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Prior Findings & Motivation The Intervention at Yellow U

Initial physics affinity scores and changes in those scores
depend on institutional context and pedagogical structure.

Student attitudes about the relevance of physics to the life
sciences, as well as certain physical and quantitative
skills, have been shown to improve during the
Introductory Physics for Life Sciences (IPLS) sequence

The intervention at Yellow U involved the instructor
integrating life-science examples and explicit
framing about the applicability of physics to the life
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Instructional Contexts
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