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Methods: Discourse analysis Comparison groups

- Trained raters - Self-selected groups

« BioTAP rubric - H1: no difference between the two groups based on
- course = 47, no course = 143 gender or ethnicity

- Hispanics were significantly more likely to enroll in the
course than non-Hispanics (2x2 Chi-squared tests,
p=0.01)

- H2: no difference between students’ writing scores
based on ethnicity

. . . - Distribution of Hispanic students’ writing scores was not
Reynolds et al, 2009. BioTAP: A Systematic Approach to significantly different from the rest of the student

Teaching Scientific Writing and Evaluating Undergraduate population (p = 0.11).
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- IRR = moderate to strong
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Figure 1. Course si?nificantly improves students’ scores on higher-order writing and

critical thinking skills. Two-by-two Chi-square analyses were performed for each BioTAP
uestion, comparing mastery of the standards of excellence (score=5) versus non-mastery of

these standards (score<5, only mastery data shown) for BioTAP versus No BioTAP students.




