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Objectives: As COVID-19 continued to spread in the local community due to influx, each university
had to conduct online classes completely or partially. The purpose of this study was to investigate
the satisfaction of learners with the lecture content in online classes, due to the change of the class
environment during the pandemic. A survey for assessing satisfaction from online class in major
subjects was conducted.

Methods: Online questionnaires were conducted from September 1 to November 30, 2022, target-
ing 1st, 2nd, 3rd, and 4th year students in the Department of Dental Hygiene at college.

Results: As a result of the study: 1. PPT+face, voice recording class—class method with class con-
tent was found to be a high 4.06+0.841 points and learning satisfaction was found to be an aver-
age of 3.98+0.83 (P<0.015); the other satisfaction: 2. PPT+voice recording class (LMS): 3.96+0.85,
3. Non-face-to-face online class (ZOOM): 3.82+0.89, and 4. LMS system: 3.98+0.88. | think that
satisfaction with online classes can be improved with the quality of the content during major online
classes in addition to more active interactions taking place between students and professors.
Conclusions: 1. Learning satisfaction: 1) ZOOM: 3.82+0.89, 2) LMS (PPT-voice recording): 3.96+
0.85, and 3) LMS (PPT-face+voice recording): 4.06+0.84; 2. LMS Online System Convenience: 4.05
+0.84.
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Table 1. The questionnaire analysis contents

Classification Items Cronbach alpha
Live class (ZOOM) 9 0.987
PPT+voice recording class (LMS) 9 0.986
PPT+face, voice recording class (LMS) 9 0.987
LMS System 6 0.882
Table 2. The questionnaire analysis contents (N=164%)
Variable Total N F (%)
Sex
Male 7 43
Female 157 95.7
Grade
Ist 41 25
2nd 57 34.8
3rd 42 25.6
4th 24 14.6
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Table 3. Non-face-to—face online class demographic characteristics
(N=164%)

Non-face-to-face Non-face-to-face

Variable online class (LMS) online class (ZOOM)
Total N F (%) Total N F (%)
Study tool (machine)
Cell phone 84 27.2 72 26.1
PC 32 10.4 25 9.1
Notebook 120 38.8 118 428
Tablet 73 23.6 61 22.1
Study place
House
Table, chair 154 52 154 61.4
Bed 36 12.2 23 9.2
Living room chair 11 3.7 8 3.2
Kitchen table 37 12,5 38 15.1
Library 19 6.4 6 2.4
Cafe 38 12.9 22 8.8
Etc. 1 0.3 0 0
Study position
Sitting in a chair 132 67 146 81.6
Lie down 15 7.6 10 5.6
Sitting & lie down 49 24.9 23 12.8

Btc. 1 0.5 0 0




Y& | COVID-19 ACHE! S0 A AN HIHR42I0) X191 SIS stei(+8l) BIEE

o7 ZAE|GITh HItiH £A(ZOOM) Al A AAIE FHA A%
5.6%, JAtoll etobA] A1 81.6%= F2 OJRfof grobA] AlF o= A
22 ZAME K Table 3).

2.4, -’Fﬁ%‘;’il(% Xili)

PPT+EZ, 55 73914} 10779(35.8%), AA3E73(ZOOM) 105
4(35.1%), PPT-I-%ﬁ\_ﬂl_r—,EHJ/_\] 87%(29.1%), Thah W H]chw 2
2 700M} LMS £:9HHA1L sl Aajske 4 0 2 2ARE|Q) 1:]-.

2.5. HICHEH 2A(1 day) Al AI-HAIZITH & AQAIZE
H|tfH AL o1F F AHAIZES 3-4A17F 52%8(31.7%) A4
7o) 7Hg who] A ok= A 02 ARSI HItiH AJHAIZRS 04
OAT-12A19F 15A1-18A] Z4ZF 35W(21.3%) 71 ©ol A ok= Aoz
ZAFE]QTHTable 4).

Table 4. Non-face—-to—face online class demographic characteristics
(N=164%)

Variable Total N F %)
Class method
Live class (ZOOM) 105 35.1
PPT+voice recording class (LMS) 87 29.1
PPT+face, voice recording class (LMS) 107 35.8
Studying time (1 day)
1-2 hours 28 17.1
2-3 hours 44 26.8
3-4 hours 52 31.7
4-5 hours 25 15.2
5-6 hours 13 7.9
6-7 hours 1 0.6
More than 7 hours 1 0.6
Study time (1 day)
9-12 hours 35 213
12-15 hours 28 17.1
15-18 hours 35 21.3
18-21 hours 30 18.3
21-24 hours 34 20.7
Etc. 2 1.2

Table 5. Learning satisfaction (N=164%)

Learning satisfaction (ZOOM) M+SD v (P
1) Class method 3.82+0.97 15.657 (0.207)*
2) Class hour 3.84+0.83
3) Class speed 3.92+0.81
4) Class content structure, interest 3.84+0.85
5) Class intelligibility 3.83+0.91
6) Class satisfaction 3.85+0.93
7) Class feedback 3.71+£0.94
8) Class quiz, homework (assignment) 3.80+0.89
9) Grade evaluation 3.83+0.85
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Table 6. Learning satisfaction (N=164%)

Learning satisfaction PPT+

+ 2
voice recording class (LMS) M+SD v @)

1) Class method 4.00+0.87 10.202 (0.598)*
2) Class hour 4.00+0.82

3) Class speed 4.04+0.82

4) Class content structure, interest 3.96+0.85

5) Class intelligibility 3.9740.85

6) Class satisfaction 3.99+0.90

7) Class feedback 3.88+0.91

8) Class quiz, homework (assignment) 3.9140.85

9) Grade evaluation 3.96+0.81

*P<0.05.
Table 7. Learning satisfaction (N=164%)
Learning satisfaction PPT+
face+voicegrecording class (LMS) M£SD X @)

1) Class method 4.06+0.84 20.463 (0.015)
2) Class hour 4.01+0.83

3) Class speed 4.03+0.83

4) Class content structure, interest 3.9940.85

5) Class intelligibility 4.00+0.82

6) Class satisfaction 3.9940.83

7) Class feedback 3.88+0.83

8) Class quiz, homework (assignment) 3.91+0.84

9) Grade evaluation 4.02+0.82

*P<0.05.

**P<0.01.
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Table 8. LMS System satisfaction (N=164%)

LMS Online System Convenience M+SD v
1) Online menu composition 4.05+0.84  7.238(0.841)*
2) Online function 4.04+0.84
3) Online home work submission 4.10£0.83
4) Online learning process 4.05+0.87
5) Online notice board 3.8740.91
6) Online discussion room 3.77+0.98

*P<0.05.
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