An Advisory Statement on Avoiding Bias to Promote Fairness in Promotion and Tenure Decisions

The process of faculty promotion, including granting of tenure, should be fair and equitable to all
candidates. Marquette University values a diverse and inclusive community of teachers and scholars.
Results of many recent studies, however, support the view that achieving and maintaining this vision can
be hindered by obstacles that can disproportionately affect faculty from underrepresented groups.
Everyone involved in the promotion and tenure process at Marquette should be familiar with these
obstacles so that each candidate for promotion receives a fair and equitable evaluation. The purpose of
this document is to provide a brief overview of unconscious bias regarding gender, race, nationality,
sexuality and other factors comprising individual identities.

Multiple Sources of Evidence - The University Committee on Faculty Promotions and Tenure believes
candidate reviews benefit when multiple sources of evidence are provided for review within each of the
dossier categories (research, teaching and service). When multiple sources of evidence are available,
reviewers are able to consider the preponderance of evidence, rather than evidence emanating from a
singular or limited set of sources. As such, the University Committee on Faculty Promotions and Tenure
urges department, college, and school administrators to ensure required data, such as annual (or periodic)
reviews and peer reviews of teaching, are collected during the years leading up to dossier preparation.
Doing so will decrease the reliance on and potential bias associated with any single source of evidence.

Student Evaluations - Student evaluations of teaching, such as the Marquette Online Course Evaluation
System (“MOCES”), constitute an important part of the promotion and tenure dossier for all faculty at
Marquette. The goal of these evaluations is to provide a standardized, quantitative comparison of
teaching effectiveness within and across disciplines. However, studies of similar evaluation methods at
universities worldwide have demonstrated that factors such as gender, race, nationality, sexuality, and
the intersection of these identity factors, for example, can bias these scores. We urge those reviewing
dossiers to be aware of students’ unconscious or conscious bias. For your reference, below are selected
studies that detail these challenges.

. American Sociological Association (2019) Statement on student evaluations of teaching. Link to article

. Boatright-Horowitz SL and Soeung S (2009) Teaching white privilege to white students can mean saying good-bye to positive student
evaluations. American Psychologist 64, 574-575. Link to article

. Boring A (2017) Gender biases in student evaluations of teaching. Journal of Public Economics 145, 27-41. Link to article

. Cesario J and Crawford | (2003) The Effect of Homosexuality on Perceptions of Persuasiveness and Trustworthiness. Journal of
Homosexuality 43:2, 93-110. Link to article

. Chévez K and Mitchell KMW (2020) Exploring bias in student evaluations: gender, race, and ethnicity. PS: Political Science and Politics
53, 270-274. Link to article

. Fan Y, Shepherd U, Slavich E, Waters D, Stone M, Abel R, et al. (2019) Gender and cultural bias in student evaluations: Why
representation matters. PLoS ONE 14(2): e0209749. Link to article

. Heffernan T (2021) Sexism, racism, prejudice, and bias: a literature review and synthesis of research surrounding student evaluations
of courses and teaching. Assessment and Evaluation in Higher Education DOI: 10.1080/02602938.2021.1888075. Link to article

. Kreitzer RJ and Sweet-Cushman J (2021) Evaluating Student Evaluations of Teaching: a Review of Measurement and Equity Bias in
SETs and Recommendations for Ethical Reform. Journal of Academic Ethics DOI: 10.1007/s10805-021-09400-w. Link to article

. MacNell L, Driscoll A, and Hunt AN (2015) What’s in a name: Exposing gender bias in student ratings of teaching. Innovative Higher
Education 40, 291-303. Link to article


https://nam02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.asanet.org%2Fsites%2Fdefault%2Ffiles%2Fasa_statement_on_student_evaluations_of_teaching_feb132020.pdf&data=04%7C01%7Crobert.peoples%40marquette.edu%7C80d112b7ec564ebb9ec708d93006266d%7Cabe32f68c72d420db5bd750c63a268e4%7C0%7C0%7C637593625236000309%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=k17d7mEbYI7ITqO%2BueMQ1s1vgBXOW9GB5baEbiQEZMY%3D&reserved=0
https://www.stetson.edu/other/alana-ia-caucus/media/09%20Teaching%20White%20Privilege%20and%20Course%20Evals.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2016.11.006
https://doi.org/10.1300/J082v43n02_06
https://nam02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.cambridge.org%2Fcore%2Fjournals%2Fps-political-science-and-politics%2Farticle%2Fexploring-bias-in-student-evaluations-gender-race-and-ethnicity%2F91670F6003965C5646680D314CF02FA4&data=05%7C02%7Crobert.peoples%40marquette.edu%7C4487ca5c7b6c45bfd30008dc679faaaa%7Cabe32f68c72d420db5bd750c63a268e4%7C0%7C0%7C638499182840068885%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=I5plWbz9x11W%2B3Ch6ntYLcFBE3%2F0NNsevJPeRCXaKwA%3D&reserved=0
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0209749
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2021.1888075
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/349185345
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10755-014-9313-4

. Oberle CD, Nagurney AJ, and Lee CN (2011) Implicit Prejudicial Biases in Student Learning: The Effects of Sexual Orientation. Journal
of Homosexuality 58:4, 447-461. Link to article

. Reid LD (2010) The role of perceived race and gender in evaluation of college teaching on RateMyProfessors.com. Journal of Diversity
in Higher Education 3(3), 137-152. Link to article
Given the potential for bias, whether conscious or unconscious, in student evaluations of teaching for
faculty in the relevant categories, we urge caution in placing undue emphasis on MOCES scores when
evaluating faculty teaching, and recommend that the potential for bias, as well as alternative
explanations, such as teaching content that is seen as challenging to students’ assumptions or beliefs, be
considered when interpreting student evaluation scores.

Service Expectations - Female faculty and those from underrepresented groups often have a larger service
load. Some of the service can be documented, such as service on committees, but members from
marginalized groups often also do more "invisible service." For example, faculty of color are often sought
out by students of color for informal mentoring sessions or advice on navigating the college years. These
faculty also typically face greater expectations to serve on committees addressing diversity. Finally, faculty
of color often play disproportionate roles in community outreach for the University. We urge all those
who review dossiers to be aware of potential inequities in service. For your reference, below are selected
studies that document these challenges.
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Scholarship — Bias can also extend to the evaluation of scholarship. A recent review article (in the
neuroscience journal Neuron) concluded that gender bias affects “every aspect of academia,” including
lower citation rates of articles by women compared to men in some fields, for example. Research on issues
related to diversity (e.g., gender, sexual identity, health disparities, racism) has also historically been
undervalued in some disciplines. We urge that these factors be taken into consideration when evaluating
the scholarship of candidates. Below are selected studies that document these challenges.
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