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INFRODUCTION

In evaluating the performance of faculty, universities usually focus on research
productivity, teaching effectiveness and administrative or service contributions. While
it is argued that research output can be measured adequately by the quantity and
quality of publications and administrative contributions can be documented by com-
mittee assignments and other administrative appointments, the evaluation of teach-
ing presents unique problems. In most cases, a teacher’s effectiveness is measured
with students’ ratings. While we would like to believe that these ratings accurately
reflect the amount of learning achieved in a class, it is likely that student perceptions
of teaching effectiveness are affected by their expectations prior to enrolling in the
class about the instructor’s effectiveness, as well as by the difficulty of the course and
the grading standards. H students’ ratings of teaching are systematically related to
their preconceptions about instructors, many teachers may be wrongly valued and
promotion decisions distorted.

Various instructor characteristics may affect students’ ratings of teaching. This
paper focuses on the instructor’s gender. Gender can affect the way an instructor
teaches and the way students react to the instructor. Research by sociclogists sug-
gests that gender role socialization or biclogieal factors may account for some of these
differences. For example, research by Lever [1976] on the role play of children finds
that girls are socialized to be more nurturing towards others. In sociobiclogical re-
search [Delozier and Engel, 1989, for examplel], higher levels of male hormones such
as testosterone are associated with less nurturing behavior. If these inherent gender
differences affect teaching style and interaction with students, then students would
likely evaluate male and female instructors differently.

The link between gender and ratings of teaching effectiveness has been examined
extensively although, to our knowledge, there is only one study [Saunders, 19941 of
gender differences in the rating of teaching effectiveness in economics, and it exam-
ines the ratings of teaching assistants rather than instructors. Three recent reviews
of this diverse literature outside of economics [Feldman, 1992; 1993; Goodwin and
Stevens, 1993] reveal little evidence of gender bias. The empirical evidence has been
generated from both controlled experiments and specific evaluations of male and fe-
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male teachers. In the laboratory experiments, instructors are described to samples of
college students with descriptions differing only by the instructor’s gender. These
studies find no differences in the perceived quality of male and female instructors.
For example, only two of 13 studies that examined overall ratings of teachers, con-
trolling for students’ gender, among other factors, find instructor gender effects
[Feldman, 1992]. The same pattern emerges from 28 studies of the ratings of actual
teachers, in which the average correlation between instructors’ gender and students’
ratings was negligible.

In spite of little difference in the overall evaluation of male and female instruc-
tors, differences in the rating of specific dimensions of teaching — enthusiasm, prepa-
ration, difficulty, for example — have been linked to gender of instructor. On 21
dimensions of teaching performance examined in the literature, Feldman [1993] re-
ports a significant gender difference on eight, most favoring women instructors. Male
instructors tend to score higher on student ratings of knowledge of subject, clarity of
presentation, and personality; females tend to score higher on sensitivity, value of
material, encouragement of discussion, and accessibility. In almost all cases, the
average correlation between rating and instructors’ gender is small and diminishes
further when controls for other determinants of teaching effectiveness are included.
Overall, the literature linking instructors’ gender to the students’ rating of teaching
shows no consistent pattern favoring men or women, although students appear to
believe there is a difference in the way male and female instructors teach.

In this paper, we explore the linkages between student ratings of instructors and
the instructors’ gender in introductory cconomics at 53 different colleges and univer-
sities in the United States. We find, controlling for other characteristics of the in-
structors and students, no difference between the ratings of male and female instruc-
tors of introductory macroeconomics, but, on all instructor dimensions, women re-
ceive higher ratings than men in introductory microeconomics.

MODEL

Our model of ratings assumes that the rating of economics instruction depends on
the utility (U) a student derives from a class. If a student enjoys the class, learns
from the experience, and has little difficulty absorbing the material, utility is positive
and the rating of the instructor increases, ceteris paribus. Ifthe classroom experience
is influenced by both the characteristics of teachers that affect the learning of stu-
dents () and by the motivation and background of students (S) that affect the ability
to learn, then ratings of the instructor and the class are determined by 7' and S.

Assume thatY, is rating measure k for student iin classj and thatY is affected
by a vector of characteristics Xj; through the following regression:

(1a) Y, =X,B,+ € and
(1b) €= Cp + U

¢, is the systematic effect associated with the j* class, and u,, is the individual ran-
dom error. We estimate this model by assuming thatc,isa fixed effect for each class
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1 and télat t}}is ﬁ.xed.effect measures the learning atmosphere created by the instrue-
tor.ar} the institution; ¢, measures the effect of teacher or other classroom charac-
eristics such as Ioca1fmn and time of class (7') on ratings that is not captured by other
faxolgel.?ous VaI'l?.bIES in the model. Fixed effects are estimated jointly with the p’s by
ine ufimg a series of dummy variables (D) for each of the J classes in the sample.!
[Davidson and MacKinnon, 1993]. e
1 Bec:ftuse many of ffhe explanatory variables in which we are interested are class-
evel or mst1:uctor variables, we first estimate the fixed effects model above excluding
alll class vanable-s; ratings are regressed on the student characteristics (S) and the
c as;s1 dummy Va‘nables. r;‘hen we regress the estimated fixed effect for eachlclass (c.)
ont f?hclass varlall)les of interest (T)). The coefficients on these class variables meJ;
sure the marginal effect of each cl isti i :
sure class characteristic on the average rating of that
The estimated regression model is given below. Equation (2) is estimated over

the sample of individual students; equation (3}1 i
s t
[Mundlak, 1978]. q (3)is estimated over the sample of classes

J-1
(2) Yijk = Sin + 2 DJAJk + u

j=1 o

where A, is the estimated fixed class effect of class j for rating measure %, and

F

3
® Ajk = T'k'Yk + ur

u-rhere v, is a vector of the estimated effects of instructor and classroom characteris-
tics on the classroom rating and n; is a random error.

DATA AND VARIABLES

We used data collected during the norming of the third edition of the Test of
Unéterstanding College Economies (TUCE III) (Saunders, 1994) to determine whether
the instructor’s gender affects teaching ratings. The TUCE III data include students
from 185? introductory economics classes at 53 different U.S. institutions in 1990. The
sample is .not random, but rather “opportunistic.” Information on characterist;ics of
§tudents, instructors, the class, students’ TUCE scores, and students’ ratings of their
instructors on several dimensions is available.? Our data consist 6f 2185 introducto
macroeconomics students in 80 different classes and 2408 introductory microeconom.iz
'students in 87 different classes who rated their instructors. Ratings data were miss-
ing fo? t%le remaining 22 classes. The dependent variable (Y. ) is the students’ ratin
of_’ their instruction. Rating of teaching was basedon a scaigkof lowest rating of 10 ti
highest rating of 50 (a 1-5 scale multiplied by 10). Students were asked to rate the
course on four dimensions: amount learned, interest of subject matter, importance of
Sflbject matter, and difficulty of subject matter. They rated instructors’ on five dimen-
sions: enthusiasm, preparation for class, ahility to speak English well, rigor of grad-
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The student characteristics (Sy) include demographic traits and measures of the
potential difficulty a student might have with economics. The demographic mea-
sures include student gender and race (black, hispanie, Asian, other ethnic, relative
to white). The student characteristics to measure the potential difficulty with the
course are college grade point average prior to taking the sample economies class and
the number of hours of calculus the student had completed prior to the sample class.
The instructors’ characteristics (Tj) which can affect student learning are gender and
race (Asian or non-Asian), whether the instructor’s native language is English, and
the number of years of instructor teaching experience. We also include a measure of
the number of students in the class.* We haveno unambiguous predictions about the
effects of the instructor or student demographic characteristics on ratings.

RESULTS

The means and standard deviations of the variables in the model are reported in
Table 1. Eleven percent of macroeconomics instructors, 18 percent of microeconomics
instructors, and 43 percent of students are female.s In addition, on average, ratings
are high. The average instructor received a rating of about 40 (above midpoint) or
slightly higher on every instructor dimension. The ratings of the classes are lower, on
average, than the ratings of the instructors but are still above 30 on all rated dimen-
sions. The students’ interest in economics received the lowest average rating with a
33 in macroeconomies and a 34 in microeconomics.

Course rating results are reported in Table 2 (microeconomics) and Table 3 (mac-
roeconomics). Instructor rating results are in Table 4 (microeconomics) and Table 5
(macroeconomics). The effects of student characteristics on ratings were obtained by
estimating Equation (2). Effects of the class-specific characteristics were obtained by
estimating Equation (3). The estimated fixed effects are available from the authors
on request.

With the exception of instructors’ gender, few of the instructor or student level
controls has much effect on ratings of microeconomics. On the course ratings (diffi-
culty, amount learned, interest in, and importance of the course content), instructor
gender affects only the difficulty rating in microeconomics. The courses taught by
women are rated as more difficult by almost two (out of a range of 40) points. Instrue-
tor gender is not an important factor in course ratings of macroeconomics classes.
On the instruetor ratings in microeconomics, women are rated higher than men on all
dimensions. Women are perceived as more enthusiastic in the classroom (three point
difference), better prepared (two point difference), speaking better English (two point
difference), having higher standards (1.6 point difference), and as better instructors
overall (2.4 point difference). In macroeconomics classes, no instructor gender differ-
ences are’observed in the student ratings.®

We also found some effects of the students’ gender on ratings, although these
influences were smaller than the effects of the instructors’ gender. In rating both
subjects, women students are, on average, less interested in economics, find the ma-
terial less important, and find economics more difficult than men. On ratings of the
instructors, women students are more positive than men. Women tend to give in-
structors higher scores on preparation, grading standards, and English gkills in both
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TABLE 1
Descriptive Statistics
Vari
ariables Macroeconomics® Micreeconomics®
Dependent?
iAnrs:rl;nz learned 36.32 (8.05) 37.11 (7.64)
- I: 33.18 (9.88) 34.11 (9.09)
= lé);m[ ince 37.97 (7.90} 37'36 (7.94)
v 37.88 (8.05) 37.14 (8?20)
Instructor enthusiasm 4
1.68 (7.25)
Ilzstructor pmepa.aratio:u 42.78 (7.12) ig?; ggz}
Ins:ructor English 44.96 (7.20) 45-63 (6'75§
Ins ructor standards 38.94 (7.66) 40.00 (7.41)
struetor overall 39.48 (8.72) 40.92 (8.02)
Independent
Instructor gender (1=female)
= 0.11(0.31) 0.18
C ! . 0.3
Inst:'ructor Afalal; (=1} (.09 (0.29) 0.04 ((0 23)
Native Engl}sh speaker (=1} 0.91 (0.29) 0'94 0. )
Years t-each.mg experience 12.85 (9.32) 12l81 (8-24)
Class size (number of students) 91.16 (77.45) 67 VIV
Student gender {(1=female) 0.43 (0.50) 0113(4(-:;3)
gtujent b%aCk (‘-—»1) 0.04 (0.18) 0.04 (0.19;
S t;ldent lugpamc (=1) 0.02 (0.15) 0‘02 (0‘13)
ent asian (=1) 0.03 (0.18) 0‘04 (0'19
Student (?ther ethnic {=1) 0.01 (0.08) 0-01 o
Grade point average (out of 4 points)  2.92 (0.55) 2-91 Eggg
Hours of caleulus 2.58 (3.00) 2.86 (3-11)

N Th
=Y ere were 2184 Stl.ldents in 80 ClaSSeS in t}le acroecon P
TNICS Sam. 13 and 2408 Students in 87 C}aSSeS

b. The statistics in the table are the mean and standard deviation (in parentheses)

macroeconomi i i
enthusmsmr‘r;;i; :?Ifs;?;iic;it:?nomlcs. There are no student gen;:ler differences on
The rating of economies instruction, at least at the introductory level, a
related tq the gender of both instructors and students. After careful exami’na?:?)earsf
several dlmenlsions of the rating of teaching, controlling for many characteristli?:z Of
students and instructors that could affect the learning experience in the classroon(i
gle find that students, on average, rate women microeconomics instructors higheli
an men. '%‘hese results are consistent with some of the literature on student ratin
of teaching in other disciplines. The results may indicate that students think w -
are., on average, better microeconomics teachers than men. An alternative inteomen
tation, however, is that men may be discriminated against by students and et
ally better teachers than their ratings suggest. e
" IWE}-}) tried to' d'etermlne which of these two interpretations of our results is more
ely by examining the students’ scores on the TUCE- III exams they all took, W,
used two measures of achievement: the score on the TUCE-III exam taken at tht.e en:;
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TABLE 2
Regression Models of Course Ratings: Microeconomics
Independent Amount
Variables Learned Interest Importance Difficulty
Student characteristics [estimates of Equation (2)1:
Constant 34.752 32.862 38.262 41,912
(2.04) (2.44) (2.22) (2.07)
Female (=1) -1.042 -2.812 -0.322 2,132
(0.23) (0.38) (0.34) (0.32)
Black (=1) .91 1.47 0.81 -0.42
0.886) (1.02} (0.91) {0.88)
Hispanic (=1) -1.60 -0.96 -0.23 -0.88
{1.20} (1.43) {1.27) (1.22)
Asian (=1} -0.63 1.06 0.66 0.50
- (0.83) (0.99} {0.88) {0.84)
Other ethnic (=1} 0.70 1.22 0.60 2.63
(1.86) {2.22) (1.96) (1.89)
Hours caleulus 0.04 0.10 -0.127 -0.542
{0.06) (0.07) (0.06) (0.06)
Grade point average X 100 0.144% 0.007" 0.005° -0.1332
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)
Instructor characteristics [estimates of Equation 3)1:
Constant -5.02b -3.75 -3.29 -2.87
(2.18) (2.33) (2.16) (2.37)
Female (=1) 1.23 048 042 1.70°
(0.86) (0.92) (0.86) (0.94)
Asian (=1} 1.30 0.98 0.22 0.51
(2.44} (2.63) {2.44) (2.68)
Native English speaker (=1) 2.15 2.09 -0.17 0.35
(2.20) (2.38) (2.20) (2.42)
Years teaching experience 0.332 0.32° 0.25° 0.03
(0.13) {0.14) (0.13) (0.15)
Experience squared -0.01% 0.01b -0.01 0.00
{0.00) (0.01) - {0.00) (0.01)
Class size -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 Q.02°
(0.01) (0.01) 0.0 (0.01)

a. Significant at the 1% level.
b. Sigmificant at the 5% level.
c. Significant at the 10% level.

of the course (post-TUCE) and the difference between the post-TUCE score and the
score earned at the beginning of the course (value-added). Value-added controls for

the students’ initial knowledge of economics. We tested for mean differences in these
two measures by gender of the instructor. The instructor differences, however, donot
present us with a clear pattern. Tn micro, the average student’s post-TUCE score in
courses taught by men is 1.5 points higher than the post-TUCE score in courses taught
by women, but there is no difference in value-added.? In macro, both the students’
post-TUCE and value-added measures are higher in courses taught by men; students

of male instructors score about one point higher on the post-TUCE exam.’
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. TABLE 3
Regression Models of Course Ratings: Macroeconomics
Independent Am
Independ An a:ﬂ_:; Interest Importance Difficulty

Student characteristics [estimates of Equation (2)]:

C
onstant 2(7.61El 27432 35.032 43.16%
1.08) (1.32) (110 '
Female (=1) -1.66 -2.862 -0'723’ (;ggi
©0.34) (0.42) 0. '
5 R .3
Black (=1} -1.15 -0.99 {0 Og) (g.'?g)
(1.05) (1.30) 1. .
' ) R .07
Hispanie (=1) 0.72 1.35 (1 88} (g)“gg)
Asian (o1 {(1.17) (1.43) (1.19) (1.14)
7 {=1) -0.12 1.24 0.02 0704-
(0.99) (1.22) 1 '
) . .01
Other ethnic (=1) -0.50 -0.19 f5 3’7i (g.g_'?
(2.02) 2.46 - .
Hours of caleulus 0.03 (0.04} E(2)222‘ (;ggz}‘
. (0.06) (0.08 . .
Grade point average X 100 0.0252 O.t?llJ'?’b (g'ggéa (gggéb
(0.003) (0.004) {0.003) (0:003}
B
Constant 4.292 5,212 2.04 5.358
(1.68) (1.95) (160 .
Female (=1) 0.75 0.89 0-70} (1'23)
{1.16) " (1.34) (1l @
. . . 09
Astan {=1) -1.66 -2.50 0 16) (ilgg)
] (1.54) 1.78 . 1
Native English speaker (=1) 2.51° {2.19} (i;g) (i'gg)
(1.35) (1.66} 1. .
' . 27
Years teaching 0,518 -0.52b Eo 351)3 (S-ggg
) (0.18) (0.21 ‘ .
Experience squared 0.022 (I!.[)2])J (gﬂ; (g(])-zz’
(0.01) (0.01) {0.0 .
‘ . .00
Class size -0.02b -0.032 0 022 (g‘gg)

(0.01} (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

a. Significant at the 1% level.
b. Significant at the 5% level.
c. Significant at the 10% level.

The pfattern of exam scores implies that the higher ratings for women micro in-
Si‘:ructors is not due to students learning more in the classes taught by women. The
higher overall ratings of female micro instructors could reflect students’ perce 'tions
’.chat the learning environment in female instructors’ classrooms is more pleasallzt Or
it could reflect students’ beliefs that they are learning things in female instruci':ors’
classrooms tha.at are not measured by the TUCE-III exam. In macro, students appear
tc} learn more in classes taught by men, but students do not rate the’ male instructors
higher than the female instructors. Men may be better teachers than their ratings
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TABLE 4
Regression Models of Instructor Ratings: Microeconomics

Independent

Variables Enthusiasm Preparation English Standards Overall

Student characteristics [estimates of Equation @)

Constant 41912 40.10% 48.798 35.73% 37.722
(1.82) (1.73) (1.58) z.on (2.02)
Female{=1) 0.18 1.00% 0.712 0.71k -0.09
0.28) (027 {0.25) (03D (03D
Black (=1) 0.89 -0.46 0.36 0.39 0.56
0.77) (0.73) (0.67) (0.85) (0.86)
Hispanie 167 156 0.11 190 0.98
(=1} (1.0T) {1.02) (0.93) (1.18) (1.19)
Asian (=1) 0.33 - 0.22 -0.40 0.71 0.99
©.74) (0.71) {0.65) (0.82) (0.83)
Other ethnic 1.39 -1.59 0.10 1.14 0.63
{(=1) (171 (1.62) (1.48) {1.89) (1.90)
Hours of -0.03 -0.04 0.07° 0.09 0.02
caleulus {0.05) (0.05) (0.04) (0.06) (0.08)
Grade point 0.002 0.000 0.062 0.000 0.002
average X 100 (0.008) {0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003)
Instructor characteristics [estimates of Equation (3)]:
Constant 4.26 0.42 -10.242 0.10 -148
2.7 (2.05) (1.73) (1.72) (2.89)
Female(=1) 3.002 1.89Y 2.012 1.620 2.36P
(1.08) (0.81) (0.69) {0.69) (1.15)
Asian (=1) 227 3.43 -2.26 -0.38 -1.38
(8.07 (2.32) (1.95) (1.95) (3.27)
Native English 152 0.72 11.44% 3.05¢ 2.90
speaker (=1) 2.77) {2.09) (1.76) {1.76) {2.95)
Years feaching  0.48% 0.23¢ 0.282 0.08 0.31°
experience (0.17} (0.13) (0.11) (©.10 (0.18)
Experience -0.022 0.01° 0.012 0.00 -0.017P
squared 0.01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) {0.00)
(lass size -0.00 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.00
(000D (0.01) (0.01) ©.on (0.02)

a. Significant at the 1% level.
b. Significant at the 5% level.
c. Significant at the 10% level.

suggest, or the ratings may reflect student disutility from the less pleasant learning
environment they perceive in male instructors’ classes.

We also find that student interest in economics and difficulty with the material is
related to the gender of students. Women students think economics is more difficult,
report being less interested in economics, and find the material less important than
do men. This negative reaction by women students to economics is reinforced by their
poorer performance on the post-TUCE exam and their lower value-added than male
students. The post-TUCE scores for women were 1.6 points lower in micro and 2.1
points lower in macro. Women students appear to learn less than men, and this may
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TABLE 5
Regression Models of Instructor Ratings: Macroeconomics
Independent
Variables Enthusiasm Preparation English Standards 0 11
vera
Student characteristics [estimates of Equation (2)]:
Constant 39.74% 38.082 44 578 37.718 2462
_ ©.96) (0.94) (0.85) (1.08) (1.14)
emale(=1) 0.13 0.66b 0.742 0.62¢ n'eoc
Lk {0.30) (0.30) (0.27) (0.34) (-0'36)
ack (=1) -2.762 -1.32 -158¢ -0.31 172
e (0.93) 0.92) (0.83) {1.05) (1‘11)
; i)a.mc 1.48 0.32 8.40 -0.03 0.53
As—' } . (1.04) (1.62) (0.92) (L17} (1-24)
jan (=1} -0.87 -1.690 -0.83 0.71 0-30
ot _ (0.88) (0.87) {0.79) (1.00) {1.06
er ethnie 0.77 3.37¢ 1.03 2.31 o
i . . 1.41
H( 5 . (1.79) {1.76} {1.59) (2.02) (2.14)
o;rs o 0.01 -0.06 0.02 -0.08 0.02
e culus_ {0.06) {0.06) (0.05) 0.06) (0-07
Grade point 0.002 -0.002 0.005P -0.005 o-oo)z
average X 100 (0.003) (0.003) (0.008) {0.003) (0.003)
Instructor characteristics [estimates of Equation (3):
Constant 0.58 3.943 -10.26Y 1.32 6.252
(187) (1.54) (0.90) . ‘
Female (=1) 1.09 -1.43 0.04 (3)“;2) ((2).04)
(1.15) (1.06) ) (0.62) - Le1
. ) ) 0.80
Asian (=1) -0.88 0.92 2,452 51 07) {cl).:;)
(1.53) (1.41) {0.83) - .
Native English  1.98 2.82b 11422 (i.gg} (;ﬁ?g
speaker (=1}  (134) (1.24) ©.72) ©.93) 1 .
Years Feachmg 0.21 0.01 -0.13 0-05 (O-i;)
expefuence (0.18) (0.17) {0,100 (0-12) -G-
Experience -0.01 -0.00 0.00 0.00 (0.33)
C?quar?d (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) (O:OO} (0'01)
ase size 0.01 -0.01 -0.60 -0.01 0-02“-
. {0.01) (0.01) (0.01) {0.01) (0'01)
-square 12 13 84 10 09

a. Bignificant at the 1% level.
b. S_igniﬁcant at the 5% level.
c. Significant at the 10% level.

partl)i explain their lower ratings of economics classes (but not instructors). These
negative reactions by women students to economics may be partly resp()nsiblt.a for the
faci.: that only three out of ten economics majors in the U.S. is female (Siegfried, 1995)
while about 5.5 out of 10 college and university students are women. ’
When 'compared to student learning, the evidence we summarize from student
course ratings of 167 different introductory economics classes reveals no evidence of
st}tdent bias against female instructors. If anything, there is some evidence that in
micro students rate female instructors higher than male instructors while learning
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similar amounts from each and, in macro, students rate male and female instructors
similarly in spite of learning less in the classes of women.

NOTES

The authors wish to thank Robin Bartlett, Rebeeca Blank, Paul Pieper, Barbara Kilbourne and col-
leagues in the Department of Teonomics and Business Administration at Vanderbilt University for

helpful comments on previous versions of this paper.

L One class is omitted from the set of dummy variables; it is the base against which we compare all
other class effects.

3. An “opportunistic gample” is a nonrandom sample that is not generated by any probability rules
[Becker, 1995, 5.

3. The TUCEis a 30 (or 33 i international economics is included) guestion exam. It was administered
at the beginning of the course and again at the end in order to obtain a measure of the amount of
learning (in contrast to the level of understanding at the end).

4. Because students who performed poorly on the pretest dropped the course more frequently in larger
classes, relatively more dissatisfied students are missing from the course evaluation sample in the
larger classes. This will tend 4o obscure any negative relationship between learning and class size
[Becker, Powers, and Saunders, 1996].

5. Among the 29 macroeconomics instructors with less than 7 years of experience, six were women {21
percent) while only four of the 51 more sxperienced instructors were women. In the microeconoimics
classes, 43 percent of inexperienced instruetors and 14 percent of experienced instructors were wommen.
Thig difference in the gender composition by experience is largely due to the inerease in women
economics instructors over time in general.

6. We were concerned that our gender effects were capturing the effects of differential experience by
gender. To see if this was a significant problem, we estimated the regressions over classes with only
experienced (more than six years of teaching experience) or inexperienced (six or fewer years of
teaching experience) instructors. The results were almost identical to the results in Tables 2-5.
Women received significantly higher ratings on all instructor dimensions, except the overall rating,
in microeconomics classes, and instructor’s gender had no effect on ratings in macroeconomics classes.

7.  One hypothesis to explain the significantly higher instructor ratings received by women instructors
is that women students, who give significantly higher average ratings to all instructors than do men
students, may enroll disproportionately in classes taught by women instructors. To assess this pos-
sibility, we cross-tabulated instructor gender and student gender for both microeconomics and mac-
roeconomics. There is no evidence that women students are more likely to sort into microeconomics
classes taught by women {Chi-square=.0965, P-value=.7 56). For macroeconomics, however, there is
evidence of sorting; women students are significantly more likely to enroll in macroeconomics classes
taught by women (Chi-square=4.443, p-value=.035).

To further explore the implications of same gender rating in enrollment decisions, we included
an interaction term (the product of the proportion of female students in the class and the instructor’s
gender) in the second stage regression of fixed effects on class characteristics. This term was insig-
nificant in both the micre and macre regressions, providing no evidence that female students gave
female instructors higher ratings.

8. 'The standard deviation of the mean difference in post-test scores is 0.31; the standard deviation of
the mean difference in value-added is 0.26.

9. The standard deviation of the mean difference in post-test scores is 0.88; the standard deviation of
+the meds difference in value-added is 0.37.
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