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The Study on Satisfactory Rate with Students Which Experienced Non-face-to-face
Online Class Environment for Two Years: For Radiology Majoring Students

Jin-Hyun Son

Department of Radiological Technology, Shingu College

Abstract  This study is a questionnaire about the lesson environment that radiation major students prefer in a
non-face-to-face live online lesson environment for a total of 133 students, 65 second graders and 68 third graders who
are enrolled in the department of radiology at a university located in the Seoul metropolitan area, And checked the sat-
isfactory level by grade. The questionnaire consists of three categories: 1st real-time non-face-to-face lectures, 2nd pro-
fessor lectures, and 3rd corona lectures, A total of 14 questions, with multiple choice and descriptive response methods.
As an evaluation method, in the case of a multiple-choice question, the average was calculated using a S5-point Likert
scale, As a result of conducting the independent sample T-test of the SPSS program, the response by grade was P ) 0.05,
and no significant result was shown by the contents of the questionnaire survey of the second grade. As for the lecture
method of the department of radiology after the end of Covid-19 virus, it is better to promote face-to-face lessons in ra-
diation training subjects and non-face-to-face real-time education in subjects centered on radiation theory,
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Table 1, Characteristics of the subjects

Characteristics of the subjects

o Response(%)
Classification
2nd Grade 3rd Grade
male 33(50.8) 29(42,6)
Gender i

female 32(49.2) 39(57.4)

age of 20~22 25(38) 31(46)

age of 23~26 31(48) 35(51)

Age -

age of 27~29 8(12) 1(1)

age over 30 1(2) 1(1)

Within one hour 35(54) 44(65)

Commuting time

Over one hour 30(46) 24(35)

Home 52(80) 060(88)

Place of study Study café 9(14) 7(10)

School 4(6) 1(1)
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Table 2, Answers of the survey

1) o Zelo A i ZFej=of i

7120 tiH ZFOE It 737t skl SQl=7tell o
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average Likert
score(5 points)

Classification Type No Questions
2nd 3rd
grade grade
Op 1  Replacement on face-to-face lectures with non-face-to-face lectures 32 2.8
Opt 2 Application of non-face-to-face lectures 3.6 39
Op 3 Development of class attitude compared to last year 3.2 32
Improvement of academic performance due to changes in non-face-to-face
Op 4 . 3.6 3.9
lectures from face-to-face lectures
Live online . .
lect Op 5 Improvement of performance during non-face-to-face lectures in 2022 compared 2.8 32
ectures
! 10 2021
Op 6 Influence of non face to face class on preparation for national examination 2.9 33
Des 7 Advantage factors on non-face-to-face lectures
Des 8 Disadvantage factors on non-face-to-face lectures
Des 9  Improvements that should be given on non-face-to-face lectures
Op 1 improved preparation of lecture materials by instructors compared to 2021 3.5 3.6
non-face-to-face classes,
Teaching method 2 31 33
of the lecturer improved quality of instructor’s lecture compared to 2021 non-face-to-face classes. ’ '
Des 3 The most satisfying lecture method
Lecture methods Op 1 Can non-face-to-face lectures be helpful even after the end of COVID-19? 3.2 29
after the COVID 19 peg 2 Preference of lecture method after COVID-19 is over

Op: Optional, Des: Descriptive
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Table 3, Replacement on face-to-face lectures with non-face-to-face lectures

, n(%)
Answer Likert score
2nd Grade 3rd Grade
Very unlikely 1 5(7.7) 12(17.6)
Unlikely 2 13(20) 12(17.6)
Normal 3 17(26.2) 23(33.8)
Likely 4 23(35.4) 18(26.5)
Very likely 5 7(10.8) 3(4.4)
Sum 065(100%) 68(100%)
Average Likert score 3.2 2.8
Table 4, Application of non-face-to-face lectures
. n(%)
Answer Likert score
2nd Grade 3rd Grade
Very unlikely 1 0(0) 5(7.4)
Unlikely 2 4(6.2) 5(7.4)
Normal 3 20(30.8) 17(25)
Likely 4 17(26.2) 26(38.2)
Very likely 5 24(36,9) 15(22.1)
Sum 65(100%) 68(100%)
Average Likert score 3.6 3.9

3) 23 was) 2B31o] 44 Hwol oigh WA
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of sl ‘EFolcy H Hlgo] 281 47,9%, 35hd 42.6%
2 7} sPdol| A % 713 &9kt Table 5y, E3t, 2AE
A= gGol A 28hde Bt 3,27, 381A-L A 4t 3.2
Hom Fde Hat H4= el

4) AdiE ZFojollA vt 7Fo] wsle| whE st

7re) wplo] Wy she] A mel JS mjHka Azt
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Table 5, Development of class attitude compared to last year

A Fold 25hd e Wt 3,67, 35hAL Wit 3.9
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Bt 2,84, 38 Ht 3.28] 2= UElTh

o
¥l Y] 7 57} oshde] 49 4799 olRe
.

O

Answer Likert score %)

2nd Grade 3rd Grade

Very unlikely 1 3(6.3) 5(7.3)
Unlikely 2 4(8.3) 8(11.8)
Normal 3 23(47.9) 29(42.0)
Likely 4 14(29.2) 18(26.5)

Very likely 5 4(8.3) 8(11.8)
Sum 48(100%) 68(100%)

Average Likert score 3.2 3.2
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Table 6, Improvement of academic performance due to changes in non-face-to-face lectures from face-to-face lectures

, n(%)
Answer Likert score

2nd Grade 3rd Grade

Very unlikely 1 0(0) 1(1.5)

Unlikely 2 8(12.3) 6(8.8)

Normal 3 17(26.2) 8(11.8)

Likely 4 27(41.5) 36(52.9)

Very likely 5 13(20) 17(25)
Sum 65(100%) 68(100%)

Average Likert score 3.0 3.9

Table 7, Improvement of performance during non-face-to-face lectures in 2022 compared to 2021

. n(%)
Answer Likert score
2nd Grade 3rd Grade
Very unlikely 1 6(12.8) 6(8.8)
Unlikely 2 14(29.8) 18(26.5)
Normal 3 13(27.7) 14(20.6)
Likely 4 10(21.3) 15(22.1)
Very likely 5 4(8.5) 15(22,1)
Sum 47(100%) 68(100%)
Average Likert score 2.8 3.2
T PSR Hoof|A ALl TN A 7F Z4H2E 60, 64.7%2 7 ko, “F7t

o] 218 7} Zk2F 30.8, 25%% 1 F= o]l Table
6) HIthwl Zolok F7HNE Zulo] et e
8) Hltie 7ele] Wl that A

».

vl el B8 ARl e Fae n)a
ok AZISHeAlo] dhslel 2aie] A9 wEolcE el wichw Ztole] he] dhek A& delolA 2shd e A
ek o] ulgo] 35, 4%2 7 SEeIon], sThAS I8 ol Rao] 43198 AP Eokon, sehde W A
of o] Hl&o] 38.2%% 7P =T Table 8). E3H, 2AE 37} 47.1%2 7P ESUTHTable 10).
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Table 8, Influence of non face to face class on preparation for national examination

, n(%)
Answer Likert score
2nd Grade 3rd Grade
Very unlikely 1 009.2) 5(7.4)
Unlikely 2 13(20) 11(16.2)
Normal 3 23(35.4) 15(22.1)
Likely 4 23(35.4) 26(38.2)
Very likely 5 0(0) 11(16.2)
Sum 065(100%) 68(100%)
Average Likert score 2.9 3.3
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Table 9, Advantage factors on non-face-to-face lectures

Answer )
2nd Grade 3rd Grade
Having spare time 39(60) 44(04.7)
Spatial freedom 20(30.8) 17(25)
Cost reduction 009.2) 0(8.8)
Increased concentration 0(0) 1(1.5)
Sum 65(100%) 068(100%)
Table 10, Disadvantage factors on non-face-to-face lectures
Answer %)
2nd Grade 3rd Grade
Lack of offline experience 28(43.1) 20(29.3)
Network malfunctions 4(6.1) 8(11.8)
Decreasing Lecture delivery skills and communication 18(27.7) 8(11.8)
Lack of concentration 15(23.1) 32(47.1)
Sum 65(100%) 68(100%)
Table 11, Improvements that should be given on non-face-to-face lectures
Answer ")
2nd Grade 3rd Grade
Distribute a lot of lecture materials 11(16.9) 11(16.1)
Network  stability 16(24.6) 32(47.1)
Laptop rental service 0(0) 3(4.4)
Lecture uploading 20(30.8) 17(25)
Lack of communication 18(27.7) 5(7.4)
Sum 65(100%) 68(100%)
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Table 12, improved preparation of lecture materials by instructors compared to 2021 non-face-to-face classes.

. n(%)
Answer Likert score
2nd Grade 3rd Grade
Very unlikely 1 12.1) 4(5.9)
Unlikely 2 0(0) 6(8.8)
Normal 3 23(47.9) 20(29.4)
Likely 4 20(41.7) 33(48.5)
Very Likely 5 4(8.3) 5(7.4)
Sum 48(100%) 068(100%)
Average Likert score 3.5 3.6

Table 13, improved quality of | instructor’s lecture compared to 2021 non-face-to-face classes,

. n(%)
Answer Likert score
2nd Grade 3rd Grade
Very unlikely 1 4(8.2) 5(7.4)
Unlikely 2 6(12.2) 6(8.8)
Normal 3 20(40.8) 28(41.2)
Likely 4 18(36.7) 20(29.4)
Very likely 5 1(2) 9(13.2)
Sum 49(100%) 68(100%)
Average Lkert score 3.1 3.3
Table 14, The most satisfying lecture method
(%)
Answer
2nd Grade 3rd Grade
Online live lecture ( only professor's lecture ) 41(63.1) 27(39.7)
Live lectures after pre-recording lectures 10(15.4) 29(42.0)
Recording lecture (+ assignment submitted ) 14(21.5) 12(17.6)
Sum 65(100%) 68(100%)
Table 15, Can non-face-to-face lectures be helpful even after the end of COVID-197
. (%)
Answer Likert score
2nd Grade 3rd Grade
Very unlikely 1 7(10.8) 14(20.6)
Unlikely 2 8(12.3) 12(17.6)
Normal 3 20(30.8) 12(17.6)
Likely 4 23(35.4) 23(33.8)
Very likely 5 7(10.8) 7(10.3)
Sum 65(100%) 68(100%)
Average 3.2 2.9
2) T2} %2 o|F st Ze] Fe 3P SPe ‘it Lkl (AR Ha o of
gt S5 Hlgo] 51.5%% Tt Table 16,
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Table 16, Preference of lecture method after COVID-19 is over

Answer %)
2nd Grade 3rd Grade
Compeletly offline lectures 6(9.2) 6(8.8)
Onlince class ( Live broadcast ) 31(47.7) 27(39.7)
Providing face-to-face classes and online classes at the same time, 28(43.1) 35(51.5)
Table 17, Statistical analysis result for T-test
t MD SE p
Response from independent grade -.0087 - 1111 .1617 .388

MD: Mean Difference, SE: Standard Deviation
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