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ABSTRACT

The COVID-19 crisis inevitably led to full-scale non-face-to-face education in 2020. The researchers selected
five universities out of 48 universities in radiology and radiology departments nationwide (1.2 in 2019 and 1.2 in
2020) to examine the results of face-to-face training and non-face-to-face mock tests conducted by senior students
in radiology departments and radiology departments of the national health department (12 in 2019 and 1.2 in 2020)
in preparation for the license test. It turned out to be. Comparing the results of face-to-face and non-face-to-face
training (two in 2019 and two in 2020), statistics were analyzed by nonparametric tests, and the results showed
that there were differences in theory (Z=-2.023, p<0.05, application (Z=-2.023), p<0.05), practical skills (Z=-1.753,
and p<0.05). As a result of the mock test, non-face-to-face education results in poor grades compared to face-to-
face education, it is believed that lectures should be taught differently or various educational methods that can

communicate with students should be combined.
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II. MATERIAL AND METHODS
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Table 1. General characteristics

) w99 S uE) g ag 99

A 39 A 39
B 34 B 48
2019 2019
C 37 190 C 37 201
(1 (2)
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E 50 E 44
dE) ds a9 5 u@E) g% A 299
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2020 2020
(1) C 39 201 2) C 35 201
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E 44 E 44
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III. RESULT
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Table 2. Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test (Non-parametric

Table 4. Applications Expectancy Acceptance rate

cross-tabulation by Face-to-face VS Non-face-to-face (1st)
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Table 5. Practical examination Expectancy Acceptance rate
cross-tabulation by Face-to-face VS Non-face-to-face (1st)
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Table 3. Theory Expectancy Acceptance rate
cross-tabulation by Face-to-face VS Non-face-to-face (1st)
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Fig. 1. The Theory Expectancy Acceptance rate by
Face-to-face VS Non-face-to-face (1st).
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Fig. 2. The Applications Expectancy Acceptance rate
by Face-to-face VS Non-face-to-face (1st).
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Fig. 3. The Practical examination Expectancy Acceptance
rate by Face-to-face VS Non-face-to-face (1st).
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Table 6. Theory Expectancy Acceptance rate
cross-tabulation by Face-to-face VS Non-face-to-face (2nd)
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Table 7. Applications Expectancy Acceptance rate
cross-tabulation by Face-to-face VS Non-face-to-face (2nd)
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Table 8. Practical examination Expectancy Acceptance rate
cross-tabulation by Face-to-face VS Non-face-to-face (2nd)
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Fig. 4. The Theory Expectancy Acceptance rate by
Face-to-face VS Non-face-to-face (2nd).
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Fig. 5. The Applications Expectancy Acceptance rate
by Face-to-face VS Non-face-to-face (2nd).

7]
35.00
30.00
25.00
20.00
15.00
10.00

5.00
O o 4 B %) (2010.22]) Bl of 42 B yk)z0z0.22])

Fig. 6. The Practical examination Expectancy Acceptance
rate by Face-to-face VS Non-face-to-face (2nd).

IV. DISCUSSION
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V. CONCLUSIONS
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