and gender biases than student
ratings. Tte limited relationship between student ratings and student
leaming suggests caution in using the former to assess the latter.

Student ratings of professors play an ex- Warrington, 2006; Basow & Martin, 2012;
tremely infiuential role in personnel decisions Reid, 2010; Sprague & Massoni, 2005). The
related to hiring, promotion, tenure, and sal- current study examined the effects of profes-
aries in the U.S. (Cashin. 1999). In a survey sor gender and race on student ratings and
completed in 1998 by 4-year liberal arts col- performance using an experimental design,
leges, 88.1% of schools reported "always us- Social psychological research has docu-
ing" student evaluations ES a primary method mented how a rater's perception of and reac-
to eyaluate teacher performance, a percentage tion to another person can be affected by bias,
that has continued to increase in recent years either consciously or unconsciously (Biemat,
(Seldin, 1999). Despite the important role 2003; Eagly& Karau, 2002; Phelan, Moss-Ra-
that student ratings of professors play in em- cusin, & Rudman, 2008.) In particular, gender
ployment decisions, there stiü is tremendous and race stereotypes may create different
tmcertainty about what exactly these ratings expectations for different individuals. For
assess and whether they could refiect student example, because women are expected to be
gender and racial biases (Addison, Best, & nurturant and caring, a woman's interpersonal
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skills may be viewed more critically in a rater's
overall evaluation than is the case when rating
her male counterpart. Furthermore, women
and minorities often must work harder to be
perceived as equally competent as White men
(the normative group), and it is far easier for
them to "fall from grace" as well (Biemat,
Fuegen, & Kobrynowicz, 2010; Foschi, 2000).
That is, a mistake or negative qualify is viewed
more negatively when the person being rated is
from a minorify group than when the person is
from the majorify/ normative group. Thus, the
same behavior, such as grading harshly, might
be perceived more negatively by students if the
professor is a woman or African American or
Hispanic (who "should" be "nice" and "car-
ing") than if the professor is a White man (who
has greater legitimacy due to both race and
gender). Such indeed seems to be the case. For
example, Sinclair and Kunda (2000) found that
students responded differentially to negative
feedback (low grades) from a professor de-
pending upon whether the professor was a man
or a woman. When students received negative
feedback from a woman, they rated her as less
competent than they did a man.

In the student evaluation literature, there
is more research on the effects of professor
gender than professor race on student ratings,
probably because non-White professors are
such a minorify in the professorate. Field
research regarding potential biases in stu-
dent ratings is challenging for other reasons
as well. Professors in real life vary on many
factors, all at the same time: gender, race, age,
attractiveness, discipline, years of experience,
personal sfyle, etc. Thus, partialling out the
effects of gender and/or race alone often is
not possible. Laboratory research allows for
a more controlled examination of individual
variables and was used in the current study.
Although the extemal validify of laboratory
studies can be questioned, research suggests
that they can generalize to the field. For ex-
ample, Ambady and Rosenthal (1993) found

that laboratory ratings of a brief (30 seconds)
nonverbal video clip of a professor correlated
significantly with the usual end-of-semester
student ratings.

Previous research on the effects of profes-
sor gender on student ratings typically find
few main effects, especially on global ratings
of teacher effectiveness (e.g., Bennett, 1982;
Feldman, 1993.) When effects are found,
their size is small (e.g., Basow, 1995; Centra
& Gaubatz, 2000.) Nonetheless, professor
gender may affect student ratings in subtle
ways, often in interaction with student gender
or gender-typing of the discipline, and often
only on certain aspects of teaching. In partic-
ular, although male faculfy tend to be rated
similarly by their male and female students,
female faculfy tend to be rated lower by their
male students and sometimes higher by their
female students (Basow, 1995; Basow & Sil-
berg, 1987; Centra & Gaubatz, 2000; Feldman,
1993). Thus, unless student gender is examined
in interaction with professor gender, the aver-
age ratings of male and female professors look
similar. Male students are also less likely than
female students to name a female professor as
their "besf ' professor, even when controlling
for the total number of female professors they
have had (Basow, 2000; Basow, Phelan, &
Capotosto, 2006). In contrast, female students
often do choose women faculty as "best" and
rate them higher than male faculfy, especially
on qualities related to "faimess" and "provid-
ing a comfortable classroom environment."
These gendered teacher qualities also were
found in Sprague and Massoni's (2005) study
examining the descriptions of a student's best
teacher. Best male teachers were more likely
to be described as ninny while best female
teachers were more likely to be categorized as
nurturing and caring by both female and male
students. In general, a variefy of studies have
found that men faculfy often are rated higher
than women on questions related to scholar-
ship/knowledge and dynamism/enthusiasm.
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while women facility often are rated higher
than men on questions relating to faculty-stu-
dent interactions (Bachen, McLoughlin, &
Garcia, 1999; Basow & Montgomery, 2005;
Bennett, 1982; Centra & Gaubatz, 2000).

There have been veiy few studies of the
effects of professor race on student ratings,
but those that have been conducted often find
that African American and Hispanic factilfy re-
ceive lower evaluations than White and Asian
faculfy (Basow & Martin, 2012). For example,
using student evaluations of facility at the top
25 liberal arts colleges in the U.S. posted on
the website ratemyprofessor.com, Reid (2010)
found that Black facility, especially Black men,
were evaluated more critically and given lower
ratings on qualify, helpfiihiess, and clarity than
their White counterparts. (The main effect of
professor race was qualified by an interaction
with professor gender.) Although ratings on the
website ratemyprofessor.com are not randomly
collected, there is evidence that such ratings
correlate significantly with actual on-site
course ratings (e.g., Timmerman, 2008). Sim-
ilar to Reid's results. Smith (2007) found that
White faculfy were rated consistently higher
than Black faculty on global measures of over-
all teaching at a large universify in the south
U.S. Because these are naturalistic studies, it is
not clear whether such differential ratings are
due to bias, to actual differences in teaching ef-
fectiveness, or to other factors, such as subject
matter being taught or teaching style. Some in-
dication that bias may be involved comes from
a study by Ho, Thomsen, and Sidanius (2009)
who examined how ratings of professor intel-
lectual competence and sensitivity to students
related to ratings of overall teaching effective-
ness in a sample of 5,655 randomly-selected
students. Although the overall performance rat-
ings of African American faculty did not differ
from those of White factilfy, students' percep-
tions of intellecttial competence were a bigger
factor in the overall performance evaluations
of Black compared to White faculfy. That is.

there was a stronger correlation between intel-
lectual competence ratings and overall perfor-
mance ratings for the Afiican American faculty
than for the Caucasian faculfy. This finding is
consistent with social psychological research
findings that lower status groups (e.g., women,
African Americans) must "prove" competence
when evaluated for high status positions (e.g.,
Foschi, 2000).

In one of the few laboratory studies on
the effects of professor race (White, Asian,
or Afiican American) and gender on student
evaluations, Bavishi, Madera, and Hebl
(2010) asked entering college students to rate
a Curricula Vita which varied by gender (in-
dicated by name and title) and race/ethnicify
(indicated by name and organizational mem-
berships) as to the competency, legitimacy,
and interpersonal skills of the hypothetical
professor. Results revealed that Afiican Amer-
ican professors, especially women, were rated
the lowest on all three dimensions and Asian
professors were rated lower than the White
professors on interpersonal skills.

Another issue of concern in the student
rating literature is the degree to which such
ratings reftect actual teaching effectiveness
rather than more subjective variables, such
as bias or "liking" (see Basow & Martin,
2012). Previous research is mixed on the rela-
tionship between student ratings and student
achievement: although student ratings are
significantly correlated with student grades in
universify settings (as would be expected if
students learn more from more highly-rated
professors), the correlation is actually higher
between expected grade and student ratings
than between actual grade and student rating
(Ducette & Kenney, 1982; Greenwald & Gill-
more, 1997; Millea & Grimes, 2002). A re-
cent meta-analysis (Clayson, 2009) fotmd no
published findings after 1990 that contained
a statistically significant positive association
between student leaming and student ratings.

The effects of professor race and gender
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on student leaming have rarely been exam-
ined. In one laboratory study on the effects of
professor gender and teaching sfyle (expres-
sive/nonexpressive) on student ratings and
achievement, Basow (1990) found that pro-
fessors (videotaped actors giving a short his-
tory lecture) in the expressive condition were
rated more positively than the same professors
in the nonexpressive condition, but these stu-
dent ratings were not significantly correlated
with student recall of lecture content based on
a multiple-choice test. Instead, students who
had the male lecturer scored the highest, es-
pecially when he was nonexpressive, perhaps
because they found the more normative (i.e.,
male) professor more credible.

In order to increase understanding of fac-
tors impacting student leaming in post-sec-
ondary environments, more experimental
research is needed on the effects of professor
race, professor gender, and student gender on
leaming outcomes and professor evaluations.
The present study, the first of its kind, exam-
ined the effects of professor race (White, Afii-
can American) and gender along with student
gender on student ratings and performance
after hearing a computer-based lecture given
by a computer-animated professor. The brief
lecture was on an engineering-related topic
("fiow visualization") because previous re-
search has shown the most negative attitudes
fj-om both male and female students toward
women professors may occur in natural sci-
ence and engineering fields (Basow, 1995;
Basow & Montgomery, 2005). Our student
evaluation measure was multi-factorial (tap-
ping factors of Scholarship, Organization/
Clarify, Instmctor-Group Interaction, In-
stmctor-Individual Student Interaction, and
Dynamism/Enthusiasm), as professor race
and gender may affect only certain aspects of
teaching (Basow, 1998). Finally, we includ-
ed a measure of performance (tme/false test
based on lecture content) to examine the rela-
tionship between student ratings of teaching

and actual student leaming.
In this 2 (professor gender) x 2 (profes-

sor race) x 2 (student gender) between-par-
ticipants experimental study, we provided
four groups of respondents with an identical
3-minute video clip adjusted to look and
sound either male or female and either White
or Afiican American. We hypothesized the
following: Hypothesis 1: Based on previous
research (Bachen et al.; Basow, 1998; Centra
& Gaubatz, 2000), there should be a signifi-
cant interaction between professor gender and
student gender such that male students should
give lower ratings to the female professors
than did female students on questions related
to Scholarship and Dynamism/Enthusiasm.
However, both male and female students
should rate the women professors higher
than the male professor on the interpersonal
questions. Hypothesis 2: there should be a
main effect of professor race such that White
professors should receive higher ratings than
Afiican American professors (based on Bav-
ishi et al., 2010; Ho et al., 2009; Reid, 2010;
Smith, 2007). It is possible that professor race
and professor gender would interact such that
Afiican American women professors received
the lowest ratings (Bavishi et al., 2010). Hy-
pothesis 3 was based on the effects of the
independent variables on test performance
and was exploratory. Although field research
suggests student ratings should be modestly
correlated with student achievement (Ducette
& Kenney, 1982; Greenwald & Gilhnore,
1997; Millea & Grimes, 2002), laboratory
research (Basow, 1990; Basow & Distenfeld,
1985) has not found this to be the case. In-
stead, student performance may vary with the
gender and/or race of the professor. If a White
male professor is viewed as the most norma-
tive and credible, especially for a technical
lecture, students may pay more attention and
therefore score higher on the recall test.
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Metbod

Participants
Three hundred and twenfy-nine tradition-

al-aged (18-22 years old) undergraduates (126
men, 203 women) from a small private liberal
arts college in northeastem U.S. participated
in this study for extra credit (from psychol-
ogy, economics, or mathematics courses).
The sample was 80.5% White/Caucasian (N
= 265), 8.5% Asian/Pacific Islander (N= 28),
4.6% Hispanic (N= 15), 3.6% Black/African
American (N = 12), 6% Middle Eastern/Ar-
abic (N= 2), and 2.1% Other (N= 7). These
demographics are proportional to those of the
college (e.g., 80% White/Caucasian). The
majorify of students were either Social Sci-
ences or Natural Sciences majors (N=l 19 and
N=113, respectively). Grade Point Averages
(GPAs) ranged from 2.0 to 4.0 (highest), with
a mean of 3.32 and a mode of 3.00. Sixfy-one
participants were freshman, 128 were sopho-
mores, 83 were juniors and 57 were seniors.
Chi-Square analyses revealed that participants
in the four experimental professor conditions
(White Female, White Male, Black Female,
Black Male) did not significantly (p > .05)
vary by major, class year, or race/ethnicify
(White vs. non-White). The GPAs of students
in the four conditions also did not significant-
ly differ {p > .05). Due to incomplete infor-
mation for some variables used as covariates,
the final sample consisted of 300 participants,
116 men and 184 women.

Materials
Professor manipulation. To control for at-

tractiveness of the professor, a pilot study was
conducted in which 10 college students (five
male and five female) rated the attractiveness
of 20 faces (five Black men, five Black wom-
en, five White men, and five White women
obtained from an on-line photo database)
on a 5-point Likert scale where 1 = "very
unattractive" and 5 = "very attractive." The
four final faces selected were chosen by first

eliminating the faces from each race and gen-
der that had the highest and the lowest mean
attractiveness rating. The four faces that were
most similarly rated (Ms = 3.1 - 3.3) were
chosen; there were no significant differences
among the four faces in average attractiveness
ratings using the pilot data. However, using
the entire sample, ratings of attractiveness did
vary significantly for the male and female fac-
es, F(\, 321) = 10.62,;? =001, Ti2 = .032, with
the female professors rated as more attractive
(M= 2.81, SD = .97) than the male professors
(M=2.45,SD=.99).

Crazy Talk 6, a facial animation creator,
was used to generate the animated professor
for the four different conditions. Through the
program. Black male. Black female. White
male, and White female animated professors
were created and brought to life through the
use of the program's text-to-speech and facial
animation features. The animation showed
only a talking head in which the eyes and
mouth moved.

Prior to conducting the study, a ten-minute
sample lecture was obtained from an engi-
neering professor at the college, but only the
beginning three minutes were used. This lec-
ture was presented by the animated professor
in each of the four different conditions. To
import the lecture into the program, a text-
to-speech feature was used. The lecture was
recorded using a female voice, and a voice
changer was utilized for the male videos as
a way to keep the tone and infiection of each
voice constant. Computers were used to show
the three-minute engineering lecture to each
subject. The lecture, titled "The Art and Sci-
ence of Flow Visualization," covered basic
engineering concepts concerning the history
and study of fiow visualization. Although the
lecture was very brief, Ambady and Rosenthal
(1993) have shown that evaluations of teach-
ers that were made after viewing a 30-second
nonverbal video clip predicted end-of-the-se-
mester evaluations.
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Teacher evaluations. The main dependent
measure was an adapted version of Hüdebrand
and Wüson's (1970) teacher evaluation form
used in previous research (Basow, 1990; Basow
& Montgomery, 2005; Basow & Sübeig, 1987).
The form included 25 questions that measured
five factors with five questions each: Scholar-
ship (Cronbach's a = .68 in the current study).
Organization/clarity (a = .80), Instructor-group
interaction (a = .84), Instructor-individual in-
teraction (a = .87), and Dynamism/Enthusiasm
(a = .86), as weü as a final question that mea-
sured the professor on a global measure. Each
question on the form was rated using a 5-point
Likert scale, where 1 = "well below average"
and 5 = 'Veil above average." The questions on
the form examined specific components of the
teacher's nature and abihty. The final question
on the rating form looked at a global evalua-
tion of the teacher's overall ability, asking for
a general rating of teaching ability. Given the
nature of the computer program and its inability
to gauge interaction or discussion, all questions
pertaining to instructor-group interaction and
instmctor-individual interaction were adapted
to contain hypothetical questions about the
instructor's abilities to engage with his or her
students. Therefore, students were asked how
well they expected the professor to perform in
such situations where he or she was engaging
with students. Simüar hypothetical questions
have been used effectively in previous research
(e.g., Bavishi et al., 2010).

Student achievement. The students were
given a 10-question tme/false-choice quiz
created by the authors to measure their com-
prehension of the material. For half of the
questions, the correct answer was Tme; for
the other half, the correct answer was False.
Thus, a chance score would be 5.

Demographics. The students also fiüed out
demographic questions, asking for their gen-
der, race, class-year, major, and GPA as well
as perceptions of the computer image (how
natural the video looked on a 5-point scale.

where I = "extremely unnatural" and 5 =
"extremely natural," as well as how attractive
the professor was, rated from 1= "extremely
unattractive" to 5 = "extremely attractive.")

Procedure
The between-participants design, a 2 (race

of professor: Afiican American or White) X
2 (gender of professor) X 2 (gender of the
student), had two independent variables (race
and gender of the professor) and one quasi-in-
dependent variable (gender of the student).

After completing an informed consent
form, students were assigned to condition
using block randomization within student
gender. Block randomization was used to en-
sure that relatively equal numbers of women
and men would view each of the four "pro-
fessors." Participants were told that the study
was created to examine the effectiveness of
online-teaching simulations. Each participant
was shovra the lecture on a computer in an
individual cubicle while wearing headphones.
After watching the lecture, the student filled
out an online teacher evaluation form, fol-
lowed by the 10-item tme/false quiz. Finally,
students were asked questions about the com-
puter image (its naturalness and attractive-
ness) as well as personal demographics. At
the conclusion of the study, the participants
were asked what they thought the study was
about before they were debriefed. No one
guessed the race and gender variables.

Results

Preliminary Analyses
In exiunining participants' ratings of how

natural the computer animation appeared, no
significant main effect of the independent
variables was found, although the mean
ratings indicated that students perceived the
computerized image to be very unnatural (M
= 1.40, SD = .70. Because there was a sig-
nificant main effect for professor gender on
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Table 1. Correlations of Evaluations and Quiz Scores, GPA, Attractiveness, and
Naturalness Ratings (A^=329)

Factor

Scholarship

Organization/Clarity

Instructor-Group

Instructor-Individual

Dynamism/Enthusiasm

Overall

Quiz Score

Quiz Score

.08

.14*

.09

.08

.09

.13*

GPA

-.10

-.09

-.00

-.04

.00

-.07

.11

Attractiveness

.16**

.21**

.27**

.29**

.25**

.22**

-.05

Naturalness

.17**

.19**

.28**

.28**

.26**

.29**

-.03

Note. *p<.05, **p<.OI

attractiveness ratings of the computer-animat-
ed professor, as noted previously, and because
both attractiveness and naturalness ratings
were significantly positively correlated with
all the student ratings measures (see Table 1),
these two ratings (attractiveness and natural-
ness) were used as covariates in all analyses.

An analysis of student GPA revealed that
female students had significantly higher GPAs
(M= 3.38, SD = .36) than male students (M
= 3.22, SD = .41) F(l, 295)=13.30, p < .001,
T\2 = .043, especially in the woman professor
conditions, F{1, 295) = 6.28, p =.013, TI2 =
.031. Therefore, GPA also was used as a co-
variate in all analyses.

Student Ratings
The six dependent variables measured by

the teacher evaluation form (five factor scores
plus the overall rating) were examined in a 2
X2X2MANCOVA.

Contrary to Hypothesis 1, there was no
significant interaction between professor
gender and student gender. However, there
was a significant MANCOVA main effect of
student gender, F(6, 284) = 3.39,;? = .003, TÎ
= .067, observed power = .939, with male stu-
dents rating professors higher than did female
students on the following measures: Instruc-
tor-Group Interaction, Instructor-Individual
Student Interaction, Dynamism Enthusiasm,

and overall. Results approached significance
on Organization/Clarify. See Table 2 for F
values, effect sizes, means and SDs. There
was no significant effect of student gender on
the Scholarship factor.

Professor race had a significant MANCO-
VA effect on student ratings, F(6,284) = 2.61,
p =.018, r\^ =.052, but in a direction opposite
that predicted in Hypothesis 2. Añican Amer-
ican professors were rated significantly higher
than White professors on Instructor-Group in-
teraction, F(l, 289) = 5.05,/7= .025, TI^=.O17,

observed power = .61. Findings approached
significance on ratings of Instructor-Individ-
ual Student Interaction, F(l, 289) = 3.18, p =
.076, j]2 =.011, observed power = .428. See
Table 3 for means and SDs.

Quiz Scores
A 3-way ANCO VA on quiz scores revealed

main effects of professor gender, F(l, 290) =
4.89, /? =.028, Tî  = .017, observed power =
.596, and professor race, F(l, 290) = 5.98, p
= .015, Tî  = .02, observed power = .683. Par-
ticipants who viewed male professors scored
significantly higher on the quiz (M= 6.64, SD
= 1.46) than did those who viewed female
professors (M= 6.18, SD = 1.56). Similarly,
participants who viewed White professors
scored significantly higher on the quiz (M =
6.64, SD = 1.46) than did those who viewed
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Table 2. Means, Standard Deviations (SD), and F Values of Ratings of Professors
and Quiz Scores by Student Gender

Measure

Scholarship

Oiganization/Clarityt

Instructor-Group* *

Instructor-Individual*

Dynamism/Enthusiasm**

Overall**

Quiz Scores

Attractiveness

Naturalness

Note: •\p< .10, *p<.05.

Men (N=

M

3.08

3.66

2.68

2.62

3.04

2.91

6.48

2.52

1.36

**p<.Ol

Student Gender

116)

So
.71

.70

.77

.77

.86

.91

1.34

1.03

.70

Women (N=

M

3.01

3.49

2.50

2.54

2.81

2.56

6.36

2.70

1.43

184)

SD

.69

.77

.86

.99

.88

1.06

1.63

.98

.70

fl(l,289)

.68

3.63

7.44

4.14

9.48

13.23

^'

.00

.012

.025

.014

.032

.044

African American professors (M = 6.17, SD
= 1.56).

There was no main effect for student
gender nor any significant interactions.
Student performance did not significantly
differ by student major (Humanities, Social
Sciences, Natural Sciences, Engineering, or
Interdisciplinary).

As shown in Table 1, scores on the quiz
were significantly correlated (p < .05) only
with student ratings of Organization/Clarity,
r(326) = .14, and overall effectiveness, r(326)
= .13. Students who rated the computer-ani-
mated professor higher in overall effective-
ness as well as on questions tapping organi-
zation and clarity were more likely to score
higher on the quiz than students who rated the
professor low on these qualities.

Discussion

Overall, although the hypotheses were not
supported when student ratings of teaching
effectiveness were examined, the hypotheses
were supported when student performance
was considered. Specifically, student evalua-
tions did not vary by teacher gender, nor was
there a significant interaction with student

gender (Hypothesis 1), but students who
viewed a male professor scored better on the
quiz than did students who viewed a female
professor (Hypothesis 3). Similarly, although
students rated the African American professor
higher than the White professor on several
teaching dimensions, those tapping hypothet-
ical interactions with students, directly oppo-
site prediction (Hypothesis 2), students who
had an Afiican American professor acttially
performed more poorly on the quiz than did
students who had a White professor (Hpothe-
sis 3). Another unexpected result was that stu-
dent evaluation ratings by male students were
significantly higher than female students. As
predicted, student quiz performance was only
slightly (but significantly) related to overall
ratings of teacher effectiveness and to ratings
on Organization/clarity.

Male students were expected to rate male
professors higher than female professors
while female students were expected to show
the opposite pattern (Hypothesis 1), based
on previous research (Bachen et al., 1999;
Basow, 1998.) Such a pattern was not found,
perhaps because male students tended to give
all professors higher ratings than did female
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Table 3. Means and Standard Deviations of Ratings of Professors and Quiz Scores
by Professor Race

Measure

Scholarship

Organization/Clarity

Instructor/Group*

Instnictor/Individualf

Dynamism/Enthusiasm

Overall

Quiz Scores*

Attractiveness

Naturalness

Professor Race

White (Ai=

M

2.98

3.59

2.48

2.42

2.87

2.66

6.64

2.64

1.42

152)

SD

.72

.71

.78

.84

.87

.99

1.46

.98

.70

Blaek

M

3.09

3.52

2.66

2.59

2.94

2.74

6.17

2.63

1.38

{N= 148)

SD

.66

.78

.86

.90

.89

1.05

1.56

1.02

.70

0. */?<.O5

Students on all teaching factors except Schol-
arship. (The lack of significance on Scholar-
ship may be due to its relatively low intemal
reliabilify-.68-in this study.) The absence of
the predicted gender interaction may be a sign
that gender bias is less a factor today than it
was previously, given the greater percentage
of women in the professorate today (42%;
National Center for Edncational Statistics,
2007.) The unexpected main effect for student
gender is inconsistent with previous research
(e.g., Tatro, 1995). Perhaps the technical topic
appealed more to men more than to women.
Student major did vary by gender (more
male than female engineering and business/
economics majors, more female than male
psychology and biology majors), but students
with different majors did not significantly
vary in how they rated professors. Another
possible explanation for the higher ratings
given by male participants may be the mode
of administration: men may like information
presented on a computer cr by an avatar more
than do women (Luppicini, 2007). These re-
sults, if replicated, may have implications for
on-line instmction in general.

The higher ratings received by Afiican
American lecturers compared to White lec-
turers are opposite those hypothesized (Hy-
pothesis 2) as well as the results of previous
research, both naturalistic and laboratory
(Bavishi et al., 2010; Ho et al., 2009; Reid,
2010; Smith, 2007). However, the only sig-
nificant finding was with respect to how the
professor would likely interact with students
as a group. Because this rating was hypothet-
ical, it may have been more vulnerable than
other ratings (such as of organization or dy-
namism) to subjective factors. For example,
it is possible that students over-valued the
Afiican American professors in order to ap-
pear non-prejudiced, as Harber (1998) found
when White students had to give feedback to
a peer they thought was Afiican American. In
Harber's study, the differential feedback only
occurred with respect to subjective factors,
such as essay qualify, and not more objective
ones, like essay mechanics.

Unlike the student ratings of teacher effec-
tiveness, the quiz results were more consistent
with predictions (Hypothesis 3). Those who
saw a White professor and those who saw a
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male professor scored higher on the quiz than
those who saw an African-American profes-
sor and those who saw a female professor. The
gender results are consistent with those found
by Basow (1990). It may be that students pay
less attention to, or put less credence on, the
lecture of a non-normative professor than to
the more normative one, especially since the
lecture topic was a technical ("masculine")
one. Because performance on the quiz is less
subject to socially desirable responding than
are student ratings of teaching, quiz perfor-
mance may be the more sensitive measure of
student reactions to professor race and gender.

The current results add to literature ques-
tioning the validify of student ratings of pro-
fessors (Addison et al., 2006; Clayson, 2009;
Greenwald & Gilhnore, 1997; Zabaleta,
2007). There were very few significant cor-
relations between quiz performance and stu-
dent ratings of teaching effectiveness, and the
two that did occur (for Organization/clarify
and overall effectiveness) were very small in
size. Furthermore, attractiveness ratings sig-
nificantly correlated with each of the teaching
dimensions, as other researchers have noted
(e.g., Hamermesh & Parker, 2005; Riniolo,
Johnson, Sherman, & Misso, 2006), which
fijrther undermines our confidence that stu-
dent ratings actually assess teaching prowess.
Nonetheless, the two significant correlations
do suggest that those who leamed more view
their instmctor as better organized and more
effective than those who leamed less.

One of the limitations of the study was
the use of a very brief (three minute) com-
puter-animated lecture given by a talking
head that was considered to be very unnat-
ural-looking. Clearly, classroom professors
present a very different stimulus: they use a
variefy of teaching sfyles and visual aids, and
they interact with students both in and outside
of class. Nonetheless, significant results were
found despite using naturalness ratings (as
well as attractiveness ratings and GPA) as

covariates. Furthermore, Ambady and Rosen-
thai (1993) have shown that students form
a general impression of an instmctor very
quickly, based on rather limited information;
this general impression then forms the basis
of ratings of teacher effectiveness.

Another limitation of the study was the
predominantly White sample. Because mi-
norify students were relatively few in number,
separate analyses by race/ethnicify were not
possible. Although results did not change
much when the results from only White stu-
dents were analyzed, there may be interactions
between professor race and student race (Dee,
2005; Ehrenberg, Goldhaber, & Brewer, 1995;
Gramzow & Gaertnér, 2005) that should be
considered in fiature research. Clearly, these
results need to be replicated with diverse popu-
lations using a variefy of lecture topics.

Finally, although laboratory studies have
benefits over naturalistic studies given the
greater degree of control over potential con-
founds, the effect sizes of all findings are small,
which suggests that their practical infiuence
may be difficult to discem in the field The
effects of professor race and gender on student
ratings and achievement are likely to be subtle,
affected by many other variables (student race
and gender, course content and discipline, per-
sonality traits, grading leniency, etc.)

Overall, the current study suggests that
student evaluations may not be a good indica-
tor of actual teaching effectiveness. Students
may rate professors highly even when they do
not seem to leam from them, as suggested by
the higher student evaluations received by Af-
rican American professors but the lower quiz
performance of their students. Gender bias in
student ratings may be harder to discem than
in the past, but may still operate at the level
of student attention and interest and show
up in student performance. Clearly, student
evaluations need to be used cautiously, with
recognition of their many limitations.
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