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/7. Conclusions
» No significant difference in student performance on pre- and mid-test between virtual and physical groups.
» Conceptual differences between virtual and physical:
=Virtual group showed gains on work, PE questions from pre-to mid-test while physical group showed losses.
» Reasoning differences:
| =Both groups showed mostly covariational reasoning.
\.__ ®Virtual group had more correct answers to work and PE questions, but mostly did not show mechanistic reasoning.




