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The objective of this study was to assess
student attitudes, confidence levels, and
performance in the new Applied Human
Anatomy course at UC Irvine. Students
completed a pre- and post-survey on the first
and last day of class, respectively, that
assessed their confidence and attitudes
towards anatomy using Likert-type scales. To
simplify presentation of data, average Likert-
scale responses are provided (+/- STD). Student

exam scores (lecture and lab) were also
analyzed to address performance variables.
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