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Supervisory ratings are the most common method of performance
eva l uation . In using such ratings , one employee (usually a supervisor)
is required to rate another emp l oyee on severa l traits or performance
dimens ions. The pitfalls inherent in the use of such criteria are
well known. However, relatively little research has been done on racial
bias as a source of Contaminati on ~fl performance ratings.~’-The primary
purpose of this research was to assess the degree to which rating
behavior is affected by the race of rater and ratee.

Three primary hypotheses were tested : (1) Eva l uations of job perform-
ance are related to the race of rater and ratee ; (2) In the absence of
relevant i nformation perce i ved attitude similarit y is related to the race
of the individuals i nvolved ; and (3) The effects of racial bias on per-
formance ratings will depend upon the cognitive ba l ance between rate r,
ratee , and the ratee ’s performance .

Ei ght hypothetica l college instructors were eva l uated by 174 wh i te
and 129 black college students. Each instructor ’s teaching performance was
described using statements of predete rmined favorability . Three leve ls of
teaching performance , good , average , and poor were describeth The race of
the instructors was manipulated through the use of photographs. Each sub-
ject eva l uated every instructor in terms of (a) quality of performance ,
(b) promotability , (c) agreement with his teach i ng philosophy , (d)agreeme rr t
with his philosophy about students and (e) expected change in future
performance.

The hypotheses were tested using correlationa l analyses. Race of
rater and ratee was not related to the performance evaluations of good
instructors. Where teaching performance was described as poor , whi te
ra ters favored wh i te instructors over black instructors in terms of quality
of performance. Where teaching performance was described as average , wh i te
ra ters favored average black instructors over wh i te instructors irs terms of
promotability . Black raters favored average black instructors over average
wh i te instructors irs terms of quality of performance and promo tability . It
was deduced that performance ratings were based primarily on teachin g
performance , but , when teaching performance was not exceptiona l , rater—
ratee racial similarity was a factor as well.

When teaching performance was described as very good , there was no
significan t relationship between rater—ratee racial similarity and agree-
ment with the ratee ’s beliefs. However , wh i te ra ters indica ted that they
would agree more with the beliefs of a poor white instructor than a poor
black instructor. Black raters indicated that they would agree more with
the beliefs of an average black instructor than an average wh i te instructor
It was concluded that perce i ved belief similarity was based more on teach-
ing performance than race , but , when teaching performance was not excep-
tiona l , rater—ratee racial similarity was a factor. Manipulati on of the
i ndependent variable was not sufficient to determine the effects of
cognitive balance on rating behavior.
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CHAP~~~~I

IF~ oDT.r~Io”

Job performance criteria are riles or standard ~ by which work per-

formance can be judged.. Examples of such criteria include, quality of

work, quantity of work, absenteeism, pr otabilitl, and supervisors ’

ratings. When appropriately developed., and. applied., criterion measures

are useful indices of job performance. TInfortuflatelY most job perform-

ance criteri a are poorly developed. end inequitab ly applied. Ae a conse-

quence, selection and. training programs often contain the same fault s

as the criteria on which they were developed..

Criterion Contamination

Although most researchers recognize that contaminated criterion

measu’es can algniflcantly affect predictive valid .ity, the problam has

been virtually ignored. This is especially true where ~~p1oyment dis-

criminatiOn is concerned. Most of the research in this area has center-

ed around the question of differential predictabilitY of minorities and

non-minorities, (Bartlett & O’leary, 1969; ~~ay & Moses, 1972; Cleary,

1968; Parr, O’Leary & Bartlett, 1971; KirkpatriCk, at al., 1966;

Lefj~,vitZ, 1972; Lopez, 1966). In this research little attention was

given to criterion contamination.

Criterion contamination can be defined as the degree to which the

measures actually used to determine job success (e.g. supervisorY ratings)

contain elements that are umelated. to true measures of job success

--- - - - -~~~ —- —————I—~, - V - -
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(Bli~ & Nay’].or, 1968). One of the components of criterion contamination

is systematic error or criterion bias. Criterion bias refers to those

components of an actual criterion which are, (a) unrelated to job sue-

cesa and, (b) correlated. with one or more variables such as rater len-

iency or opportunit y bias.

Prior to focusing directly on the issue of racial bias as a contam-

inant of criterio n measures, it may be useful to consider ways in which

criter ion contaminat ion has been conceptualized in the past. Kipnis

(1960), in discussing the lack of attention given to bias in criterion

ratings, outlined some of the factors which may contribute to it. He

proposed that a supervisor may systematically err in rating a subordinate

by rating too lenient ly, too harshly, or by allowing a few performance

&!mensions to unduly affect evaluation of other performance dimensions.

leniency in Ratings

Some of the factors which seem to inf luence rater leniency are

propi~~uity between rater and ratee; the amount of pressure under which

the supervisor works; the degree to which the supervisor is allowed to

criticize a subordinate during the course of their interactions; and

the type of rating scale employed.

Propim~uity. Physical distance between individuals , such as em-

p]oyees, dictates whether they develop friendships (Byrne & Buehler,

1955; Caplow & Forman, 1950; Festinger, Schacter & Bach, 1950; Kipnis,

1957). This suggests that the closer, in physical terms, an employee

is to his or her supervisor, the greater the li keliho od of their be-

coming friends. This may in turn affect the employee’s performance

rating. In the industrial sett ing, factors such as the physical ar-

rangement of work space or the assig~~~ut of work tasks, may cause

leniency in performance ratings.

~~~ *-~~~~~~~5._5.5.5. -
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Social setting. Another factor which affects rater leniency is the

social setting within which performance evaluations are made. Changes

in interpersonal structure within the work setting can produce changes

in the degree to which group members like each other • Such changes

could influence the performance evaluations of the employees involved.

Pressure • The degree of pressure a supervisor receives from the

social setting may affect his or her ratings of subordinates • Research

by Murray (1933) and Peshbach and Singer (1957) indicates that stress

brought about by pressure will decrease the level of posit ive sentiment

between individuals. The greater the stress, the more like ly the rater

is to project maliciousness and aggression onto the person being rated.

Rigidly enforced personnel policies or outside pressures such as ~~OC

guidelines could produce stressful pressure result ing in systematic bias

in criterion ratings.

Criticism. Research on rater leniency also indicates that individ-.

- uals who are restrained from criticizin g others tend to develop less —

friendly feelings toward them (Thibaut & Coules, 1952; Pepitone &

Kleiner, 1957). Spector (1954) found that blocking rater criticism of

a subordinate’s performance tended to result in less lenient evalua-

tions. He found that the moat lenient ratings were given by supervisors

who were allowed to critic ize the ratee.

The rating scale. The rating scale itself can influence the degree

to which leniency occurs. It baa been veil documented that rating

scales differ in the degree to which they minimize rater leniency

(Campbell, Dunnette, Arvey & Hellervik, 1913; Madden & Bourdori, 19624;

Sharon & Bartlett, 1969). Madden and Bourdon (1964 ) constructed nine

variations of mean occupation evaluation ratings. The results shoved

that different rating scale formats produced sig~4ficent differences

-- a - -— -~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~
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in evaluations. Cempbell at a].. (1913) developed behaviorally anchored

rating scales for managerial performance. The behaviorally anchored

scales were compared with traditional tikert type scales. The results

shoved that the Likert type scales were more susceptible to leniency

error. Sharon and Bartlett (1969) assessed the degree to which a forced

choice rating scale ‘nfn4~ii(~ed leniency error in comparison with a graphic

rating scale. Leniency was defined as a favorable shift in maan ratings

from one rating condition to another. They found that the forced choice

scale yielded sigriif icantl,y less leniency error.

Halo

There is evidence which indicates that a limited class of behavior s

can influence ratings of other aspects of job performance. That is~ a

particular trait can influence the evaluation of other aspects of job

performance. This may explain differences often found between super-

visory ratings and less jndgemental measures of ratee performance.

The research literature indicates that performance ratings contain

some elements of bias. This bias has often been conceptualized as a

tendency on the part of raters to allow attitudes toward a subordinate

to influence evaluations of the subordinate ‘s job performance. Little

research has been done however to determiz~ whether characteristics of

the ratee such as ethnic group membership or the ratee ’s sex are related

to evaluations of job performance.

ethnic Group Membersbip as a Contaminant of Performance Ratings

In a stwly more directly relevant to the topic of this thesis,

Bass and Turner (1973) sttdied the significance of ethnic group member-

ship in relationships among criteria of job performance. Their purpose
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was to assess the degree of racial discrimination or systematic bias in

criterion measures of black and white bank tellers. This particular

sample provided the opportunity to study both ~~n-judgemental and rating-

type measures of job performance. Two hu~~red and forty-four part-tine

and 190 full-time tellers were stndied. Thirty two of the part-time

tellers and forty-three full-time tell ers were biBek. AU of the tellers

performed basically the same work tasks • The performance evaluations

were obtained from 163 supervisors. Performance was rated on the basis

of five job perfor mance factors and overall effect iveness. The five

factors were (1) customer relations, (2 ) ability to sell new accounts

and serv ices, (3) quali ty of wo rk, (4) alertness to irregularities, and

(5) cooperat ion with others . Each of the five factors was evaluated

using a five point scale. Overall effective ness was rated on a ten point

scale . Approx imately 84% of the employees were rated by t~o supervisors ,

allowing inter-rater reliabil ities to be obtained . The median reliabil-

ity for the six scales (five factors plus ove rall effective ness ) w as . T6.
In addition to supervisory ratings, four tion-judgemental measures of job

performance were obta ined . These were (a) nt ber of shortages obtained

over a one mont h period., (b ) mint er of aver ages obtai ned for the same

per iod, (c ) attendance (computed only for fu ll-time tellers ) and, (d)

net salary increase for each teller since fi rst coming to work (i .e.

salary increase corrected for tenu re). Measures of three control var-

iables , tenure , age and race were also obtained . The result s showed

that white employees, both full-t ime and part-time , had higher mean

scores on practically all of the criterion variables. Mean diff erences

were significant with regard to customer relat ions , quality of wor k ,

alert ness to ir regularities , cooper at ion, overall eff ectiv eness , nt ber

111 ~
_
~-_ _________ 
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of shortages, and adjusted salary increase. White employees were also

older and more experienced. Uowever, this does uot seem to account for

the differences in criterion ratings.

Since there were definite disparitie s between the mean rat ings of

the two groups, a question arose as to whether the race of the rater or

ratee i~~luenced rating beziavior • Intercorrelat ions were computed be-

tween all of the vari ables. Race was significantly correlated with both.

supervisory ratings and objective measures of job performance. Correla-

tions were also cc~ puted. between race and the criterion measures with

tenure and age partialled out. It should be recalled that the mean age

and job experience of the white employees were higher than that of

blacks. This might have lead to the conclusion that the relat ionships

between race and the criterion variables were simply artifacts of di!-

ferentia ). job experience. The partial corre lations indicat ed t hat this

was not the case • There were four significant correlations before age

and tenure were statistica]ly controlled . After these variables had

been partialled out , two of the four relatic;~. ps (percent of the t ine

worked and number of shortages) remained significant. In the case of 
-

part-t ime employees, four of the origi nal seven correlat ions (quality

of work, overall effectiveness, number of shortages and adjusted salary

increase) were significant after age and tenure were part ial led out .

Control for the effect s of age and tenure reduced but did not eliminate

the relat ionship between race and measures of ~ob performance.

The fact that blacks received significantly lower performance

ratings than whites does not necessarily mean that they were discriminat-

ed against . It is possible that the black employees as a group were

poorer performer s than white employees. In any event, the maJor conclu -

sion drawn by B6a~ and Turner was that the supervisor s tended to use
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less jia1g~~~nta1 data in evaluating black te llers but di4 not do so for

whites. Their conclusion was based upon the finding that aipervisory

rati ngs of black employees were more consistent with less judgemental

indices of job performance (e.g. number of shortages and overages ) than

ratings of white employees. Another explanation for Bass and Turner ’s

results is that the supervisors (all. white) felt psychologicall y dis-

tant from black employees.

Regardless of whether there were differences in the factors used

to evaluate the tellers or differences in psychological distance, the

results of Bass and Turner ’s study indicate that it would be difficult

to deve lop predictors of the bank tellers’ performance. It supervisory

ratings were used as the criter ion, a given predictor would probably

not show the same degree of correlation with the performance ratings of

blacks as it wou ld with rat ings of whites. The supervisors apparently

used different standards for evaluating the two groups. If as Bass and

Turner report , non-judgemental data (i • e. short ages and overages ) was

used more in evaluating black employees , a measure of n erical ability

might show the highest degree of correlat ion with their performance rat-

ings. Such a predictor would prob ably show little correlation with per-

formanc e rati ngs of whit e employees since use of object ive data was not

emphasized in evaluating t hem. Personality or mot ivational factors were

apparent ly used more in evaluating white employees. Therefore some sort

of personality inventory might be more useful in predicting their per-

formance ratings. In order to utilize the same predictor( a) for both

groups , job performance standards would have to be appli ed more uniform-

ly.

Flaugher, Campbell and Pike (1~~9) present data fro m a study de-

signed to assess whether, (a) criterion rati ngs are affected by the race

L 
-
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of the rater and ratee, and (b) whether rater-ratee racial group member-

ship affects the correlation between subject ive and objective ~~iterion

measures. Their study was pert of a larger investigation which dealt

direct ly with validation of a predictor against a criter1oz~ categorized

on the basis of the race of rater aid ratee. In the 1969 study the

authors developed, a nine scale performance rating form with which to

assess the job performance of 168 black aid 296 white medical technicians .

AU of the technicians were employees of t .  S. Veterans dtir~nistrat:io n

ffospitals throughout the country. Each technician was rated by at leect

two supervisors. The average rat ing was used for analysis. The nine

rating scales were developed from interviews with encumbents. In addi-

tion to supervisory ratings, a job ~~~wledge test was developed as a

more object ive measure of job performance. White technicians received

slight ly higher ratings on all. of the scales except flexibility . Whit e

technicians also received higher scores on the job knowledge test • A

Wilcoxon matched pairs signed-ranks test was used to test the difference

between the two groups on all. of the rat ings taken collectively . The

difference was significant at the .01 level. A t-test iidic~ted that

the mean difference between groups on the job knowledge test was sig-

nificant at the .01 level. The researchers further sub-grouped their

data by racial combination of rater aid ratee. When analysed in this

manner, the results shoved that black technicians rated by black super-

visors received higher ratings than blacks rated by whites. This was

true for all of the scales and the job knowledge test . There are sever-

al hypotheses as tø why this might have occurred.

0~~ hypothesis is that black supervisors were more lenient toward

technicians of their own race . This hypothes is seems tenable even

though ratings of tec hnicia ns rated by black supervisors were highly

- -  ~~~~~~~~~~~ —-
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corre lated wit h score s on the job knowledge test , A second hypothesis

is that black supervisors were generally more lenient than wh ite super-

visors. This is definitely a possib ilit y. There is little certainty

based upon the data that either group actual ly performed better than

the other . One way to solve this prob lem wou ld be to control the char-

acteri stics of the . ratees in such a manner that each rater receiv es the

same i~~ormat ion about the person to be rated . Still a third hypothesis

is that the two groups of supervisors placed. differential weight on

various criterion components in rating black aid white subordinates.

This hypothesis seems tenable considering the correlations between per-

formance ratings aid scores on the job knowledge test. The cor relatio ns

were higher for black technicians rated by black supervisor s than for

white technicians rated by black supervisors. It appears that black

supervisors rated, black employees on the basis of crit erion element s

similar to those measured by the job knowledge test . They apparently

did not do so in rat ing white employees. A foi.uth hypothesis is that

white supervisors were more objective when rating black tellers . This

hypothesis also seems tenable gi.v’en that the correlations of performance

rati ngs wit h test scores were higher for blacks rated by whites than

for whites rated by whites . This pattern did not exist for black raters.

Their ratings of white subordinates appeared to be less objective than

their ratings of black subordinates.

AU of the hypotheses above could explain the results of the Flaugher

study. The major obstacle to e11iwtn~ting these hypotheses is control of

the quality of ratee performance. If this were accomplished, more val Id

est imates of rater bias would result .

- — — —-__ . —~~
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Ethnic Group Membership As It Affect s

?bn-Supervisory Performance Ratings

Obviously there are measures other then supervisory judgements

which may be used to diff erentiate acceptable from unacceptable j ob

performance. One such measure is the peer rating. Although they are

r~ t used as ofte n as supervisory rati ngs, some research has been done

regarding the effects of ethnic group membership on peer rati ngs. This

research provide s a glimpse of the extent to which race of the rater

aid ratee influence performance measu res other than supervisory ratings.

Cox aid Kromboltz (1958) collected 
- 

leadership peer ratings from

63 black aid 1e69 white basic airmen at an air force base in Texas. Peer

ratings were collected as the men began their third week of basic tra in-

ing. The men were assigned to various flights in the order in which

they arrived for processing. Each flight consisted of about 60 airmen.

The airmen rated cac ti other on the basis of the following instructions:

Several airmen from your f light will be selected for posit ions
such as squad leader, right guide, assistant flight leader
aid so forth. You are asked to rate each member of your
flight as to how well you think he can do such a job. The
select ion of airmen for positions will be made on the basis
of your ratings.

The ratings were made according to the following scale :

5 - Very well qualif ied for the position, one of the best in the
flight

- A wel l, qual ified man for the position
3 - Would not do a bad job or a good one ; about average
2 - ~bt well qualified for the job; would do a poor job at this

time
1 - Poorly qualified for the job , wou ld do a very poor job at

thi s t ime

Ratings were subgrouped on the basis of the race of rater . Each

man received two rat ings. One was determined by averaging the rat ings

give n by the blacks in his f ]..tght . The other rat ing was determined by
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averaging th. ratings given by the white members of his flight. An

~ma1ysis of variance was carr ied out on rat ings given to blacks aid to

whites. The results shoved that there was an interaction between race

aid flight. That is, blacks tended to give higher ratings to blacks,

but thi s was ~ot tr ue for all f lig hts. By the seme token, whites gave

higher ratings to whites but this was not true for every flight. Cox

aid rruzxzboltz’ data show that racial bias in cr iterion ratings may exist

even when peer ratings are used.. a,wever, the email m b e r  of airmen

participating in the study creates the possibi li ty that friendships

between flight crew members not racial, bias accounted for the findings.

Schmidt aid Johnson (1973) studied the effects of race on peer

ratings in an industrial setting. Their results were supportive of the

data from the Cox aid ~rmnboltz study, but their tnetbodo1o~ r was some-

what different. Instead of merely assessing the degree to which the

samples differed in their ratings of each other , Schmidt aid Johnson

co~~uct ed. sensi tivity train ing specifically designed to eliminate racial

bias . Although there was still a tendency for raters to give higher

ratings to persons of their own race, the diff erences were not signific-

ant .

There have been few st udies reported in the literature assessi ng

the relationshi p between race aid peer rati ngs. The evidence indicates

that high~~ ratings are given when rater aid ratee belong to the same

race. More research must be done which eHmInAtes rival hypotheses

before stronger conclusions can be drawn .

Cri ter ion Bias in Test Validat ion

So far this discussion has dealt exc lusive ly with racial group

m~~~ersh ip as a ~~derator of the relationship between race aid criterion

ratings. What effect does ratar-ratea racial group membership have on



12

the correlation between a given predictor or predictors and criter ion

measures? Evidence beari ng upon thi s question is sca nt . Campbell et al.

(1970) conducted a concurrent validation study dealing directly with

this issue. The purpose of the study was to validate a test against

different criter ion measures subgrouped according to various racial

combinations of rater aid ratee . The rater-rstee combinations were,

(a) blacks rated by blacks; (b) blacks rated by whites; Cc) whites rated

by whites; aid Cd) whites rated by blacks. Correlat ions between super-

visor~ ratings aid each of nine aptitude tests were computed separately

far each rater-ratee combination . The subjects were 196 black aid 217

white medical technicians . The results showed that race of the rater

aid ratee may have affected the validity coefficients obtained. Only

one of the predictors (arithmet ic) showed a consistent correlat ion with

supervisory ratings across all of t he rater-ratee combinations.

An Experimental Study

The investigations reviewed thus far have dealt with both super-

viso ry ratings aid peer rati ngs. ~bne of them however were conducted in

a laboratory setting where ratee characteristics aid rater observations

could be controlled. This type of study would allow the researcher to

assess racial bias which is experimentally induced. Ea er et al. (1971#)

conducted such a study . The purpose of their iuvestigat io~ was to assess

whether performance rati ngs were free of rater b ias when the c~uality of

ratee performance was systematically controlled. Their subjects were

thirty-six undergraduate bus iness students. The subject s inc luded nine

black males, nine black females, nine white males , aid nine white f emales.

They were asked to play the role of a grocery store manager. In this

capac ity they were to screen for potential employment eight ratees who

--
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bed supposedly applied for the job of stock clerk. The eight hypothet-

ical applicants consisted of two white males, two white females, two

black males aid two black females . The subjects were told that each

hypothetical applicant had taken a three minute work sample exa~f nation

as part of the screening process. The ex~ 1~r~tio n consisted of remov-

ing n~~ber ten cans from an opened case aid placing them on grocery

store shelves. The researchers had determined from personal experience

that the average worker cou ld stack 36 cans in a three minute period; a

very good (1~Lgh pertormance vor i~ r) could stack Z48 cans ; aid a low per-

formance worker could stack only 211. cans within the same three minute

period . The eight job applicants or ratees were trained so that they

all stacked the cans the same way. AU of the ratees wore a light

shirt, dark slacks aid dark grocer’s apron. A panel of graduate stud-

ents agreed that the ratees looked similar in dress , method of task per-

formance (i.e. use of both hands), quality of work aid facial express ion.

The university media center designed a grocery store set aid filmed the

performance of the eight ratees. The film was shown to the 36 subjects

in the following order:

1st - low performing black male
2nd - high performing white female
3rd - low performing black female

- high performi ng white male
5th - low performing white male
6th - high performing black female
7th - high performing b lack male
8th - low performing white female

Overall performance ratings of the eight ratees were obtained after the

subjects had viewed the 2Z4 minute film. The film was stopped after cacti

three minute segeent to allow the subjects time to writ e down co~~~nts

about each applicant ’ s performance. Applicant s were rated on a 15 point

scale wit h the following scale po ints:

L 
-

~~~~~~~~~
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(a) weak in ov~~sU performance, failed to produc e acceptable
amount of production

(b ) performance periodically fe ll below that which I would expect
fro m simil ar individuals in this task

(C) did a sat i~~actor y job , was an average worker in his/her
performance

(d ) was a good worker, his/bar performanc e was better than average
(e) an exceptionally good worker who will be equalled by few others

There were sig nificant differences in the rati ngs based upon rater-ratee

race aid sex. A 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 design was used to test the effects

of (a) rater ’s race (black/white), (b) rater ’s sex, (c ) ratee’s rac e

(black/white) , (d.) ratee ‘ a sex and (e) ratee ‘ s performance level. An

F-test for t~~ main effect of level of performance was significant .

sig h performance ratees were rated significantl y higher than low per-

formance ratees (P 70.115, df — 1/32, p < .001).

There was also a signif icant main effect for sex of ratee. Female

applicants were rated significa ntly higher than males (F 16.79, d.f -

1/32, p < .001). This was especially true for good applicants. It was

also found that black raters gave black applicants significantly higher

ratings than white applicant s (a mean of 8.50 to 7.72). White rater s

gave higher rat ings to whites than to blacks (a mean of 8.27 to 7.80).

An F-test for the main effect of rater-ratee race and sex was signific-

ant (7 11.71, dZ - 1/32, p < .05). An interact ion was found between

race aid level of performance. On overall task performance , low per-

forming blacks aid high. performing blacks were rated similarly, 7.31.

aid 8.98 respectively. This difference was not significant . t~w per -

forming whites aid high performing whites received quite dissimilar

ratings, 10.36 az~ 6.63 respectively. Therefore, high performing whites

were favored over high performing blacks. Omega squar e value s ind icat ed

that althoug h 30% of the varianc e in overall rati ngs was accounted for

by performance level , an additional 23% was account ed for by different

race-sex combinations .

~

-
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The data from Kamner at al. appears to support the hypothesi s that

race-sex bias in perfo rmance rati ngs does occ ur . It would, appear that

raters tend to give higher rati ngs to individual s of their own race or

sex. There are howev er some serious problems with the procedure employ-

ed by Ka~~er at al. which leave this hypothesis open to question. First,

the instruct ional set resembled a selection procedure more than a per-

formance evaluation proced ure. Subjects rated the performance of fic-

tit ious j ob ap~licants not encumbents. The su~j ect s were in essence

screening applicant s for hire using the work film as a predictor , as

opposed to judging actual job performance . The study may have demon-

strated bias in hiring preferences , but not bias in criterion measures.

Secondly, differences in the ratings may have been due to contrast

effect s brought about by the order of presentat ion of the applicants.

Wexley at al. (1972) found that students ’ ratings of job applicant s

(presented, on video tape ) were influ enced by the ratings of preceding

applicants. They found that when an appli cant with high qualifications

was preceded by applicants of high quality , tie was rated lower than a

similar applicant who was preceded by individuals of low qaulity . In

the Ka er et al. study, high and, low performing black males may have

been rated similar ly because high performing black male s were preceded

by high performing black females.

Aside from various methodological considerations, the Hamner study

suffers from another serious short -coming. The authors made no attempt

to measure the processes underlying varianc e in the dependent variable.

~1o attempt was made to measure the psycho log ical proces ses (i.e. preJudice ,

eth~~cent rism , authoritarianism) whic h may have accounted fcr the dif-

ferent ial evaluation of appli cants on the basi3 of race . This criticIsm

also app lies to other reseracti in thi s area.
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Processe s Underlyi ng Racial Bias in Criterion Ratingg

The research most relevant to the psycho logical processes under -

lying racial bias in criterion rating s come s tram social psycholog ical

literature. Racial bias in performance evaluation seems to be similar

to racial prejudice as defined by social psychologists. Rokeach, Smith

aid Evans (1960), propose that racial prejudice is in large part the

result of perceived dissim ilarity of beliefs. They hypothesize that a

person does not reject another on the basis of that person a race alone,

but rather rejects others who are perceived as having beliefs aid values

differe nt from his own. Prejudice against blacks for exemple , occurs

because whites think blacks differ from them in important belief s aid

values.

Research has been done to test Rokeacti ‘ s theory (Byrne & Wo ng,

1962; Rendr ick , Bixentine & ~avkins, 1971; Insko & Robin son, 1967;

Johnson & Johnson , 1972; Rokeach & Mezei, 1966; Senn, 1971; Stein, 1966;

Stein, Hardick, & Smith, 1965; Triandis, 1961; Triandis & Davis, 1965).

The usual research procedure has been to measure subje cts ’ interper so nal

preference for others who supposedly differed from them racial ly, had

different beliefs or both . Interpersonal preferenc e was measured

through the use of social distance scales ranging from “willingness to

work with the st imilus person in an experiment” to “willingness to share

an apartment with that person”. The research has general ly been suppor-

tive of the theory . When information about the stimulus persons2 belief 3

was made available , this information, not race was the pr imary determin-

ant of att itudes toward the stim3.lus person. Research has also shown

that race is the prima ry factor in determining att itudes towa rd a per-

son where information about the person’s beliefs is not available. A~

-

~
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an example, if a st imnhlis person is black, wh it e subject s assu me that the

person ’s beliefs are different from theirs. If indeed there is a tend-

ency for supervisors to rate subord inates of the same race more favor-

ably, the reason might be perceived simil arities in beliefs. The ques-

tion is why shoul d knowledge of an individual s beliefs affect evalua-

tions of his or her work performance.

Balance Theory

There are several theories within the area of social psycbo1o~~r

which appeal to central factors such as attitudes, expectations , ~~ow-

ledges aid beliefs as basic elements in the explanatio n of behavior

(Shaw & Costanza, 1970). Among these are the cognit ive consistenc y

theories. The basic premise of these theories is that inconsistent cog-

nitions lead to behaviors directed tow ard the achievement of cog nit ive

consistency. One of the most promi nent consistenc y theories is Eelder ‘ s

balance theory (Heider, 1968).

Keider proposes that within the context of interpersonal relations,

ent ities are seen as formi ng unit s. The relationships which exist be-

tween entit ies make a unit balanced or unbalanced. Balance theory is

concerned with the sent iments (aff ective reactions ) of a person

toward a perso n “o ” , and. an impersonal object “x ” . According to the

theo ry , separat e entit ies such as “ p ” , “0” aid “x ” constitute a unit

whe n they are seen as belonging together. As a~ example, if perso n

“p” likes both person “o ” and an entity “x ” , aid “o ” produced “x ” , then

the triad is said to be balanced . On the other hand , if “p” dislikes

“a” but like s “x ” , aid “ o ” produced “x ” , then the trIad is unbalanc ed .

!eider proposes that individual s tend to prefer balanced over unbalanced
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situations because unbalanced situations create tension. Given a par-

ticulai- triad p-o-x , the tenden cy toward balanc e induce s relations that -

result in a balanced state. I! for example there exists a situation

where “p” dislikes “o ” but likes “x ” , aid “o ” produced “x ” , then there

is a tenden cy for “p” to either change his sentime nt toward “0” or

change the positive relatio n of “0” prod 1uced “x”. If a situation exists

where a supervisor “p ” dislikes a subordinate “a ” but values good job

performance “x”, while at the same time perceiving that “0” produc ed

“x ” , the triad would be unbalanced. One way to reduce the imbalance

would be to deny the “a ” (subordinate ) produced “x ” (good job perform-

ance ) relat ionship . This example describes a relationshi p between a

white supervisor aid a black subordinate. The same propositions would

apply if the roles were reversed .

Research on balance theo ry indicates that structures consisting of

balanced relations are perceived as more pleasant than structures con-

sisti ng of unbalanced relations (Morrlsette, 1958; Price , Eamberg &

Newcomb, 1966). Eoweve r there does riot appear to be any research on

the applicat ion of balance theory to performance evaluation. In the

present research an attempt is made to relate balance theory to rati ng

behavior .

Purpose of the Present Investigat ion

The purpose of the present investigat ion was to assess the effect s

of race of rater aid ratee on favorability of performance rati ngs when

the quality of ratee performance was systematically controlled . The

question was whether raters would be more lenient when rati ng persons of

their own race . In prev ious investigatio ns relevant to this que stion



(Bass & Turner, 1973; Eamrxer et al., 1974), the quality of ratee per-

formance was not adequately controlled. This investigation was also

aimed at ident ifying those processes which may underly racial bias in

criterion rating s .

~~Ihi_ 
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Subjects

The subjects for this investiga tion were 303 undergraduate student s

from the University of Maryland, College Park (94 white males , 79 black

males , 80 white females, aid 50 blac k females ). The college experience

of the students is shown in Table 1. This data cou ld only be obtained

on 89% of the subjects. Comparisons of the rat ings prov ided by the four

groups indicated no signific ant differences. AU of the subJects were

volunteers.

Procedure

Al]. of the data were collected pr ior to or ixr~iediately following

the students ’ regularly scheduled classes. The students were enrolled

in undergraduate paycholo~~, sociology, aid Afro-American studies

courses. The dat a were collected by a black researcher. The primary

task of the participants was to review and evaluate the teaching per-

formance of eight hypothetical instruc tors. Informat ion about each

instructor was presented in an 8 I 13. inch mani lla envelope . Each

envelope contained a page of narratIve i~~ormat ion along with a 5 X 7

inch photograph.

AU of the ~ rpothetical instructor s were males between the ages

of twenty-two aid thirty. Only male inst ructors were used in order to

~a~’rcv the foc us of the research aid facilitat e clearer intcrpi—etatton

20
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Table 1

College Experience of Subjects

Subjects Freshmen Sophoa~ res Junior s Seniors

Black Males 22 15 6 9
White Males 17 17 37 23

Blac k Females 15 16 7 6

White Females 15 15 33 17 
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of the results. Five of the eight instructor s were white aid three were

black. This was done in order not to give away the main thrust of the

study, which was to compare evalutations of black aid white inst ructors.

Au equal. n~~ber of black aid white instructors would have appeared

highly auspicious since such proportions rarely exist in reality.

The narrative information about each instructor consisted of a list

of ten statements describing the past teaching performance. The list

of stat~~~nts was either:

1. Eighly favorable, with the combined list having a mean value

of 4.4 on a five point scale;

2. Eighly unfavorable, with the combined list having a mean value

of 1.4 on a five point scale , or

3. ~~ither highly favorable nor highly unfavorable, with the

com bined list havin g a mean value of 3.0 on a five point scale .

Scale values for the statements were compited on the basis of

ratings obtained from a semple of 1i2 undergraduate students. These

students filled out the questionnaire shown in Appendix 1. The semple

consisted of 22 white aid 20 black students. In order to ass ess the

consi stency of the rati ngs, respo nses fro m one group were correlated

with responses from the other . The average rating assigned to each

statement was used for this compari son. The correlation obtai ned was

.97. As an additio nal check , the two groups were divide d and rat ing s

from ten white students were combined with the ratings from eleven

black st udents. A corre lation of .98 was obtained . These correlations

indicat e that ratings of item favor ability were ver~y reliable . UtIliz-

ing the scaled statements, three levels of teaching performance, good,

average , aid poor were described . There were two white instr uctor s
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aid one black instructor in both the good aid poor performance categories.

The average performance category consisted of one white aid one black in-

structor (Appendix 2). -

In additio n to manipulating the race aid performance level of the

instructors , the order of presentat ion of info rmation was also varied.

The design is shown in Table 2. Table 2 shows that approx lmately half

of the subject s were presented a photo graph fo llowed by the list of

statements. The remainder of the students were presented the list of

statements followed by the photograph. The stu dents. were raudomly

assigned to each of these groups. They were required to evalaate the

performance of each instructor im~ diately after reviewing all . the in-

formation presented about him. The students were given a special rating

form for rating the instructors (See Appendix 3). Zach rating form

was filled out immediately after the student had reviewed informet ion

about an instructor. As shove in AppendIx 3, the students were asked

to respond to the following quest ions concerning each instructor.

1. Based on the information provided , how well do you think
this inst ructor performs his job ?

1 2 3 1~. 5
very poor ly sati afactor ily well very
poorly well

2. On the basis of the information provided, would you recom-
mend this instructor for promotion?
2. 2 3 5

definite ly probably uncertain probably definitely
not not

In addition to evaluating the teaching performance of the instruc-

tor s, perceived belief similarities between the students and the in-

structo rs were also measured. Stude nts were asked the fo llowing c’ues-

t ions regarding the instructors: 

-~~~~~ -—-~~~~~~~~~~~~~ --~~~~~~~~~
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Table2

Order Of ~~esentati on of Information

N Race Order

White Ph1~

90 White N Ph

67 Black

62 Black N Ph

Ph a Photograph

N Narrative Informat ion
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3. If this instructor were to explain to you hiB philosophy
about teaching, bow likely do you th1n1~ it is that you
would agree with him?

1 2 3 4 5
would would would would would

definitely probably neither probably definite ly
disagree disagree agree nor agree agree

disagree

Ii. Based upon the information provided, about this person, bow
like ly do you t hc~~k it is that you wou ld agree with his
belief s about students?

1 2 3 4 5
would would would would would

definite ly probab ly neither probably definitel y
disag ree disagree agree nor agree agree

disagree

The questions above were desig ned to determ ine the ertent to which the

st udents assumed that their belief a were different from those of instruc-

tars of a different race. The students were also asked the following

question about cacti instruct or.

5. If this instructor’ s performance changes in the future, in
which direction do you think the change will occur ?

1 2 3 4 5
his his I do not his his

perfor mance performance think it performance performance
will decline will decline will change will ‘viii
significant ly a little improve a - improve

litt le significantly

In order to elicit the full cooperation of the students , their

classroom instructor was asked to:

(a) inform student s about the experiment at least one class
period ahead of time

(b) emphasize that participat ion was voluntary

(c ) inform the student s that experimental sessions would last
approximately 45 minutes

L



Method of Data Collect ion

The researcher ‘was introduced to the class at the out8et of each

experiment al session. The researcher then said :

A graduate student here at the university is conducting a
study of the processes involved in teacher evaluations. As
pert of this research, we have been going out to student s and
having them evaluate the teaching performance of several
fictitious faculty me~±ers. What we would like to do today
is present to you brief descriptions of eight persons all
of whom are fictitious. You are to assun e however that all
eight persons are actual faculty members at a university .
On the basis of brief descriptions of these per sons , which
will, be prov ided to you , we would like for you to evaluate
their teaching performance . We will pass out to each of
you, eight envelopes. Bach envelope will conta in two pages
of informatio n and a rating fo rm. One of the pages of if or-
mat ion wil l, consist of a list of abort statements describ-
ing the manner in which the person typically conducts him-
self . The other page consists of a photograph of the person.
When the envelopes are given to you, we would like for you to
open them one at a t ime. Once you have opened an envelope you
shoul d read the infor mation contained inside , and assuming the
person were a faculty member, use the rating form to evaluate
his te~chfng performance. Do you have any questions at this
po int ?

We will pass out the envelopes now . Please do not open
any of the envelopes unt il, you are to ld to do so. When you
are to ld to begi n, you should (a) Open one of the envelopes
and remove the informat ion inside : (b ) Reed the information
about the person to be evaluated , (c ) Once you have read the
information evaluate the person utilizing the rating fo rm
provided. Remember that you should read the information
about the instructor before attempt ing to evaluate him. It
is import ant that you do not go back over ~~~ of the infor-
mation on a page once you have reed it. We wou ld like to
get your initia l, react ion to the inform ation. Once you have
filled out the first rating form, put the rating form and
the descript ive information back into the envelope. Set
that envelope aside and take another . Repeat steps a
through c until you have evaluated all eight persons • When
you have finished , we will pass out a short questionnaire
for you to fill out . Do you have any questions? You may
open the first envelope aid begin.

Debriefing

After all of the hypothetical instructors had been evaluated, each

of the students was asked to fi ll out the quest ~onng,1i’e show n in Appen-

dix 4. The purpose of the questionnaire was to determine: 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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1. whether manipulat ion of the race of the hypothet ical instruc-
tars was effective

2. what the st~~euts thought about as they rated each instructor

After the questionnaires had been completed and all of the materials

coll ected , the students were told what the research was about. They

were told that the study was designed to assess the degree to which

they could evaluate each instructor ’s performance solely on the basis

of the n&ciat ive descriptions without regard to the photographs . The

researcher then answered all questions concerning the study.

Research Kynotheses

Based upon the research of Flaugher et a], . (1972) ai~i Eamner et al.

(1974), the following hypot heses were made.

By’pothesis I. Independent of performance there will be a sig.-

nificant correlation between the racial similarit y of

rater aid ratee aid evaluations of performance. Ratings

of black instr ucto rs will be higher when rated by blacks

aid ratin gs of white inst ructors will be higher when

rated by whites.

~~pothesis II. There will be a significant correlation be-

tween the order of presentation of information aid ratings

of perfo rmance . The photograph s will act as negative in-

forma tion where the race of rat er aid ratee are not the same •

Th. following hypothesis follows from the research of Byrne aid

Wong (1962), Bixent Inc and ~awkins (1971), Ins~~ aid Robinson (1~~7),

Rokeach aid Miezer (1967), Rokeach , Smith aid Evans ( 1960), aid Seun

(197’).

-~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~-~~~~~~~~~- ~~~~~~~
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~~~othesis II I. Independent of performa nce, there will be a

signific ant correlation between the racial comb ination of

rater aid ratee aid jud~ezents of beli ef similarity. The

subjects will , perceive greater belief similarity with

hypothetical instructor s of the same race than with in-

structors of a different race.

The following hypothesis follows from the research of Burustein

(1967), Jordan (1953), Morrisette (1958), aid Price, Ramberg aid New-

comb (1966).

~~pothesia IV. Where the relationship between favorability of

information, race of the subject aid race of the instructor

are balanced, there wil l, be signific antly less expected

future change in teaching performance. Balanced vs • un-

balanced - st ruct ures will be def ined as follows:

1. wh ite subject + white instructor + favo rable information

~ balanced

2. black subj ect + black instructor + favorable information

~ balanced

3. white subject + black instructor + unfavorable information

= b*1~nced

4. black subject + white instructor + unfavorabl e informatio n

balanced

5. white subject + black instructor + tavor able informat ion

— unbalanced

6. black subject + white instructor + favorable information

— unbalanced

7. whit e subject + white instructor + unfavor able tofo rmatton

— unbalanced

—a
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8. black subject + black instructor + unfavor able informat ion

— _____

• 1



CNkF~ER III

RESULTS

Primary Findings and. Post Roc Ana lyses

Manioul,ation of the Independent Variables

This study involved the manipulation of tour independent variables

(a ) the race of the hypothetical instru ctor , (b) the level of the in-

s~~uctor’s performance , (c) the order in which the information was pre-

sented aid (a) race of the rater.

Race of the hypothetical instructor. Am~ng the eight hypothetical

instructor s , five were white aid three were black. Manipulation of race

was accomplished. through the use of photo graphs . The effect of the

manipulation was measured by the students’ responses to the following

quest ion: “Eov many of the instructors wou ld you guess could be clas-

sified as member s of a minorit y group ? ” This quest ion was asked att er

all of the hypothetical instructors bad been evalirnted aid the material

describing them returned to the origina l enve lope. Thirty-seven per-

cent of the students r~~embered the exact nt~ ber of black instructors.

Fifty-three percent of the students indicated the correct number plus

or minus one (either two or four). The r~~aiider of the students in-

dicated that they could not ram~ iber the ui ber of black instructors

rated.

The level of the instructor ’s performance. Table 3 shows the mean

performance ratings given to instructors who were described as good ,

average or poor performers. The rat ings were based on a five point

30
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Table 3

Mean Performance Ratings of Good , Aver age

and Poor Instructors

Performance Race of Mean Perform~ ice Rating
Level Instructor Q.uality of Performance Promotability

Righ* White 4.li8 4.28

~ig~ Black 11.50 4.36

Average White 2.85 2.69

Average Black 2.93 2.98

Low’ White 1.47 1.46

Low Black 1.38 1.1111

~The average rati ng of the two white instructors .

- -~~~~~~~~~~~~
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scale (questions one and, two, Appendix 3). It can be seen from Table 3
that the students clearly differentiated between good, average, and

poor instr uctors.

Order of presentatio n of information. Order effect s were hypothe-

sized on the basis of the assumptions that (a) photo graphs of black

instructors represented. negative information to white raters aid posi-

tive infor mation to black raters, and (b) photographs of white instruc-

tor s represented negat ive informat ion to black raters aid posit ive in-

f ormation to white raters. Combining the photographs with highly favoi’..

able or high ly unfavorable narrative inf ormation was expected to produce

po sit ive-po sitive , posit ive-negat ive , negat ive-po sit ive , or negative-

negative order effects. Observet ion of the student s as they reviewed

the material revealed that manipulation of the order of presentation of

information was not very effective . Many students ignored the order

in which the material was present ed, and looked at the photog raph prior

to reading the narrat ive informat ion.

Race of rater. Subject s were classified as white or black solely

on the basis of their physical charact eristics. At no t ime were the

subject s asked to provide informatio n concerning their race. ifowever,

as it turned out , the subjects were enrolled in classes that were over-

whe]mingly white or overwhelmingly black.

Assessment of the Interdependence of Ratings

There were 303 subjects, each of whom rated (the same ) eight hypo-

thetical instructors . Ratings of the two whit e instructors in the high

performance category were combined aid the average rati ng used for

analysis. This was also done for the two white instructors in the poor

performance category . As a result , there were six observatIons per

-~~~-
-
~~~~~~~~~~

- - - - -.--
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subject instead of eight. In computing the correlations discussed in

this chapter, each rati ng was treated as an independent measure • The

fact that the same subject produced more than one rating was ignored.

As an example, when racial similarity betwee n rater aid rat ee was cor-

related with ratings of teaching performance, (using the total sample )

an N of 1616 (303 X 6) was used. This was done only after determining

that there were no significant differences between subject s with regard

to rating style . An analysis of variance with repeat ed measur ement s

was used to deter mine whether there was a sig nificant differe nce between

subjects with regard to the typ e of rat ings given. The desi gn is shown

in Figure 1. The analysis was done separately on the rat ings of white

males, white f emales , black males aid black females. Tab le 14. show s the

results of white males ’ rati ngs of whit e instructors. The dependent

variable was how well the student s t hought each instru ctor performed

his job .

*1* a3
Si - - -

- - -
S3 — — -

- -

. . S

S - - -
S

* Level of performance high, medium, aid low

Figur e 1. Ana lysis of var ianc e repeat ed measurements desig n.
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Table 14.

Su~~ary Table of the Performance Ratings of Whit e Instructors

by White Males

sv 55 MS F

Total 282 556

S 9J~ 26.14. .28 .82

A 2 1465.98 233 685*

S/A 186 63.6 .314

*p < .01

~ 
~~~~~~~~~ - ~~~~~~~~~~
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As Table 11. shows, performance level accounted for all of the sig-

nificant variance in performance ratings. There were no significant

subject effects. Table 5 shows the results of black males ’ ratings of

black instructor s in terms of quality of performance.

As Table 5 shows, performance level again accounted for all of the

significant variance in performance ratings . There were no significa nt

subject effects. The results were similar for white females and black

females. Performance level accounted for all of the significant var-

iance in performance ratings. Again there were no subject effects.

AU of the resu.1.ts are reported on the basis of the race of the

rater. None of the results are reported by sex of rater . That is ,

white raters inc1~zde both males and females. Black raters also include

both males aid females. This was done after comparing male aid female

raters. Zero order corre lations were computed (by sex of the rater )

between rater-ratee racial similarity aid (a)  ratings of performance

aid, (b) rati ngs of belief similarity . The correlat ions for female

raters were compared with those of male raters. None of the correla-

tions was significantly different .

Order of Presentation of Information aid Performance Rat ing s

Partial correlat ions were computed between order of pre sentat ion

aid performanc e ratings, with level of performance and race of the rat cc

held constant. The correlations were computed on the basis of the total

s~~p1e aid separate ly for black aid whit e raters. None of the correla-

tions was significant.

Level of Performance aid Performance ~at ~ngs

The correlations presented ~i Tab e 6 represent the relat ionship

between level of performance ( low , average , aid high) aid perfcr~~nce

_ _  —4
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Table 5

5 * a~y Table of the Performance Ratings of Black Instructors

By Black Males

ST df SS MS F

Total 233 11.19

5 77 119.67 .65 .76

A 2 239.111. 1.19.57 lliO.67*

s/A 1511. 1.30.9 .85

*p < .01

-_ ~
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Table 6

Zero Order Correlations Between Level of Performance

of Perfoimance Ratings

Race of Quality of Promotab ility
Rater Performance

White ~~~~~~~~ .88*
(1037) (1037 )

Black .85~’ •~~lHI
(757). (756)..

Total .89”
(17911.) (1793)

4
~pc . 0l

Note : S~~p1e size shown in parentheses

-_ _~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - ~~~~~~~~~- .-~~~~~~~~~~ --, -4
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rati ngs . Level of perfo rmance accounted for a large proport ion of the

variance (67% - 85%) in both the black aid white groups. Since the

major research hypotheses of the present study are concerned with con-

taminanta beyond these relevant aspects of performance, level of per-

formance will be partialed out of the ratings before test ing the hypo-

theses.

The Relationship Between Rater-Ratee Similarity aid Performance Ratings

With Other Variab les Reid. Constant

Partial correlations were computed between ratings of performanc e

(quest ions o~~ and two Append ix 3) aM racial similarity between rater

and ratee, with order of presentation of i~~ormation aid. level of per-

formance held constant. These correlations were computed for both

white aid black students, and the total sample. Partial correlations

based upon the total sample represent the degree to which racial simil-

arity between rater end ratee was related to performance ratings with_out

regard to the specific race of rater or ratee. Th~~ y cod ing (a dis-

similar, 1. s imilar) was used to designat e reter-ratee similarity.

The dependent variable was based on the five point scale s shown in

Appendix 3. A partial correlation of .07 was obtained between rater-

ratee similarity aid rating s of how well each instructor performed his

job. This correlation is significant at the .05 level wit h 1190 deg rees

of freedom. The partial correlation between rater/ratee similarIty aid

ratings of promotability was .011, if — 1789, p < .05 . The partial cor-

relations bro~~n down by race of rater are shown in Table 7. These ccx’~
relatio ns actually repre sent the degree of relat ionsh.i~ betwee n the in-

structor ’s race and his performance rat ing, since the race of the rater

was he ld. constant.

— ~~_~~ _ . :__ _ _
~~~

_ 
~~~~~~~~~~~~
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Table 7

Second Order Partial Correlations Between Race of Ratee aid

Performance Ratings by Race of Rater

Race of Quality of Promotability N
Rater Performance

White 1.037
Black .a6 .12 ’ 755 - -

*p< .05
“ p < .01

_-ll~



White students gave higher ratings to instructor s of the same race

when evaluating the quality of the Instructors ’ perfo rmance. Black stud-

ents gave higher rati ngs to instru.ctors of the same race whe n assessi ng

the instructor s ’ ~,romotability.

Racial Similarity of Rater and Ratee Correlated wit h Ratings of

Belief Similarity.

Based upon the total sample, the partial correlation between ratei’.

rates racial similarity aid agreemant with the instructor ‘ s teaching

philosophy was .05 - (dr 1788, p c .01) with the order of present ation

of information and level of performance held constant. The partial cor

relation between racial similarity end agreement with the instructors

belief s about st udents was .c6 (&f ~ 1788, p c .01). The same corre-

lations broken down by race of the rater are shown in Table 8.

Table 8 shows that the race of rates was significantly related to

perceived agreement with the instructor ’ s belief s in three out of four

cases. In all three cases there was greater agreement with the beliefs

of instructors of the same race as the rater .

Expected Change in Future Performance

In addition to evaluating teach ing performance, the students pro-

vided ratings of how much they expected eac h instructor ’ a perfor~axice

to change . The response s were analysed by computir~ the average rating

given to each instructor by white aid black students. Comparisons were

made between balanced aid unbal anced situa tions as defined on page 28.

The result s are shown in Table 9. There were no sig nific ant differences

between the ratings based upon balanced-unbalanced categorization.

_-

~ 
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Table 8

Second Order Partial Correlations Between Race of the

Instructor and Ratings of Belief Similarity

by Race of Rater

Race of Philosophy About Beliefs About N
Rater Teaching Student s

White .0~** .05 1037
Black .08* .09” 755

*p <- .05
“ p < .01 
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Tab].e 9

Average Rating of Expected Change by Race aid Degree

of Cognitive Balance

Performance Race of Race of Cognitive I
Level Rater Ratee Definition Rating

Nigh White White Balanced 3.74

Nigh Black Whit e Unbalanced 3.83

Nigh Black Black Balanced

Nigh Whit e Black Unbalanced 3. 87

Low Whit e Black Balanced 2.69

Low Black Black Unbalanced 2.78

Low Black White Balanced 2.70

tow White White Unbalanced 2.82

-~~ --  -
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Post Roe Analyses

ifiving found that there was a sIgnificant relationship betwee n

rater-rates rac ial similarity aid performanc e rati ngs , further analyses

were conducte d to determine the performance level at which the relat ion-

ship was strongest. lb hypotheses had been made with respect to these

analyses.

Partial correlations were computed between rater-rates racial simil-

arity aid performance ratings for each level of teach1~ng performance,

with the order of presentation of information held constant . The result s

are shown in Table 10. White raters gave higher ratings (in terms of

promotability ) to average black instructors than to average white instruc-

tars. They rated poor white instructors more faiorabl.y than poor black

instructors in terms of qualit y of performance. Black raters evaluated

average black instructors more avorably than average white inst ructors

both with re spent to qualit y of performance aid promotability . Table U

shows the mean ratings for each level of teaching performance by race

of rater aid ratee .

Table 12 show s the partial correlation between race of the instruc-

tor aid ratings of belie f similarity for each leve l of teachi ng perform-

ar~ e. The data indicate s that racial s~tini1arity of rater aid rates

was related to perceived belief similarity on ly within the average categ ory

for white raters aid the poor category for black raters. White raters

indicated greater agreement wit h the beliefs of a mediocre white instruc-

tor than a similar black instructor . Black raters showed greater agree-

ment with the belief s of an average black instructor than a similar white

instructor . Table 13 shows the mean ratings of belief similarity for

each level of teaching performance by race of rate r aid ratee . 
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Table 10

Partial Correlations Between Instructor’s Race aid Performance

- Ratings by Level of Performance

Performance Level Type of 
—Rating r

Whites Blacks
(N 3~8) (N a 249 )

Quality of
Performance .01. .05

Nigh
Promotability - .03 .08

Quality of
Performance .04 .l3~Average
Promotability - .11* .22**

Quality of
Performance .

Low
Promotability .08 .03

‘p < .05
**p < .01
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Table 12

Partial Correlations Between Race of Eatee aid Ratings of Belief

Similarity for Zach Level of Tea~h{rig Performance

Level of Ty pe 
of Rating _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Performance Whitea Blacks
(N a 31e.8) (N a 249)

Agreement with Instruc-
tors’ Philosophy about - .05 .09

Teaching
Nigh

Agreement with Instruc-
tors ’ Philosophy about .04 .C6
Students

Agreement with Instruc-
tors’ Philosophy about .0]. .18’
Teaching

Average
Agreement with Instru c-
tors’ Philosophy about .03 .22*
Students

Agreement with Instruc-
tor s ’ Philosophy about
Teaching .12’ - .05

Low
Agreement with Instruc -
tore’ Philo sophy about .15* - . o6
Stidenta -

‘p < .01
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Process Variables

The quest ionnaires completed after all of the instructors had been

rated were designed to measure those process variables which may have

influenced the students ’ ratings. Questions 1, 7 aid U, (Appendix 4),

were specifical’y designed for this purpose.

Question 7 was designed to determine wb~ther there were differ -

ences between black and white students in terms of their criteria for

evaluating teaching performance. The question was, “What do you think

is the most important thing for an instructor to accomplish in teaching

a course”. Content analysis of the responses yielded the result s shown

in Table 14. A~ Table 14 shows, both ~~cupa felt that the primary goal

of an instructor should be to teach in a manner which helps students

understand the material. Black students also felt that an instructor

should attempt to develop a good relationship with students, by trying

to niderstaid them aid show considerat ion for their needs. White s~~dent o

felt it was important for an instructor to prese nt the material in an

interesting manner so that stude nts want to learn. In general , wh ite

students provided a ~~eater var iety of responses than black students.

Table 15 shows students ’ res po nses to the quest ion, “As you were

actually rating the instructor s, what thought s went through your mind”.

Tab le 15 shows that most of the student3 thought about the consequences

of being taught by each instructor as they evaluated him. The primary

-~oncern seemed to be the consequences each instructor ’s perf ormance

vr uld have on his students. Thought s along this ll ~~ were apparently

crystalized by assoc iating the iixui7idual being rated with past 1n3tr~1c-

to rs . A fair percent age of the students wond ered about the real pur-

~~~8C of the experiment .

I
~~~ --~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ —-~~ ~iirIr mI m~~u~—~-
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Question one was designed to mea8ln e the students’ “guesses ” as

to what the research was actually about. Approximately 19 percent of

the whit e student s and 5 percent of the black students thought the re-

search “had something to d.o with ” comparing the ratings of white and

black instructors.

S’im~~ry of Data Supportive and Non-Su~oortive of

the Research Ryi,otheses

Hypothesis I. Independent of the level of performance there wi ll

be a signif icant correlation betveen the racial similarity of rater and

ratee and eval3zationa of performance. Ratings of blac k instructors wi ll

be higher when rated by blacks and ratings of white instructors ‘vill be

higher when rated by whites.

Hypot hesis I was supported by the results from this study. Zvalua-

tions of teaching performance were related to the racial similarity of

rater and rates. However, racial similarity of rater and ratee account-

ed for less than one percent of the variance in ratings of teach ing

quality or promotability.

Hypothesis II . There ‘vii.]. be a significant cor relat ion between the

order of presentation of information and ratings of performance . The

photo~~aphs will act as negative information where the race of the in-

structor and the race of the rater are not the ss~e. Hypothesis II was

not supported by the data obtained from this study.

Hypothesis III . Independent of the level of perfo rmance there ‘viii

be a significant correlation betw-en the racial simila rity of rater and

ratee and judgments of belief similarity. subject s ‘viii perceive greater

belief similarity with hypothetical lnstroctors of the same race than

with other thatruc’tcr3.

- -
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Hypothesis ~~~ was supported by t~~ data frcus this research. The

degree to which students thought their belief s and those of an instruc-

tor were similar was related to the instructo r ‘ s race. However, racial

similarity of rater and rat ee accounted for less than one percent of

the variance in ratings of agreement with teaching philosophy or belief s

about students.

Hypothesis IV. Where the relationship between favorability of in.-

formation, race of the subject and the instructor ’s race is balanced,

there will be significantly less expected future change in the instruc-

tor ’ a teaching performance. MarLi~~lation of the independent variable

was not suff icient to test this hypothesis. That is , the subject s did

not seem to fo rm cognitive triads on the basis of each instructor ’ s race.

Responses to the debriefing questionnaire indicated the conseq uences

each instructor ‘ s teaching performance would have on students w as the

most salient factor influencing the fo rmation of cognitions about him.



CHAF~~ IV

DISCUSSION

Before discussing the results of this research, several methodolog-

ical issue s should be addressed • First, the effects of the race of the

researcher are not known. Since on].~ a b lack researche r was present at

the time the data was co llected , exper imenter effects may have been

operative. The subjects ’ rating behavior may have been different had

a teen of researchers (one white and one black) collected the data. It

is also important to note that the levels of teaching performance were

for the moat part extreme. Desoriptions of good. instructor s left little

doubt as to the quality of their teaching performance as did. descrip-

tions of poor instructors. Since such wide variations in the perform-

ance ratings were experimentally induced, there may have been litt le

opport unity for other effect s to have a major impact • A third method-

olog ical consideration is that the subject s were not selected at random.

The participants were vo lunteers from existing co llege classes. The

degree to which the ir rating behavior was typical of college students

ira general is not known. Moreover, the generalizabuli ty of the resu lt s

of thi s research to non-educatio nal organ izat ions is 51.30 ~in)r~~wn. Taken

singly, or in total , the factor s outlined above might have influenced

the outcomes of this research . In pointing out these factors , the in-

tent is not to det ract fro m the validity of the findi ngs, but rather

to facilitat e appropriat e interpretation of the data.
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The results of thi s stud~y indicate that teaching performance was

the moat important variable affecting rating behavior . When the entir e

range of teaching performance is considered, race effects wer e small .

This cou ld have been expected to some degree, sinc e descriptio ns of

teaching performance in the good and poor categories were extreme .

Nevertheless, on the basis of the tot al samp le, level of performance

accounted for 79% of the var iance in ratings of teaching quality and

72% of the variance in ratings of promotabilit y. These findings are

corroborated by the fact that less than 50% of the subject s Indicated

r~~~~hering the exact n~~ber of black instructors rated. The data do

not however support the conclusion that there were no race effects.

Hypothesis I was supported by the results in Table 7. Racial simil-

ar ity of rater and ratee was significantly related to performance ratings

for both white and black subjects when the level of teachi ng performanc e

was statistical ly controlled . Uigber ratings were give n whe n the rater

and ratee belonged to the same race . This finding Is supported by the

research of F laugher at al. (1969). The race effect s shown in Tab le 7

are so ~~n.ll however that use of contro ls such as forced choice rating

scales or preliminary training for the raters might have completely

eliminated rater bias altogether . The basic findi ng for both white aid

black subject s was that when given relevant information, the subject s

could accurately evaluate performance. The effect s of irrelevant infor-

mation such as the race of the ratee were minimal.

Hypothesis II was not sufficiently test ed by this study. It is not

s~~prising that order of present at io n of st isulus informatIon was insig-

nificant , since obser vation of the raters revealed that manipulatIon of

this variab le was not effect Ive . Many students ignored the order In

which the material was presented sal looked at the pho tog raphs pr ior to

— - - - - - —~ I .
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evabiating each Instru ctor . In tut~ue research it would be better to

have the information about each ratee presented on f ilm or slides t~ is

allowing greater control over order of presentation.

Hypothesis III is supported by the results in Table 8. Ratings

of belief similarity were related to the racial s imi lari ty of rater

aid ratee for both black aid white sub j ect s when level of teaching per-

formance was statistic ally controlled . Raters assumed that their

belief a were more similar to those of an Instructor of the same race

than an instructor of a different race. aoweyer, ratings of belief

simil ~~ity close ly paralleled rati ngs of teaching performance aid may

simply represent the halo effect. Despite thi s possib ility , ratings

of belief similarity are especially interest tug since no informatio n

was given about the beliefs of any of the instructors. The subjects

apparently made ass~~ptions about each. instructor ’s belief s without

relev ant information. The assinnptions were based to some gxtent on each

instructor ’s race. Thi s findi ng is supported by the research of Byrne

aid Wong (1971), Inako aid Robinson (1967) Rokeach and Miezer (1967),

Rokeac h , Smith aid Evans (1960), and Serui (1971).

Hypothesis IV was not adequately tested by this research. The de-

gree of cognit ive balance , as defined in this study , was not suff icient-

].y manip~1ated to determi r~ the at~plicabIlity of balance theory to rater

bias . This was probably due to the fact that In forming cogn itions

about each instru ctor , the student s gave more weight to the consequence s

of an instructor ’s behavior than to his race . The student s apparently

did not experience posit ive or negative sent 1~~nts toward an instructo r

sole ly on the basis of his race . This was the assu mptIon underlyIng the

definit ions of balance employed here . The primary conc ern of the stud-

ent 3 seemed to be the conseque nces each instructor ’s behavIor wOu~~
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have for students. Black raters, for eaample, did not necessarily per-

ceive as unbalanced, situat ions whe re a black instructor was described

unfavorably or a white instructor described favorably. In addit ion,

white raters did. not necessarily perceive as unbalanced, sit uations

where a white instructor was described unfavorably or a black instructor

described favorably.

Imolications for Future Researc h

Post hoc analysis of the data yie lded some useful information.

Apparent ly there were no significant race effects where teaching perfo rm-

ance was descr ibed favorab ly ; but where teachi ng perfoxmance was de-

scribed as average, white raters gave higher ratings to black instruc-

tors than to whit e instructors in terms of promotability . White raters

also gave poor white instructor s higher rati ngs than poor b lack instruc-

tors in terms of quality of perfo rmance. Black raters gave higher ratings

to average black instructors t han to average white instructor s both in

terms of quality of performance aid ~ro~~tability. Apparent ly whit e

rater s were inf luenced by the race of the ratee only where teaching per-

formance was not clear ly out standing. The magn itude and direction of

the relat ionship seems to have depended on a number of factors including

the rati ng situation aid the performance dimension to be evaluated.

Whit e raters may have been more willi ng to promote an average black

instructor than an average whit e instructor for any one or all, of the

following reasons: (a) This perf ormance dimension was more subject ive

than the others; (b ) These raters were more wIlling to give a black

instructor the benef it of the doubt ; (c) Given equIvalent teaching abil-

ity , the raters felt it more important from an aff irm at Ive actIo n st az~-

point to promote a black instructor ; (d) The rate rs were over-zeaLus

L - - . 



in their attempts to be fair ; (a) Aa long as teaching performance was

not too poor, the raters attempted to rate black instructors as high

or higher than white instructors in order to demonstrate that they

were not prejud iced. Any of these factors may have accounted for the

wtiite raters’ evaluations of average instructors. AU of them are in-

• tereating topics for future research.

The factors underlying white raters’ evaluations of poor instruc -

tors are also open to speculation. They may have rated poor white in-

structors more favorably than poor black instructors because they were

less willing to accept extremel.y negative informatio n about indIviduals

of their own race . That is , extremely negative descript ions were prob-

ably more in line with white raters ’ expectat ions about black instructors.

The vali dity of this hy pot hesis can only be determined through future

research.

Black raters apparently were not influenced by the race of the in-

st ructor when rating very good or very poor instructors. Kowever; when

evaluat ing average performance, black raters favored blac k instructors

over white instructors both in terms of teaching performanc e aid promot-

ability . The rationale for their behavior cannot be determined on the

basis of the data. They may have felt that an average black instructor

deserved higher rat ings than an average white instructor by virtue of

the obstacles he must face in teaching at a predominant ly whit e univer-

sity.

In s”’””~~y then, the degree of rater bias for both white aid black

subject s seems to have been related to the overall quality of ratee

performasce. This finding is supported by the research of Plaugher at al.

(1969), f f e m n r  at al. (1974), Bigoness ( 19T6), aid Rotter end Rotter

( reported in Bigoness , 1976). Rotter aid Rotter fou nd that low performing

L
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blacks were rated signif icantly higher than low performing whites, while

high performing blacks aid whites were rated similarly. Bigoness (1976 )

found that while low performing males aid females were rated similarly,

high performing females wer e rated signif icantly higher than high per-

for ming males. Deaux aid Taynor (1973) found that highly coxnpetent male s

were rated more favorably than highly competent females; but male s of low

c~~petence were rated lower than similar fema les.

Conclusions

The resu lt s of this study indicate that racial bias influenced per-

formance ratings, but only to a limited degree . The subjects in this

stud y evaluated teachi ng behavior primari ly on the basis of relevant

informati on about teaching performance. Teaching performance also in-

fluenced rat ings of perceiv ed attitu de similarity. Other research has

shown that the sex of the rater aid ratee may inf iuence rati ng behavior .

Kowever , more research muat be done before a pars imoniou s exp lanation

of the effects of rater -ratee characteristics on performance evaluat io r~
can be offered . It is clear that in fut ure research greater effo rts

must be mede to assess not only the presenc e or absence of rater bias ,

but also tho se factor s which may account for it. 

-~~——____
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As part of ~~
r doctoral dissertation research, I em conducting a

study involvi ng an evaluation of the teaching performance of faculty

members. As part of this project I would like to see how good or bad

you think some of the things are that instructors do. Below is a ‘~~st

of statements describing the types of things that instructors do • Read

each statement and indicate how good or bad you think the behavior de-

scribed in the statement is in terms of contributing to effective teach-

ing performance. Please use the following five point scale to rate

each it em.

1 = Very bad, something an instructor should definItely not do.

2 Poor , something an instructor should try to avoid doing.

3 Does not matter, something that really does not matter one
way or the other.

4 = Good , something an instructor should try to do whenever
possible.

5 Excellent, something an instructor should defin ite ly do.

_____ 
1. students usually cannot see as he writes on the board

_____ 
2 • lectures in a low monotone

_____ 
3. is ill informed about the topics in the course

_____ 
4, asks for more details when he doe s not understa nd what a

student say s

_____ 
5. invites students to make suggestions about the course

_____ 
6. introduces ma~ r Ideas during each class

____ 
7. start s class on time

_____ 
8. givea . eoncise explanations

_____ 
9. is enthusia st ic

_____
10. Invites students to ask quest ions

_____
U. tells student s which material they will not be tested on

12. provides students with the opportun Ity to apply new ly acquired
knowledge.
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13. synthesizes or integrates the mater ial effect ively

14. gives students written co erzts about their performance

15. gives tests which do not give students the opportunity to
show what they have learned

16. does not give enough exems

17. expresses his appreciatio n when a student does a good. job

18. tells t~~ stude nts what part s of the material are the most
• • important

19. g ives too ma~~ exams

20. addresses students by neme

21. can tell if the class is understanding him or not

22 • is usually incoherent or vague in what he is saying

23. tells st udents at the beginnfng of class what he is going t~talk about

24 . explains how the to pics in the course are related to each other

25. make s class t ime seem to pass quick ly

_26. offers topics which are usually relevant to student s ’ educa-
tional goals

27. has a well developed plan for each class session

28. gives cle ar explanations

• 29. is impartial in grading students

30. makes students feel at ease when talki ng with him

31. po st office hour s

32. answers thoroughly all questions which arise during the lecture

33. uses a variety of teaching techniques

34. seldom ind icates when a new topic is being introduced

35. is harshly cr itical of student responses

36. uses understandable vocabulary

37. his lectures follow a logical sequence

38. provides assistance outside of class
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39. has favorite students with whom he spends ~~re time than other s

40. lecture s in such a way that the textbook is easier to under-
stand

41. presents the origins of ideas and/or c Dncepts

42. his lectures make note-taking easy

43. presents exemp].ea of what he wants students to do

- 
44. class presentations are well prepared

45. has no interest in the quality of his teaching

- 
46. does not utilize the blackboard very well

47. is tolerant of st udents’ mistakes

48. presents an outl ine of the course

49. has only a superf icial knowledge of the subject matter

50. disc usses ex~~ination quest ions and answers before the exams

51. tells students what has to be do ne to get a good grade I n
the course

52. is not responsiv e to the students ’ comme iits and questions In
class

53. does not encourage silent students to participate in class

54. gives exam questions that are very picicj

55. uses examples which aid. learning of the course material

~6. tries to force his own ideas on the student

~~57. a~.msnarizes the material in a way that aids retentIon

__58. fails to differentiat e between signifIcant and insignificant
materials

59. sh~vs favorsti~~ (has favorite s ) when he is grading

60. frequently subject s student s to riducule and sarcasm

61. Is frequently distracted fron the nab point whI e ectur I~ g

_____
62. fInds way s to help stutient.i answer their own cue 3tI~ns

_____
63. discusses the ct 1v~ t 1e~ persons in hIs ~ - :fession engage in

64. explains the grading syst em

IL
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65. is punctua l.

66. attempts to cover too ~ zch material

67. adjusts his pace to the needs of the class

68. does not weight test s, quizes and report s fairly in determin-
ing grades

69. invites students to share their ~~owledge and experiences

70. t4 .a level of the lecture s is too difficult

71. does not organize course object ive s

72. asks confusing questions on his test s

73. introduces stimulating ideas about the subject

74. admits when he has made a mist ake

____75. grades tests too strict ly

76. seems to lack sel’ confidence

77. does not return test s within a reasonable time.

78. treats all students equally

79. does not grade his test s fair ly

80. cover s the material in the course too quickly

81. presents recent developments in the field

_____

~~~~~

. ends class on time

83. rephrases statements the students do not understand

84. asks silent students to part icipat e

85. ~~ovs the subject matter

86. does not offer students freedom to exp ress their op inions in
class

87. admit s when he does not 1~~ w the answer to a questIon

88. does not show to lerance for different point s of vIew

89. states when a new topic is being introduced

90. changes his aonroach to meet new sItuat ions

~91. never discusses test quest ions after ~~e t e3ta ~ave been
retur ned

— — -—- -—— 
•
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____

~~~~~~

. present s up-to-date informat ion

~~93. allows students to express their problems related to the course

___,9J1. varies the speed axe. to ne of his voice when lecturi ng

95. wastes a 1~t of time in class

96. uses students questions as an opportunity for class discussio n

97. invites cr it iciam of the ideas he presents

98. tends to discourage questions in class

99. spends too much time in class dwelling on the obv1~ous

100. gives exams which do not have a balanced coverage of the
4. major topics

101. lect ures in a rambling fashion

1(2. does not discuss exam que st ions after exams have been retur ned

103. is usual ly disrespectful towards students

____
10

~

I. Introduces topics by telling how they relate to topics that
• have already been discussed

105. provides informative appraisals of students’ work

— 
].c6. does not grade test s fairly

107. talks to the blackboard when lecturing

108. is not recept~Te to students ’ viewpoints

109. tries to force his own ideas on the students

110. is harshly critical of student responses

____
ill , seems to lack self confidence

112. has only superficIal knowledge of the subject matter

113. gives exams which do not have a balamced covera ge of the maJor
topics

• li ii. answers questions directly and to the p o t

115. the way he covers the material in ciaso makes It bor Ing
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A Very Good. Instructor

He gives clear explanat ions.

He rephrases statements the student s do not understand.

J
He provides assistance outside of class.

He synthesizes or integrates the material effectively.

He can tel l. if the class is understa nding him or not .

He gives class present ations which are we U. prepared.

He invites students to make suggest ions about the course .

He invites students to ask questions.

He is punctual.

He presents recent developments in the field..

_  _ _
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A Very Good Instructor

He knows the subject matter.

He presents up-to-date i~~ormat1on.

He t~ses examples which aid learning of the course material.

He presents examples of what he wants students to do.

He is to lerant of students’ mistakes.

He treat s all students equally.

He presents an outline of the course.

His lectures make note-taking easy.

His lectures follow a logical sequence.

He is enthusiastic .

L~~~~. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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A Very Good Instructor

He explains the greding system.

He allows students to express their problems related to the course.

He has a well developed. plan for each class session.

He gives concise explanations.

He a&justs his pace to the needs of the class.

He ends class on time .

He tells the students which part s of the material are most important .

He posts office hours .

Re explains how the topics in the course are relat ed to each other .

He makes students feel at ease when taTh~1iig wit h him.

• -~~ -~~~~~~~~~~ • 5 -
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An Average Instructor

He tells students what has to be done to get a good grade in the course.

Re gives students v~itt en co ents about their performance.

He does not utilize the blackboard very well.

He does not give enough ex~~a.

Re is frequently distracted. ~~~~ the main point while lectur ing.

He answers th roughly all questio ns which arise during the lecture.

He provides students with the opportunity to apply newly acquired knowledge .

Re uses a variety of teaching techniques.

He does not encourage silent student a to participate in class.

He tries to force his own ideas on the students.
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An Average Instructor

Re expresses his appreciat ion when a student does a good job .

Re starts class on time.

Re asks silent students to part icipate.

He attempts to cover too much material.

He gives exam questions that are very picky.

He admits when he has made a mistake.

He uses understandable vocabulary.

The level of his lectures is too difficult .

He gives too ma~~ exams.

He grades test s too strictly.

~~~ _ _ _ _ _
— - — ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -S



- - ‘ 5 

~— — ~L

I 

5 - -- - - - -  -5-~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - ~~~~~~ -.—.-——~~ ——~~~~~~~~~- --S-5.— ----~----.---



76

A Poor Instructor

He covers the materi al in the cour se too quickly .

He does not show toler ance for diff erent point s of vIew.

• He does not weig ht test s , quizzes and reports fairly in determining
grades.

- He has only superficial ~~ vledge of the subj ect matter .

He is usually disrespectful towards students.

He se].d.om indic ates when a new topic is being introduced.

He Is not rece pt ive to students ’ viewpoints.

- The way lie covers the material in class make s it boring.

— He asks confus ing questions on his tests.

Re does not grade his test s fairly. 

— ~~~~~~
-_— - - - --* r- fl5c - - - - -



- - -S -55-S-55• 5-~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 5 _._ ____~~~~
_ LS,.. ...S SJL5~-..—W • I _S - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

- - - -5-

•~

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _



78

A Poor Instructor

Re does not off er students freedom to ex~~ess their opinions in class.

He does not organize course object ives.

He is ill-informed about the topics in the course.

Re is usually incoherent or vague in what he is saying .

Re is harshly critical of student responses.

Re fails to differentiate between signif teant and insignificant material.

Students usually canx~ t see what he writes on the board.

He does not return tests wit hin a reasonab le t ime .

• Ee has no interest in the qua lity of his teaching.

Re show s favoratism (has favorites) when lie is grading.
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A Poor Instructor

He has favorite students wit h who m he spe nds more ti~~ than others.

He wastes a lot of t ime in class.

He gives test s which do not give student s the opportunity to show
what they have learned.

He lectures in a reabling fashion.

-: - He frequent ly subject s students to ridicule and sarcasm.

- 4 He talks to the blackboard when lecturing.

He gives exams which do not have a balanced coverage of the major tonics

He lecture s in a low n~ notone.

He does not discuss exam questions after exams have been returned.

-

~ 

- He is not responsive to students ’ cc enta and questions in class.

1~

I _ _ _ _ _ _
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On the basis of the inf ormation given to you about this person,

plea.ae answer the following questions.

1.. Based on the infor~~tion provided, how well do you think this in-
structor performs his job ? (circle one )

1 2 
- - 

3 4 5
very very
poorly poorly satisfa ctor ily we ll we ll

2 • On the basis of the information provided, would you reco~~end this
instructor fbr promotion? (Circle one)

1 2 3 4 5
definite ly probably uncertain probably definitely

not not

3. If this instructor were to explain to you his philoso phy about
teaching how like ly do you think it is that you would agree with
him? (circle one )

1 2 3 4 5
wou ld wou ld would would would

def in ite ly probably neither probably definit ely
disag ree disagree agree nor agree agree

disagree

~ Based upon the information provided about this person, how likely
do you think it is that you would agree with his belief s about
students? (circle one )

2 3 4 5
would would would would would

definite ly probably neither probably definitely
disagree disagree agree nor agree agree

disa gree

5. If this instructor ’ s performance changes in the future , in which
direction do you think the change will occur? (circle one )

1 2 3 4 5
his his I do not his his

performance performance think tt performance performance
will decline will decline will change vii]. will improve
signiftcantly a little improve a significantly

little
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Neme:
_ _ _ _ _ _ _

Sex: Male Female (circle one )

Classificatio n: Freshman 
____ 

Sophomore 
____ 

Junior

Senior 
____ 

(check one)

1. Aa you were actually rating the instructors, what thoughts went through
your mind?

2 • How many of the instructors appeared to yo u to be actual ly working?

3. ~o the best of your recollection, how many of the instructors were
smiling? 

___________________________

4. How many of the instructors wore glasses? 
________________

5. About how long (on the average ) did it take you to fill out a
rati ng form on a given instructor ? (check one )

less than a minute 
_______

about two minutes 
______

about three minutes 
______

about five minutes 
______

about eight minutes 
_______

6. How many of the instructors were sitti ng at a desk? 
_________

7. What do you think is the most import ant thi ng for a colle ge instructor
to accomplish when teaching a course ?

- . 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _
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8. How many of the instructors would you guess could be classified as
a~~bers of a minority group? 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

9. How many of the instructors wou ld you say were neatly dressed?

10. If you could have had addit ional information about each of the
instructors, what infoz~~t ion would you have wanted most?

11. Did you fi nd so~~ of the instructor s easier to rate than others ,
if eo why?

yes because

no because
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