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Guidance for Anti Bias in Evaluations 

 

INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this document is to identify how biases could potentially impact the review of retention, promotion, 
tenure, and leave cases and to make suggestions for avoiding negative impacts of these. The issues identified in this 
document pertain to both lecturer and tenure track faculty reviews. Structural inequities can lead to inaccurate 
perceptions of the quality of teaching, professional development, and service of RPT and leave candidates. Further, 
biases can place differential demands on service and professional development activities, which in turn could 
disadvantage those who are asked to do more service work at the expense of professional development output. 
Paying attention to these impacts can create more equitable and accurate evaluation processes, which have 
meaningful consequences for how we review each colleague’s contributions, retain faculty, and determine 
compensation rates. Please see here for a more complete description of issues and references.  

GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS 

• Examine how RPT committees are structured: Follow best practices and have more than one person per 
committee regardless of CSU policies, which sometime allow for only one reviewer. Research shows that 
more accurate judgements are made when evaluations are based on multiple observers. i  

• Monitor language in discussing candidates: Be aware of language used to describe one candidate in 
comparison to another if it seems to be based on social identity, as opposed to professional work. ii  

• Build in accountability. Identify at least one member of the committee to act as an Employment Equity 
Facilitator (EEF).iii If remarks or assessments seem biased, or decisions involve characteristics of social 
identity, the EEF should speak up, document, and redirect the conversation to focus on merit. 

• Be aware that research has found that historically and currently marginalized scholars experience 
systematic discrimination:   

o Pay attention to positive and negative evaluations of professors of different identities. Are there any 
consistent differences based on race, ethnicity, gender, or other social identities?  

o Do faculty rankings seem related to social identity (e.g., people with underrepresented backgrounds 
toward the bottom of the list)?  

o Be aware that historically and currently marginalized scholars need to work harder than their peers to be 
considered as competent as their non-marginalized peers. Female faculty, especially female faculty of 
color, experience subtle discrimination compared to White men that impacts perceptions of successiv.  

 

I. TEACHING 

• Be aware that research describes biases in student evaluations: 

o Female-identified professors receive systematically lower scores than their male counterpartsvvi 

o Male-identified professors are more often described as having qualities that are positive for 
academia (e.g., “intelligent”) in comparison to qualities used for non-male professors (e.g., “kind,” 
“conscientious,” or “warm”).viiviii  

o Faculty of color tend to receive lower evaluations compared to White peers.  

o It is likely that these types of bias extend to professors who are sexual or gender minorities.ix 

• Pay careful attention to evaluations that may be based in stereotypic expectations or discomfort with 
difference. This may involve paying careful attention to language in your own assessments and comments. 

• Recognize that teaching about DEI topics may bring out student reactions to the material that are 
transferred to the professor.  Those who teach topics related to LGBTQ+ topics, racism and discrimination, 
feminism, etc. may find themselves being rated on students’ comfort with the material as opposed to their 
teaching ability.  
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SCHOLARSHIP AND CREATIVE ACTIVITIES 
 

As faculty develop and publish their scholarship, bias unevenly affects the amount of time and resources available 
to devote to scholarship, experiences while conducting research, and evaluations of scholarship. 
 

• Understand differential evaluations of scholarship: research on topics related to race, ethnicity, gender, 
sexual orientation and other social identities are often thought of as ancillary or “niche publishing” though 
this work makes important additions to the field. Rerunning a particular experiment to correct bias in the 
original, for example, may take creativity and much time. Additionally, publications focused on DEI may not 
be as well-known to the average academic. The same may be said for creative works. Taking time to 
understand the value of publications and exhibition venues related to this work can help it to be treated 
with equity.  

• Be aware that history and practice dictate certain research agendas, epistemologies, and methods as 
legitimate while discarding or marginalizing those that do not fit neatly within established frameworks.  
This is evidenced in gendered, racialized, and disciplinary biases in fundingx, as well as in the perceived 
respectability of publishing venues.xi.” This can impact number and type of scholarly and creative products. 

• Ensure equitable time for scholarship by ensuring equitable distribution of departmental service: 
Consider/adjust/compensate for some faculty’s additional time in service activities, such as mentoring 
(e.g., BIPOC students seeking out BIPOC faculty). Ratios of student to teacher in the CSU based on racial 
identity are much higher for many BIPOC faculty particularly those who are Latinx.xii 

• Adopt a more expansive definition of scholarship.  Do not assume that your discipline’s norms are 
universal at CLA level of review. Consider public scholarship, works published in new forms of media. Look 
to members of the committee in the fields close to the one being assessed for the guidance in the area 
(e.g. look to those in the Arts and other creative fields to assess the value of a productions/exhibitions).  

 

SERVICE TO DEPARTMENT, COLLEGE, UNIVERSITY, AND COMMUNITY/DISCIPLINE 

Faculty from underrepresented groups often experience cultural taxationxiii which can be defined as extra service 
burdens related to ethnicity, race, or other social identity facets (e.g., providing representation on committees, 
serving on diversity taskforces, mentoring underrepresented junior colleagues or students at a higher ratio than 
non-underrepresented colleagues). Women faculty (particularly women of color) receive more frequent requests 
to perform service, and are frequently tasked with performing more time consuming and less prestigious types of 
service. This tendency to heap greater responsibilities upon these faculty must be recognized as unfair prejudice 
that harms their retention and promotion. Such practices ultimately work against the institution’s goals of diversity, 
equity, and inclusionxiv.  

• Acknowledge added time in service during the review process.  Faculty tasked with greater teaching and 
service demands systematically produce fewer scholarly and creative products.   

• Understand that multiple marginalized identities may increase taxation (e.g., women of color): Research 
shows consistently that women of color carry a much larger load of service than other genders and racial 
groups.xv  

• Value DEI service work and understand the nature of the work: Universities that stress DEI initiatives, yet 
have low representation of faculty members from marginalized groups should recognize that diversity 
labor performed at such an institution is “extraordinary” service and document it as such in the RPT 
process.   

• Pay attention to special assignments – e.g., DEI-Focused Cluster Hires – and be aware of the expectations 
of these faculty. DEI-focused cluster hires have been recruited for their expertise in DEI areas of teaching, 
scholarship/creative activity, and/or service work. As such, these are expertise areas that they are 
expected to fill as a part of RPT. This DEI work should be considered as a part of their job requirement, not 
as extra work after non-DEI service is completed.   
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