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A B S T R A C T

This study examined the impact of the professors' gender according to a student evaluation of teaching (SET) in a
private university. The study took place in a private university (n ¼ 103,833) on six different campuses in the
north region of Mexico. The distribution of the professors’ gender was analyzed according to semesters, campuses,
and schools. Our findings suggested that when undergraduates evaluated their professors on specific criteria
concerning teaching performance, they expressed their opinion regardless of the professors' gender. However,
when being asked for a single overall evaluation, as whether they would recommend the professor as one of their
best professors, the students tended to favor male professors over their female peers by a slight margin. While
such perceptions might not be representative of the actual teaching quality, it would be interesting in the future to
delve deeper into the causes of possible biases.
1. Introduction

Student evaluations of teaching (SET) is an important assessment tool
to evaluate the quality of teaching and provide feedback on the perceived
teaching effectiveness of faculty members, as well as to report useful
information to administrators (Boring, 2017). These evaluations are
typically administered by institutions and completed by students anon-
ymously. Universities use SET when considering promotions, long-term
contracts, merit and award-related decisions, salary increases, and con-
tract renewals for their faculty members and staff (Davis, 2009). How-
ever, one of the negative aspects of the application of SET is that students
become the sole subjective evaluators of the professors' productivity.
Previous research has reported that students’ criteria for judging their
professors are, in part, exogenous or unrelated to actual teaching quali-
ties (Boring, 2017; Kristof De Witte & Rogge, 2011; McPherson, 2006).
Despite the widespread use of SET, when students evaluate subjectively,
they possibly could be stereotyping or expressing biases. This factor
should be of concern to faculty members and universities because SET
results may influence the overall assessment of their teaching and
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instruction effectiveness (Barth, 2008; Marsh and Bailey, 1993; Wiley,
2019).

However, other research results have indicated several positive as-
sociations. For example, they reported higher average SET ratings when
the professor was viewed by students as knowledgeable, friendly, clear,
enthusiastic, and fair (Barth, 2008; Hills et al., 2009; Tang et al., 2005;
Ogier, 2005). Also, professors who use humor and are physically
attractive receive higher SETs scores (Felton et al., 2004; Fortson and
Brown, 1998; Freng and Webber, 2009). On the other hand, disorgani-
zation, lack of clarity in teaching and inaccessibility were linked to lower
SET scores of the professors (Barth, 2008; Sitzman, 2010).

Regarding the perception of SET by faculty, literature has shown
divided opinions. Some perceive SET to be unreliable or invalid and a
measure of popularity rather than of effective teaching. Others consider it
meaningful and reported they have made improvements based upon such
results (Annan et al., 2013; Balam and Shannon, 2010; Beran and
Rokosh, 2009). Recently, Spooren and Christiaens (2017) reported that
students have a positive view of SET practice because they agree it can
provide accountability for teaching quality. However, conclusions from
ctober 2020
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student responses about the use of SET reports for administrative
decision-making remain unclear.

In recent decades, higher education sector has shifted towards a more
business-oriented model of operation (Mazzarol et al., 2003). Such shift
of paradigm has made the demonstration of institutional quality to
become themain priority and a constant routine in academic life. For that
reason, it is unlikely that the current and common usage of SETs as a tool
for measuring the quality of teaching will diminish (Blackmore, 2009)
even though there is evidence suggesting the opposite (Uttl et al., 2017).
Therefore, due to the major reliance on SETs and their impact on career
advancement, any potential gender bias in these evaluations is still a
matter of great concern (MacNell et al., 2015).

As examples of such gender bias, students often expect their male and
female professors to behave in different ways or to act according to ste-
reotypes (Anderson and Smith, 2005). Men are commonly characterized
by ambition, domination, and independence, while women are often
characterized for their compassion, emotional expressiveness, and other
care-related characteristics (Koch et al., 2015). Students may hold their
professors accountable to these gender-based behaviors and can even be
critical of those professors who violate these expectations (Dalmia et al.,
2005; Sprague & Massoni, 2005). On the contrary, students perceive
professors fulfilling their expectations of gender more favorably
(Andersen & Miller, 1997). Moreover, female professors not meeting
such gender-based expectations are viewed less favorably; while male
professors not exhibiting strong interpersonal traits are not categorized
the same (Basow and Montgomery, 2005).

Several studies have shown that women receive lower SET assess-
ments than their male colleagues (Heckert et al., 2006; Tatro 1995).
MacNell, Driscoll, and Hunt (2015) showed that students rated female
professors more harshly than male professors which suggested that the
former would have to work harder than the latter to receive comparable
ratings. In another study, female professors were less favorably rated in
SET scores, but the results heavily depended on the degree program. For
example, in engineering courses, they received the lowest rating; while,
in business courses, they received the highest scores (Bianchini et al.,
2013). Wagner, Rieger, and Voorvelt (2016) suggested a gender bias
against female professors in SET and therefore, using them in hiring and
promotion decisions might put them under disadvantage. Also, Mengel
et al., (2019) found that female professors systematically received lower
evaluations from both female and male students. This finding was
stronger for male students and junior female professors in general; but,
particularly, those in math-related courses consistently received lower
evaluation scores. They found no evidence that these differences were
driven by gender disparities in teaching skills.

In a different address, Heck et al. (2002) showed that female pro-
fessors received higher SET ratings, particularly with respect to the
quality of instruction and the ability to communicate. One explanation
for these mixed results with respect to gender may be physical attrac-
tiveness. In two studies with large samples taken from RateMyProf
essor.com and performed across different university disciplines, a sig-
nificant positive correlation was reported between the perceived attrac-
tiveness of the professors and their corresponding ratings (Freng and
Webber, 2009; Hamermesh and Parker, 2005). Another reason for the
mixed results may be the interactions between genders and the types of
classes that are being taught (Bianchini et al., 2013).

Studies in Mexico have been scarce. To our knowledge, there are only
a few papers analyzing gender bias in SET scores. The first study carried
out in Mexico City by Martínez-Gonz�alez et al. (2012) studied a large
sample (n ¼ 14,646) of medical students from a SET questionnaire of
their own creation during the academic year of 2007–2008. They showed
female professors obtained better scores than their male counterparts;
however, the ratings depended on the subject (Cellular Biology and
Microbiology for females and Anatomy and Pharmacology for males).
The second study was carried out in Ciudad Juarez, Chihuahua by Aya-
la-Hern�andez (2013) as a qualitative study. The sample were 30 un-
dergraduates and the findings indicated that the professor's personality,
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the teaching skills, the type of course, and the grades obtained by the
students had a significant impact on SET. The third study was performed
in Baja California by Ar�amburo-Vizcarra and Luna-Serrano (2013), with
a sample of 44,599 participants during four semesters in 2006–2007.
According to their results, male professors were better rated than female
professors; furthermore, those with eight or more years of experience
and, especially, those belonging to the Mexican National System of Re-
searchers (Sistema Nacional de Investigadores in Spanish) received
higher scores. The fourth study was carried out in Monterrey, Nuevo
Leon by Galv�an-Salinas and Farías-Martínez (2018) with a sample size of
9,300 undergraduates in the academic year 2015–2016. They reported
that professors were better rated by students if their failing index was
low, and female professors were more likely to score higher than male
professors. Lastly, Arceo-Gomez and Campos-Vazquez (2019) studied a
large sample (n ¼ 600,000) of university students from a platform called
MisProfesores.com (the Mexican equivalent of RateMyProfessors.com)
from 2008 to 2018 and found that female professors received lower
scores than their male counterparts. They found that students com-
mented on the appearance and personalities of female professors and
referred to them often as “bad” or “strict.” They also reported students
referred to women in less respectful terms, calling them “teacher”; but
calling men “professor” or the title corresponding to their academic de-
grees; moreover, they used less positive language for female professors
(“good”) when compared to their male peers (“excellent”).

As we can see in the aforementioned studies inMexico, the analyses of
SET scores according to gender indicate bias against and in favor of fe-
male professors. This fact seems contradictory because in Mexico the
gender stereotype and machismo are applied to a large extent (Arciniega
and Anderson, 2008; Mena and Rojas, 2010). Therefore, this topic de-
mands further and deeper research.

The literature about gender bias reflected in SET scores has only
focused on specific issues and teaching abilities; however, to our
knowledge, there have not been studies looking at how gender affects the
recommendations of students for “best professor”. Furthermore, studies
on SET evaluations and gender bias are still scarce in Mexico, and they
have generally concentrated on a specific city or state. For this reason and
based on previous research, we considered three hypotheses for this
study. Hypothesis 1 predicts a main effect of professors' gender, consid-
ering male professors receiving higher ratings on the evaluation criteria.
Hypothesis 2 predicts a main effect of university schools, with the school
of engineering and science, architecture and design and medicine and
health sciences receiving higher ratings in the evaluation criteria and
school of social sciences and government, humanities and education and
business the lowest. With respect to determining the impact of the pro-
fessors' gender on the students’ recommendations for the best professor,
Hypothesis 3 predicts male professors receive higher ratings than female
professors.

2. Method

2.1. Participants

The sample was comprised of faculty professors and students (from
their first semester to their last semester of their careers) from a private
university in Mexico. Even though this private university has several
campuses across Mexico, in this study, only data generated by campuses
in the north region of the country were analyzed (Tampico, Monterrey,
Saltillo, Laguna, Chihuahua, and Ciudad Juarez). A total of 103,833
surveys were answered by students during three semesters: January–May
2017 (28,091 surveys), August–December 2017 (47,120 surveys), and
January–May 2018 (28,622 surveys). The surveys were administrated at
the end of the semesters before the classes had ended. Furthermore, a
total of 5,083 faculty members were evaluated: 1,522 from January–May
2017; 2,110 from August–December 2017, and 1,541 from January–May
2018. The survey covered six schools, namely: Engineering and Science,
Architecture and Design, Medicine and Health Sciences, Humanities and
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Education, Social Sciences and Government, and Business; with a total of
78 departments and 1,082 courses. The inclusion criteria considered for
this sample was the following: those students who completed the survey
at a 100 percent. Informed consent was obtained from all individual
participants included in the study, as well as the inform consent of the
school administrators for obtaining access to this data. In addition, the
research project was approved by the Institutional Research and Ethics
Review Committee from the Office of the Vice President for Research and
Technology Transfer from Tecnologico de Monterrey, and it complied
with the principles of the Declaration of Helsinki of research on human
participants.

2.2. ECOA evaluation

For this study, the Student Opinion Survey (ECOA, for its acronym in
Spanish: Encuesta de Opini�on de Alumnos) was used. Otherwise known
as the Students Evaluation of Teaching (SET) (Boring, 2017), it is a
survey designed and applied in Spanish which collects opinions from
university students about their professors' performance with regards to
the quality of the courses delivered, the competencies of their professors,
and the academic services offered across the different campuses
(Direcci�on de Servicios Acad�emicos, 2018). The ECOA is an institutional
survey elaborated and owned by the private university and has been used
for several years within the university for the evaluation of the professors'
performance. It has been validated in previous studies (Ayala-Hern�andez,
2013; Galv�an-Salinas and Farías-Martínez, 2018; Montemayor-Gallegos,
2002) and has shown good scale reliability with a Cronbach's alpha value
of 0.89 (Montemayor-Gallegos, 2002). In the current study, the overall
scale reliability statistics indicated that Cronbach's alpha was 0.97.

The evaluation criteria of the ECOA include seven questions that
assess different aspects of the professors’ performance: (1) methodology
and learning activities used by the professor during the course; (2) applied
concepts taught in terms of their application in the real world; (3) their advising
role; (4) the evaluation and grading throughout the semester; (5) the applied
intellectual challenge in teaching; and (6) the learning guidance offered by the
professor, and (7) the question: “Would you recommend this professor to other
students as the best professor?” The answers were recorded trough an
Table 1. Distribution (n and %) of professors’ gender across the three semesters, cam

Gender

Female

Semesters

Semester Jan–May 2017 669 (44.0)

Semester Aug–Dec 2017 981 (46.5)

Semester Jan–May 2018 660 (45.5)

Campuses

Tampico 32 (31.7)

Monterrey 1994 (46.6)

Saltillo 88 (39.1)

Laguna 92 (39.1)

Chihuahua 57 (48.7)

Ciudad Juarez 47 (37.6)

Schools

Engineering and Science 652 (35.4)

Architecture and Design 208 (51.9)

Medicine and Health Sciences 351 (48.5)

Humanities and Education 530 (67.2)

Social Sciences and Government 141 (34.7)

Business 428 (46.6)

Total 2310

***p < 0.001.
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eleven-point Likert-type scale and scored from 0 to 10, where 0 meant
dreadful and 10 meant exceptional.
2.3. Data analysis

A Chi-squared test was used to analyze the distribution of the pro-
fessors' gender for the different semesters, campuses and schools.
Furthermore, a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was
executed to know the differences between the professors' gender (female
and male) and the university schools (six schools described above) as
independent variables and the ECOA evaluation criteria scores (the first
seven items described above) as dependent variables. A hierarchical
regression analysis was applied to determine the prediction effect of the
student's recommendation for the best professor considering the ECOA
evaluation scores and the professors' gender. The Statistical Program for
the Social Sciences (version 25) (IBM Corp., Armonk, NY) was used to
perform the analysis.

3. Results

Table 1 shows the distribution of the professors’ gender for the
different semesters, campuses, and schools. The chi-squared test showed
no significant difference in the gender distribution with respect to the
semesters, (χ2(2) ¼ 2.298, p ¼ 0.317), but a significant difference in
gender distribution on the six different campuses (χ2(5) ¼ 20.980, p <

0.001). This means that there are more male professors than female ones
across all the campuses. Noteworthy are the small campuses, like Ciudad
Juarez and Tampico, where the number of male professors was about
double that of the female professors. The number of male professors is
also larger across most of the schools, except for the School of Archi-
tecture and Design and the School of Humanities and Education (χ2(5) ¼
254.574, p < 0.001). In the latter, the number of female professors
doubled the number of male professors.

Concerning themultivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA), it shows
a significant but slight difference in the ECOA evaluation scores consid-
ering gender. The results reported that, in general, female professors
obtained slightly higher scores from their students than male professors
in all the measured criteria of the ECOA (Tables 2 and 3). Moreover, no
puses, and schools.

χ2 Total

Male

853 (56.0) 2.29 1522

1129 (53.5) 2110

791 (54.5) 1451

69 (68.3) 20.98*** 101

2547 (53.4) 4280

137 (60.9) 225

143 (60.9) 235

60 (51.3) 117

78 (62.4) 125

1192 (64.6) 254.57*** 1844

193 (48.1) 401

373 (51.5) 724

259 (32.8) 789

265 (65.3) 406

491 (53.4) 919

2773 5083



Table 2. Professors scores in seven criteria included in the SET according to their gender and their university schools.

Gender Total

Female Male

Methodology and learning activities Engineering and Science 8.88 � 0.88 8.82 � 0.93 8.85 � 0.91

Architecture and Design 8.90 � 0.80 8.82 � 0.88 8.85 � 0.85

Medicine and Health Sciences 8.90 � 0.89 8.81 � 0.92 8.84 � 0.91

Humanities and Education 8.87 � 0.87 8.77 � 1.02 8.81 � 0.96

Social Sciences and Government 8.95 � 0.88 8.72 � 1.05 8.81 � 0.99

Business 8.88 � 0.91 8.74 � 1.05 8.81 � 0.99

Total 8.89 � 0.88 8.79 � 0.98 8.83 � 0.94

Concepts in terms of their application in real world scenario Engineering and Science 9.02 � 0.79 8.95 � 0.84 8.98 � 0.81

Architecture and Design 9.05 � 0.70 8.96 � 0.79 8.99 � 0.76

Medicine and Health Sciences 9.05 � 0.77 8.93 � 0.83 8.97 � 0.81

Humanities and Education 9.00 � 0.76 8.90 � 0.91 8.94 � 0.85

Social Sciences and Government 9.06 � 0.74 8.86 � 0.96 8.94 � 0.89

Business 9.03 � 0.80 8.89 � 0.97 8.96 � 0.90

Total 9.03 � 0.78 8.92 � 0.88 8.97 � 0.84

Adviser Engineering and Science 9.22 � 0.73 9.15 � 0.79 9.18 � 0.76

Architecture and Design 9.29 � 0.61 9.15 � 0.76 9.20 � 0.71

Medicine and Health Sciences 9.21 � 0.76 9.13 � 0.84 9.16 � 0.81

Humanities and Education 9.24 � 0.68 9.10 � 0.90 9.16 � 0.81

Social Sciences and Government 9.26 � 0.66 9.08 � 0.92 9.15 � 0.83

Business 9.23 � 0.76 9.10 � 0.89 9.16 � 0.83

Total 9.23 � 0.72 9.12 � 0.84 9.17 � 0.79

Evaluation system Engineering and Science 9.07 � 0.79 9.00 � 0.81 9.03 � 0.80

Architecture and Design 9.10 � 0.72 9.01 � 0.79 9.04 � 0.77

Medicine and Health Sciences 9.08 � 0.84 9.01 � 0.82 9.04 � 0.83

Humanities and Education 9.07 � 0.76 8.96 � 0.93 9.01 � 0.86

Social Sciences and Government 9.12 � 0.71 8.93 � 0.93 9.00 � 0.86

Business 9.11 � 0.77 8.94 � 0.95 9.02 � 0.88

Total 9.09 � 0.77 8.97 � 0.87 9.02 � 0.83

Intellectual challenge Engineering and Science 9.02 � 0.78 9.06 � 0.74 9.04 � 0.76

Architecture and Design 9.07 � 0.66 9.03 � 0.73 9.04 � 0.71

Medicine and Health Sciences 9.05 � 0.76 9.03 � 0.80 9.03 � 0.78

Humanities and Education 9.02 � 0.77 8.99 � 0.88 9.00 � 0.83

Social Sciences and Government 9.09 � 0.66 8.98 � 0.88 9.02 � 0.81

Business 9.01 � 0.81 9.00 � 0.85 9.01 � 0.84

Total 9.03 � 0.77 9.02 � 0.81 9.03 � 0.79

Learning guide Engineering and Science 9.05 � 0.87 9.00 � 0.91 9.02 � 0.90

Architecture and Design 9.08 � 0.76 9.00 � 0.81 9.03 � 0.79

Medicine and Health Sciences 9.04 � 0.88 9.00 � 0.90 9.02 � 0.89

Humanities and Education 9.06 � 0.82 8.95 � 0.95 9.00 � 0.90

Social Sciences and Government 9.10 � 0.82 8.89 � 1.09 8.97 � 1.00

Business 9.07 � 0.86 8.94 � 0.99 9.00 � 0.93

Total 9.06 � 0.85 8.97 � 0.95 9.01 � 0.91

Recommend the professor Engineering and Science 8.76 � 1.14 8.73 � 1.19 8.74 � 1.17

Architecture and Design 8.77 � 1.08 8.72 � 1.13 8.74 � 1.11

Medicine and Health Sciences 8.73 � 1.23 8.72 � 1.21 8.72 � 1.22

Humanities and Education 8.75 � 1.17 8.69 � 1.24 8.71 � 1.21

Social Sciences and Government 8.82 � 1.21 8.64 � 1.19 8.71 � 1.20

Business 8.78 � 1.18 8.65 � 1.29 8.71 � 1.24

Total 8.77 � 1.16 8.69 � 1.2 8.73 � 1.19
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significant differences were found in the ECOA scores considering the
university schools. Finally, no interaction effect between gender and
university schools was found (Table 3).

For the hierarchical regression analysis, we check the multi-
collinearity through the variance inflation factor values (VIF) where all
the values were below 10. This, according to Hair et al. (1995), is
considered to be the maximum level of VIF. The criterion p-value for
significance was < 0.05. Considering the predictor variable, the recom-
mendation of the professor revealed that the almost all ECOA evaluation
4

scores contributed significantly to the regression model: F (6, 5069) ¼
5530.38, p < 0.001, accounting for 86% of the variance (Table 4). The
model explained that professors with good methodology and learning
activities, teaching concepts by using real-world applications, using a
valid assessment system, and offering learning guidance were positively
recommended by the students as the best professors. On the contrary, if
they incorporate difficult intellectual challenges, it correlated negatively
with the recommendation of the students as the best professors.



Table 3. Statistical data (Fs, signification level and partial eta-square) on each variable according to the gender of the professors and the university schools.

Gender (1,13345) Schools (6,13345) Gender * Schools (6,13345)

F p ηp2 F p ηp2 F p ηp2

Methodology and learning activities 35.303 <.001 0.003 1.041 .39 0.000 1.777 .09 0.001

Concepts in terms of their application in real world scenario 44.394 <.001 0.003 0.977 .49 0.000 1.452 .19 0.001

Adviser 49.098 <.001 0.004 0.384 .60 0.000 1.403 .20 0.001

Evaluation system 44.353 <.001 0.003 0.304 .43 0.000 1.92 .07 0.001

Intellectual challenge 6.152 <.01 0.000 0.979 .43 0.000 2.06 .06 0.001

Learning guide 28.889 <.001 0.002 0.397 .88 0.000 2.12 .06 0.001

Recommend the professor 13.175 <.001 0.001 0.253 .95 0.000 1.473 .18 0.001
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Moreover, the professors’ gender contributed to the regressionmodel:
F (7, 5068) ¼ 4783.43, p < 0.001, improving it slightly to account for 87%
of the variance. The beta values (or coefficients for the equation of
regression) showed that being a female was practically invariant, but
being a male professor was a factor favoring the student recommendation
for the best professor. This finding provides an insight that while students
believed that their female professors are equally competent in all
measured values, they seem to favor male professors over their female
peers slightly when it comes to overall judgment of the professor and
addressing the question of "Would you consider the professor as one of
the best professors you have had?”

4. Discussion

The descriptive results showed that male professors tended to be
generally dominant in every semester and campus. Reporting a similar
trend as previous works, this suggests there is a subtle gender gap that
pervades the workplace structure favoring men (Cooper et al., 2007; Fan
and Sturman, 2019; Muhs et al., 2012; Valian 1999). Additionally, male
professors occupy more positions in the schools of engineering and sci-
ence according to the well-known gender gap in STEM (science, tech-
nology, engineering, and mathematics) fields (Wang & Degal, 2017).

Hypothesis 1 predicted that male professors would receive higher
ratings; nevertheless, the analysis dismiss it. Considering the standard
deviation of the results and the negligible difference between the two
sets, it can be concluded that the participants did not favor one gender
over another, and they judged their professors fairly. Also, it agrees with
Mengel et al. (2019) who found no difference in teaching skills between
males and females, at least from the perspective of the students under the
Table 4. Hierarchical regression analysis on students' recommendations for the best

Beta

Step 1

Methodology and learning activities 0.38

Concepts in terms of their application
in the real world

0.07

Adviser -0.01

Evaluation system 0.10

Intellectual challenge -0.08

Learning guide 0.48

Step 2

Methodology and learning activities 0.38

Concepts in terms of their application
in the real world

0.07

Adviser 0.03

Evaluation system 0.10

Intellectual challenge -0.09

Learning guide 0.48

Professors' gender 0.02

Notes: Professors' gender: 0 ¼ female and 1 ¼ male.
*p < 0.05, ***p < 0.001.
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criteria included in the ECOA. Such results suggest the undergraduates
participating in this research are seemingly unbiased, and the outcomes
presented here do not follow the gender stereotyping as previous studies
reported (Valencia, 2019).

In the past, Mexican society has been represented with a high sexism
in and out of the media (Bonavitta and de Garay-Hern�andez, 2011;
Vidal-Correa, 2020) and a higher level of hostile sexism by men towards
women (Batista Pereira, 2020). However, Nava-Reyes et al. (2018) re-
ported male students did not have high levels of sexism towards women,
and showed that educated men (in particular, university students) had
not inherited the same level of sexism as past generations. Also, Día-
z-Loving et al. (2015), in a study about the norms and beliefs in Mexico,
suggested that Mexican female students support equity and
self-affirmation as well as sexual openness and emancipation, which has
a major impact on these fundamental cultural changes taking place across
the nation. While the new generations incorporate innovative ways to
combat sexism in Mexico, the educational system, especially higher ed-
ucation institutions will undoubtedly play a great role in such evolu-
tionary pathways. Besides being known for promoting a culture of equity,
solidarity, free expression, and student security, Universities have
prioritized the values and empowerment of individuals regardless of
gender, sexual preferences or religious beliefs (Villanueva, 2019). In this
case, We suggest that both, the philosophy and values of the university as
well as the high personal and social development of its students are
clearly reflected on the gender equity under which ECOA evaluates its
professors which clearly differs from the trends reported in past studies
(MacNell et al., 2015; Mengel et al., 2019; Wagner et al., 2016).

For the second hypothesis, the analysis showed no differences in the
ECOA scores of the university schools, unlike to what previous studies
professor considering ECOA evaluation criteria and the professors’ gender.

t R2 Δ R2

25.26*** 0.86 0.86

5.57***

-0.07

9.69***

-8.40***

30.53***

25.37*** 0.87 0.87

5.66***

0.21

9.87***

-8.68***

30.35***

4.44***
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have reported (Basow and Montgomery, 2005; Peterson et al., 2019).
Further research will be needed for a better understanding of this result
and the reasons behind the grading. Criterion number seven in ECOA has
the purpose of giving a global evaluation of the teaching quality, unlike
the rest of the questions and most SETs which try to rate specific com-
petencies and performance characteristics. The scores in this criterion
were the lowest regardless of the gender and the schools. They also
shown the highest dispersion from the mean. This result might be a
consequence of the students taking into account subjective factors far
from the quality of teaching.

While the reported results in this study showed that female faculty
obtained better or similar evaluation grades than their male colleagues,
when considering the predictive value of professors gender the students
slightly leaned towards the male professors as “the best there is.”
Therefore, Hypothesis 3 in did predicted the aim result. Many bodies of
work have reported gender bias when students are evaluating their
professors via a SET (Boring, 2017; Centra and Gaubatz, 2000; Sax et al.,
2016; Potvin and Hazari, 2016; Protivínský and Münich, 2018),
including some reports in Mexico (Ar�amburo-Vizcarra and Luna-Serrano,
2013; Arceo-Gomez & Campo-Vazquez, 2019). However, they rely on
specific criteria that are based upon teaching performance, and none of
them has analyzed the students’ recommendations for the best professor;
such an analysis involves a unique, integral way of evaluating a professor
by including concrete, objective criteria in addition to some other sub-
jective factors beyondmere performance in the classroom. Therefore, it is
difficult to compare the results of this study with others, as the nature of
the assessments is different. We postulate the following two hypotheses
to this result: One has to do with the behavior of the professors in classes,
as generally, students expect their professors to behave according to their
stereotypes (Anderson and Smith, 2005; Kombe et al., 2019) and if these
expectations are not met, the students may hold the professors
accountable in the final evaluations (Dalmia et al., 2005; Kayas et al.,
2020; Sprague&Massoni, 2005). Also, the likability of the professors can
have a strong effect on the SET outcomes (Feistauer and Richter, 2018)
The second possible explanation is that students may have an ingrained
cultural mindset that, despite the equal competencies of men andwomen,
they tend to see a male professor as slightly more recommendable than
the female counterpart. Several studies show that gender bias is learned
in childhood, and it can be passed on as a belief system through family
and school or can be transferred generation after generation through
media (Atwood, 2001; Newall et al., 2018; Rajan and Morgan, 2018;
Singh, 2017; Shor, van de Rijt and Fotouhi, 2019). Furthermore, religious
beliefs often play a major role in assuming certain tasks for a female that
are less relevant for males and vice versa. Generally, strong religious
beliefs are part of the traditional values of Mexican society (Choi et al.,
2019; Le�on-Ramírez and Ferrando, 2013). Therefore, the cultural aspects
could make it complicated for both female and male adolescents to dis-
tance themselves from the common belief system in Mexican society.

The are several implications to this study from which we point out a
few: 1) for the first time, we have a complete assessment of a SET that
brings together all the north regions of Mexico in a united study; 2)
contrary to some of the reports of the literature which indicates a degree
of gender bias, our results demonstrate a fair judgment of professors by
their students regardless of the gender of the professors. This opens a
window of opportunity to further exploration of the reasons behind
biased or non-biased students' evaluation of their professors’ perfor-
mance; 3) this study is the first to also consider the assessment of the
variable “recommendation for the best professor” which has not been
previously addressed in the literature. By considering this variable we
reported that although students fairly evaluated their professors with no
traces of gender bias, when asked this single question, they have shown a
slight preference towards male professors, which is a call for future in-
dept analysis.
6

5. Conclusion

The findings of this study suggest insights into the SET applied in a
private university which has campuses all over the north region of
Mexico, reflecting that students provide fair evaluations to their pro-
fessors and with almost no gender bias, as long as they asses specific
teaching characteristics and skills. While the findings are promising and
the level of gender bias is minor in our assessment, there is a crucial need
for further investigation of the results at a national level and with
consideration of many other factors including demographics, socioeco-
nomic backgrounds of the students, and the type of academic support
they receive with gender bias. Nevertheless, there are some limitations.
First, the ECOA is an institutional survey designed for purposes aside
from this research, and therefore, there are a few shortcomings, specif-
ically, with its design, as mentioned previously by Centra and Gaubatz
(2000). Second, factors like age, gender, academic background of the
participants as well as any sociodemographic characteristics from the
students and professors were not taken into consideration due to privacy
issues from part of the institution and the application conditions of the
ECOA itself. Third, campus Monterrey represented the majority of par-
ticipants in this study, which may be a cofounding factor to the results of
this analysis, therefore future studies should consider a more balance
sample when considering campuses. Finally, this research did not include
any analysis of the comments explaining why the students would
recommend or not the teacher as the best professor they ever had, which
may give us a deeper insight into the impact of gender on the students'
evaluations of professor performance.

Our findings suggest that when undergraduates evaluate their pro-
fessors on specific criteria concerning teaching performance, they do it
without considering gender as a relevant factor, which might derive from
a favorable impact of the university's principles and values. However,
when being asked for a single global evaluation as to whether or not the
students would recommend the professor as the best they ever had, the
students tended to favor male professors slightly. Therefore, this sort of
general perception might not be representative of the real quality of
teaching.
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