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ABSTRACT

Objectives: To investigate the perceived quality of classes, academic emotions, and learning achievement levels associated
with the non-face-to-face classes of health science students, and to analyze the factors related to class satisfaction. Methods:
Using a questionnaire, 238 health science students were surveyed regarding the quality of classes, academic emotions, and
learning achievement levels. Factors related to calss satisfaction were analyzed using stepwise multiple regression. Results:
Lecture types that the students were most satisfied with were ‘video lectures using PPT” and ‘recorded lectures provided by
LMS’, while ‘real-time video lectures’ were scored the lowest (p=0.005). Factors affecting non-face-to-face class satisfaction were
perceived achievement (3=0.425, p<0.001), learning content (3=0.265, p<0.001), learning emotion (3=0.171, p<0.001), and learning
environment (3=0.137, p=0.012). The adjusted explanatory power for this model was 63.9%. Conclusions: To increase the
satisfaction of health science students with non-face-to-face classes, it is necessary to prepare an institutional foundation and to
develop an educational program that can increase perceived achievement.
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics of quality of classes, learning achievement levels, and academic emotions

Variables

Max Mean =+ SD

Min

344 = 0.65
3.80 = 0.61
3.44 = 0.65
3.71 £0.55
3.32 £ 0.65

5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00

1.00
1.40
1.00
2.17
1.20
1.38
1.25
1.00

238
238
238
238
238
238
238

238
standard deviation

Quality of classes

Class content
Interaction

Learning environment

Academic emotions

3.53 £ 0.64
3.55 = 0.66
3.51 £ 0.72

Learning achievement levels

Perceived achievement
Class satisfaction

Min

minimum; Max = maximum, SD =
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Table 2. Quality of classes, learning achievement levels, and academic emotions by general characteristics

Variables N (%) Quality of classes oy 7 Learning achievement ¢ or F Academic emotions ¢ or F

Mean *+ SD (P*) Mean * SD ®) Mean * SD ®)
Gender
Male 16(67) 359 +045  -0.763 3.63 + 0.43 0.591 3.26 + 0.51 -0.350
Female 222933  369+051 (0.79) 3.53 + 0.65 (0.095) 3.32 + 0.66 (0.266)
Major
Clinical pathology ~ 21( 8.8) 377 +044  0.5% 3.73 + 0.61 0.855 3.34 + 0.74" 6.155
Physical therapy 23(9.7)  360+046 (0666 343 + 046 (0.492) 317 + 056" (<0.001)
Health administration 42 (17.6) 3.63 £ 0.51 3.49 + 0.67 3.02 + 0.76%
Dental hygiene 137(57.6)  3.71 £0.53 3.55 + 0.67 3.47 £ 0.53°
Psychotherapy 15(63)  3.60%0.37 3.39 £ 0.59 2.95 £ 0.86"
GPA
> A 130 (54.6)  371+048 1361 3.59 + 0.61 1.626 3.33 + 0.67 0.224
B 102(429) 364 +054  (0.258) 345+ 0.67 (0.199) 3.29 + 0.62 (0.799)
<c 6(25  393+0.36 3.67 & 0.64 343+ 0.78
Lecture type (satisfied)
LMS 182 (7650  371+050  1.073 3.59 + 0.63 3.419 3.35 + 0.61° 3.526
Live 11462 3494078 (0.376) 3.03 + 0.85 (0.005) 2.56 + 0.95° (0.004)
PPT 22(92)  374+041 3.66 + 0.46 3.44 + 0.59°
Materials 10(42) 346+ 032 3.33 + 0.59 3.16 + 0.76"
Mixed 10( 42  354+054 3.11 + 0.70 3.38 + 0.48°
Etc 3(13) 3.69+0.82 3.04 + 0.40 3.40 + 0.87°
Lecture type (unsatisfied)
LMS 12(50 354+058 0341 2.98 + 0.55° 4.820 3.03 + 0.82 1.560
Live 70(294) 370+ 055 (0.887) 3.76 + 0.65" (< 0.001) 342 + 0.57 0.172)
PPT 10(42  370+0.32 3.39 + 0.57° 3.54 + 0.37
Materials 86(36.1)  3.67+ 045 3.40 + 0.59° 3.22 + 0.64
Mixed 38(16.0)  3.68 + 051 3.60 = 0.56" 339 + 0.75
Etc 22(92) 377+ 059 3.60 = 0.71° 332+ 0.71

"by independent samples t-test or one way ANOVA; ~GPA = Grade point average; SD = standard deviation

Table 3. Correlation between quality of classes, learning achievement levels, and academic emotions

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Learning content 1.000

2. Interaction 0.549" 1.000

3. Learning environment 0.664° 0.455 1.000

4. Perceived achievement 0.509° 0.349° 0.482° 1.000

5. Class satisfaction 0.634" 0.431" 0.581" 0.717° 1.000

6. Academic emotions 0.362° 0.303° 0.375 0.534° 0.545 1

'p<0.001, by pearson’s correlation coefficient; Quality of classes = 1, 2, 3; Learning achievement levels = 4, 5
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Table 4. Related factors affecting non-face-to-face class satisfaction

Variables B SE B t P VIF
(Constant) -0.612 0.215 -2.840 0.005

Perceived achievement 0.463 0.056 0.425 8.335 <0.001 1.710
Learning content 0.313 0.064 0.265 4.857 <0.001 1.954
Academic emotions 0.151 0.041 0.171 3.644 <0.001 1.438
Learning environment 0.179 0.071 0.137 2.535 0.012 1.905

"by stepwise multiple regression analysis; F(p) = 105.94(< 0.001); Adj. R* = 0.639; Durbin-Watson = 1.979
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