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Evolution is a core concept of biology! RQ#1: Students differentially interpret bracket and RQ#2: Students exhibit differential construction
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Students had more success when analyzing bracket trees. Minor Errors Major Errors

Prior to instruction, do introductory biology students
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preferred to interpret diagonal trees but drew bracket trees. ncorrect/Incorrect 73 74 d";f'CU(;t'es det.e;m'”'”% t?jxa
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Bracket trees result in greater student comprehension and constructions abilities

* Tree style made a difference for certain tasks, but made no difference for other tasks.

e Students are inconsistent in their tree style preference; they prefer to interpret bracket trees, but construct diagonal trees.

* Overall, students need frequent exposures to bracket and diagonal trees so they can fluently construct and comprehend either style.

* |n class, undergraduates constructed and interpreted phylogenetic
trees individually and in groups.
* Undergraduates generated and interpreted phylogenetic trees using
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