CHAPTER VII

RESULT

The presentations of the result were divided into 2
part; the first was [ ; ' statistics of independent
Jalﬁ and the second was

variables and de

stepwise multipl

ndent variables were

shown by using iation (S.D.) in the

table 7.1, 7.2. equency and percentage

in the table 7.4

Table 7.1 and Socioeconomic
¢ a o - S.D.

AUEINININYINT e
Education ¢ i .95 %/ 6.05
AN TIUNNING TR Y
Education 8.46 5.51
of Mother
Past Academic Grade

5th 2.76 0.36

4th 2.78 0.37
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1. Expense (Table 7.1)

It was found that the average expense recieved per
month of the dental students was 3154.05 bath (S.D. =

1241.77)
2. Education of Parents/ (Fable 7.1)

It was foundesthat ihe level of education of father
was nearly the .same as t@e level of education of mother.
Mean of education of fatheg and mother were 8.95 year and
8.46 vyear respetively (S Dd'- 6.05 and 5.51 respectively
which wer the level of secondary school.

3. Past Academic-Grade’iTable 11}

;Jﬂ

It was found that theﬁfqurth year grade was nearly

equal to the fif:h_year_g:adef_uaan—oi the fourth year and

fifth year grade were 2.76 and 2.78 respectively (S.D.= 0.36

and 0.37 respect1ve1y)

Table 7.2 Results of Study Habits and Attitudes

STUDY HABITS AND ATTITUDES X S.D.
Delay Avoidance 85.08 9.96
Working Method 83.00 9.10
Teacher Approval 83.05 10.42

Educational Acceptance 89.08 7.84



Table

Surg
Pedo
Diag
Orth
Peri
Rest
Pros
Ocel

All

4. Study Habits and Attitudes (Table 7.2)

It was found that mean of educational acceptance was
the highest (X=89.08, S.D. =7.84) and the second was delay
avoidance (X=85.08, §S.D.=9.69) The 1lowest were working
method and teacher approval (X=83.00, S.D.=9.10 and X=83.05,

S.D.=10.42) which were nearly the same.

-
7.3 Results of Opinion om Tnstruction of Each Department and Average All  the
Departaents &
Content betivities s Evaleation = Teacher Tacilities
Ios0. WSS TSR o1 S0 T s,
21,5 3.96 23.70° 345 [16.46 2.25{129:95 2,20 29.08 4.75
22.89 2,51 24.84 73,07 19ﬁ§; 1.6$;Eg§.os 3.20 27,30 3.92
1173 2.5 20,43 334 1549 103 2L 162 2.9 47
0 1768 2.73 20,19 3e6T 1637 2,96 25.62 bt 2160 3.69
0 19.76 2.89 i;fvs“'3Tsv““1tTVS““T:1I”istss"3;31“3g§;4s 3.87
0 19.76 2.81 18.32 3,65 150TNR0ETOITY 4390 22,11 3.51
t 19.41 2,99 21,974 3236 17.62 2.620.28.30 3.52 22.89 3.60
u 15.49 3012 D380 3407 D 15022 2.34020.65 L3.46) 220140 4.10
Clieic 17.97 2.87 18.05 3.79 10.97 2.96 22.24%3.69 21.76 3989

5. Opinion on Instruction

It was found that the mean of the opinion on
instruction of Restorative Department and Oral Biolgy
Department were lower than the others. And the highest was
Pedodontic Department the details of each department were in

the table 7.3
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Table 7.4 Results of Socioeconomic Status (nominal scale)

40.5

9.5

35.1

64.9

27.0
59.5

13.5

6 V'ﬂ"“ - Pare '%(Table 7.4)
It was fgund that the female dental students were

nore than Gk e e ifef NI AR Jeo. 5t wna ronae

= 59.5%). e occupation; of parenﬁs of the students were

onty RHRN NFMNAIINEIAL: e e

than the officer.
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. Table 7.5 Results of the Clinical Practicum Grade

6th Cum 6th

X S.D. X S.D.

Surg 2.32_30l4s 2.48 0.44
Pedo 2.70 o.74A ; 2.73 0.68
Diag 2.95 0466 2.92 0.34
ortho 27657 0,92 2.65 0.92
Perio 3;24» 0.55 2.89 0.47
Resto 2 g1 ";o.ié 2.66  0.58
Prost 2;76"_0.%9” 2.91 0.52
Occlu 2/89 < o.élx 2.82 0.59
All Clinic 2.75“f e N 2.75 0.36

7. Thg-plinical Practicum Gﬁade (dependent

variables, TaSIé F5)

It was found that Oralr Surgery Department had the
lowest mean in bothr the | _sixth year clinical practicum grade
and the sixth year cumulative clinical practicum grade (X =
2.32, S/D. =748 and (XU=12048,/S.DV = .44 respectively). And
the sixth year <clinical practicam grade of average all
clinic was the same as the 6th year cumulative clinical
practicum grade and the details of every departments

were shown in the table 7.5
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Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis

Stepwise multiple regression was employed for
analysis and devided into 2 parts; the first, the sixth
vYear clinical practicum grade was used as the dependent
variable and the second, the sixth year cumulative clinical

practicum grade was used as the dependent variable.

o

1. For "average all <clinic, using the 6th year
clinical practicums grade as the dependent variable. (Table

7.6 and 7.7) i 4

\ 4
Table 7.6 Stepwise Multiple Rgg;ession of Average all Clinic

(the 6th year clinical pracﬁicun grade as the dependent
iy

variable) ="

All Clinic . R R2 R2 F
change

1 FIFTH GR, 0.4456 0.1986 0+1986 8.673***

The -variable «~thati entered ony/the /first) step number
was the fifth year grade, and the correlation of determinant
(R2) was 0.1986. And after that there were no variables
that could increase the correlation of determinant
significantly. This showed that the best predictor was the
fifth year grade which could explain 19% of the variation in

clinical practicum grade of average all clinic.
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. Table 7.7 Stepwise Multiple Regression of Average all Clinic

(the 6th year clinical practicum grade as the dependent

variable)

All Clinic B b S.E.b. t
1 FIFTH GR. 0.4456 0."8 72, 0.1939 2.945***
R = 0.4456 4

S.E. est = 0.4173

a = 1.1641

p = <0.001*%% ';ﬁ
- <0.04** ' )
= <0.05/ *

It was found that stand%%d;;ed regression coefficient
(B) between the_fifth ye§r Wg;a&e and the dependent variable
was 0.4456 and could explain the variation of the dependent
variable at significant 1level of 0.001 (p<0.001). The
regression/ equation respectively in  ‘raw|scores and standard

Scores were :

Y =1.167 + 0.5716 5thGR

Z = 0.4456 5th GR

2. For Oral Surgery Department, using the 6th year
clinical practicum grade as the dependent variable. (Table

7.8 and 7.9)
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.Table 7.8 Stepwise Multiple Regression of Oral Surgery
Department (the 6th year clinical practicum grade as the

dependent variable)

Oral Surgery R R2 R2 F
change
1 EDU Mo 0. 972 071422 0.1423 5.806*

o

The variable. that entered on the first step number
was education of mother, aﬂH the correlation of determinant

(R2) was 0.1423. /And affer:fthat, there were no variables

that could increase the correlation of determinant
significantly. This showed tﬁat;the best predictor was the
, <

education of mother which couihﬁgxplain 14% of the variation
d J xind #esl i

=y

in clinical practicum grade of?ﬁ;al Surgery Department.

Table 7.9 Stepwise Multiple Regressian of Oral Surgery
Department (the 6th vyear clinical practicum grade as the

dependent yvariable)

Oral Surgery B b S.E.b. t
1 EDU._Mo ~0.3772 -0.0325 0.0135 -2.410*
R = 0.3772

S.E. est = 0.4458

a = 2.5991
P = <0.001***
= <0.01**

= <0.05 *
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It was found that standardized regression
coefficient (B)between education of mother and the dependent
variable was -0.3772 and could explain the variation of the
dependent variable at significant 1level of 0.05 (p<0.05).
The regression equation respectively in raw scores and
standard scores were

2
Y= ,2.5991 -0.0325 EDU Mo
%/#/ -0l 3772 EDU. Mo

:

-

3. For Pedodontic 'pepartment, using the 6th vyear
clinical practicum grade aéd;hg dependent variable. (Table

7.10 and 7.11) A

Regregsion of Pedodontic

Department (tﬁe 6th vyear clinical piacticun grade as the

dependent variable)

Pedodontic R R2 R2 F

change
1 FIFTH GR 0.4646 0.2158 0.2158 9.634*"*

The variable that entered on the first step number was
the fifth year grade, and the correlation of determinant(R2)
was 0.2158. And after that, there were no variables that

could increase the correlation of determinant significantly.
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* This showed that the best predictor was the fifth year grade

which could explain 21% of the variation in «clinical

practicum grade of Pedodontic Department

Table 7.11 Stepwise Hultip;e Regression of Pedodontic

Department (the 6th™ year clindcal practicum grade as the

dependent variable) : 4
..
Pedodontic B b 4 S.E.b. t
1 FIFTH GR 0.4646 :0.9550 0.3090 3.104***
R = 0.4646 -. " !
S.E. est = 0.6649 7,
abd vl
a = 0.0541 o ik
P = <0.001%#% T

=  S0.01** =

- <0ub5 *

It was found that standardized regression coefficient

(B) between the fifth year grade and the dependent variable
was 0.4646 and could,explain the variation of the dependent
variable at significant 1level of 0.001 (p<0.001). The
regression equation respectively in raw scores and standard

scores were :

Y = 0.541 + 0.959 5tbhGR

Z = 0.4646 5thGR
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4. For Orthodontic Department, using the Gth'year
clinical practicum grade as the dependent variable. (Table
7.12 and 7.13)

Table 7.12 Stepwise Regression of Orthodontic

Department (the 6th ~ practicum grade as the

dependent variabl

Orthodontic

1 SEX 8.188***

The variable € ;;ﬁl"' !E’first step number

1t (R2) was 0.1896.

And after that':Lere were no variable that could increase

corre UEE’JW ﬁT ngly. This showed
that the be predictor was sex w gjh coul explain 18% of
AWTHY ﬂ’mumwm fpp-ie

Departupn
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- Table 7.13 Stepwise Multiple Regression of Orthodontic
Department (the 6th vyear clinical practicum grade as the

dependent variable)

Orthodontic B L LID S.E.b. t
1 SEX -0.4354 -0.8000 -3, 796 -2.861%*"
R = 0.2352 . 4

S.E. est - 0-8350

a = 340000 i

p = <odofi)
= <0.01%* : ?JJ
= <0.05 * Z

It was found that stan@%{ﬁized regression coefficient

(B) between iséx and the dependent variable was -0.4354 and

could explaih'-the variation of the: dependent variable
at significant level of 0.001 (p<0.dOl). The regression
equation respectively "in raw ' scores | and standard scores

were :

Y = 3 - 0.8 SEX

Z = -0.4354 SEX

5. For Periodontic Department, using the 6th year
clinical practicum grade as the dependent variable. (Table

7.14 and 7.15)
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Table 7.14 Stepwise Multiple Regression of Periodontic
Department (the 6tk year clinical practicum grade as the

dependent variable)

Periodontic R R2 R2 F
change
1 FIFTH GR 0.3778 3 0.1428 0.1428 5.827*

The variable' that en?ered on the first step number

‘

was the fifth year/grade, and the correlation of determinant

(R2) was 0.1427. And after'Euhat, there were no variable
that could in€rease ., .the qurrelation of determinant
significantly. This showed i&a; the best predictor was the

B ) ik e -:'_IJ:J
fifth year grade which could explain 14% of the variation

o J o

e e

in «clinical pr§cticﬁﬁ“gfade of Periodontic Department.

Table 7.15 Stépwise Multiple Regreq&ion of Periodontic
Department (the 6th year clinical practicum grade as the
dependent variable)

Periodontic B sy S.E.Db. t

1 FIFTH GR 0.3778 0,..5772 052391 2.414*
R = 0.3778 '
S.E. est = 0.5146
a = 1.6490
P = <0.001***
= <0.01**

<0.05 *
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It was found that standardized regression
coefficient(B) between the fifth year grade and the
dependent variable was 0.3778 and could explain the
variation of the dependent variable at significant level of
0.05 (p<0.05). The regression equation respectively in raw
scores and standard scores wele ..

J
Y = 1.649 + 0.5772 5th GR
Z = 0.;778 5th GR

—

6. For Réstorative j@épartment, using the 6th year

clinical practicum grédé‘as.ﬁﬁé; dependent variable. (Table
" 3 Y

7.16 and 7.17) e et dy

Table 7.16 Stggxige Multiple _nggggﬁron of Restorative
Department (tﬁe'sth year clinical prééticul grade as the

dependent variabie)

Restorative R R2 R2 F
change
1 FIFTH GR 0.4195 0.1760 0.1760 7.476*

The variable that entered on the first step ‘number
was the fifth year grade, and the correlation of determinant
(R2) was 0.1760. And after that, there were no variables
that could increase the correlation of determinant

significantly. This showed that the best predictor was the
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fifth year grade which could explain 17% of the variation

in clinical practicum grade of Restorative department.

Table 7.17 Stepwise Multiple Regression of Restorative

Department (the 6th year clinical practicum grade as the

dependent variable)

Restorative B ’ b S.E.b. t
1 FIFTH GR 0.4495 049077 0.3320 2.73¢4"**
R = 0.4195 X

S.E. est - 0.7183

a = 0.3039 :

p = <0.001%** '{-_
- <0.01%* 2
= <0.05 * &

It was found that standardized regression coefficient
(B) between;the .fifth vear,. .grade,and.the dependent variable
was 0.4195 .and could explain the variation of the dependent
variable s at ~significant 5levels 0fn70s001 A4pe0.001). The
regression equation respectively in raw scores and standard

scores were :

Y = 3.039 + 0.9077 5th GR

Z = 0 .4195 5th GR
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7. For Prosthetic Department, using the 6th year
lclinical practicum grade as the dependent variable. (Table

7.18 and 7.19)

Table 7.18 Stepwise Multiple Regression of Prosthodontic
Department (the 6th year clindigal practicum grade as the

dependent variable)

- |
Prosthodontic R 1 R2 R2 F
: 4 change
1 FIFTH GR 0.3702 T 4#0. 1432 0.1423 5.807*
_ ) %

il

FEAd 4

The variable thathgnteﬁég on the first step nuber was
the fifth year gradeﬁrénd tggégorrelation of determinant

(R2) was 0.1423. And"’after Eﬁgft there were no variables

that could incfease  the correlati&hi of determinant
significantly. ?his showed that the best predictor was the
fifth year grade which could explain 14% of the variation in

clinical practicum grade of Prdsthodontic Department.
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Table 7.19 Stepwise Multiple Regression of Prosthodontic
Department (the 6thP year clinical practicum grade as the

dependent variable)

Prosthodontic B b S.E.b. t
1 FIFTH GR 0.3772 0.88372 0.3474 2.410*
R = 0.3772

S.E. est - 0.7477

a = 0.4444 \
p = <0.001*%*, i 4
= <0U01x* ?
/
= <0.05 * ’:

It was found that-standggéazed regression coefficient
(B) between the fifth year gféﬁé-énd the dependent variable
was 0.3772 and‘péuia”éiﬁiéfhmthé Jariétion of the dependent
variable at significant 1level of 0.05 (p <0.05). The

regression equation ‘respectively in _raw._scores and standard

Scores were_ :

Y = 0.4444 + 0.8372 5thGR

Z = 0.3772 S5thGR

8. For average all clinic, using the 6th year
cumulative clinical practicum grade as the dependent

variable. (Table 7.20 and7.21)
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. Table 7.20 Stepwise Multiple Regression of Average All
Clinic (the 6th year cumulative clinical practicum grade as

the dependent variable)

All Clinic R R2 R2 F
change
1 FOURTH GR 0.5406 v 6.2923 0.2923 14.454***
-t

The variable _that entered on the first step numbner
was the fourth vear g#ade, and the correlation of

determinant(R2) wa& 0.2923. And after that, there were no

variables that could increas? the correlation of determinant
significantly. This showed ﬁha; the best predictor was the

fourth year grade whichJcouihigxplain 29% of the variation

3t
:

# - "4 -",.J
in clinical practicum grade of average all clinic.

4 J
b =

s e B

Table 7.21 Sﬁépwise Multiple Regreékﬁon of Average All
Clinic (the 6tk _year cumulative clinical practicum grade as

the dependent variable)

All Clinic B b S.E.Db. t
1 FOURTH:GR, 0.5406 0..5286 0.1390 3.802***
R = 0.5406

S.E. est - 0.3097

a = 1.2824
P = <0.001***
= <0.01**

<0.05 *
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It was found that standardized regression
coefficient(B) between the fourth year grade and 'the
dependent variable was 0.5406 and could explain the
variation of the dependent variable at significant level of
0.001 (p <0.001). The regression equation respectively in

raw scores and standard scores Wcie€
o

Y = 0 1.2824 + 0D.5286 4th GR
|
Z = 0.5406 4th GR

—

i
A &

9. For Oral Sutgeryhbépartment, using the 6th year

¥R A

cumulative practicum gkéde aélthe dependent variable. (Table
ids o

7.22 and 7.23) e i
Table 7.22 Bfepwise Multiple RegregSion of Oral Surgery

Department (the 6th year cumulative clihical practicum grade

as the dependent variable)

Oral Surgery R R2 R2 F
change

1 FOURTH GR 0.6263 0.3922 0.3922 22 /589"

2 T Surg 0.6871 0.4721 0.0799 15.204*"**

The variable that entered on the first step number
was the fourth year grade, and the correlation of
determinant(R2) was 0.3922 . And when opinion on teacher

entered on the second step number, it could increase the
L]
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correlation of determinant significantly (R2= 0.4721). And
after that, there were no variables that could increase the
correlation of determinant significantly. This showed that
the best predictors were the fourth year grade and opinion
on teacher which could explain 47% of the variation in
clinical practicum grade of Oral Surgery Department.
-

Table 7.23 Stepwise Multiple Regression of Oral Surgery
Department (the 6thb _wyear cuﬂulative clinical practicum grade

as the dependent variable). . .

Oral Surgery B N bT S.E.b. t
1 FOURTH GR 0.6448 0.7;17 0.1467 5.164***
2 T Surg 0.2832 oossja 0.0244 2.268*
R -  o.6a1 = T
S.E. est = 0.326@0 = 'ﬁf4"‘
a - L7ETET ==
P = <0.901***
= <0,08 %
=| <0.05 &
It was found that standardized regression

coefficient(B) of the fourth year grade and opinion on
teacher were 0.6448 and 0.2832 respectively. The combination
of the independent variables could explain the variation of

the dependent variable at significant 1level of 0.001 (p<
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' 0.001). The regression equation respectively in raw scores

and standard scores were

Y = 1.2787 + 0.7577 4th GR + 0.0533 T Surg

7 = 0.6448 4th GR + 0.2832 T Surg

10. For 'Pedodontie Department, using the é6th year
cumulative clinigal spracticum grade as the dependent

variable. (Tables7.24 and?.éS)

4
d

-

it

Table 7.24 Stepwise ﬁultibié Regression of Pedodontic
Department (the 6fh year cun@ldtive clinical practicum grade

as the dependent variabié)

Pedodontic =__R_ R - R2 "

" change
1 FOURTH Gk  0.4467 0.1996 0.1996 8.727**

The variable that entered on the first step number
was Oithe fourth/ year grade, and the ~correlation of
determinant(R2) was 0.1996. And after that, there were
no variables that could 1increase the correlation of
determinant significantly. This showed that the best
predictor was the fourth year grade which could explain 19%
of the variation in clinical practicum grade of Pedodontic

Department.
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Table 7.25 Stepwise Multiple Regression of Pedodontic
Department (the 6th year cumulative clinical practicum grade

as the dependent variable)

Pedodontic t
1 FOURTH GR 2.954**

R =
S.E. est =

a -

p =

It was found thii;s; 'szed regression coefficient

(B) between thﬁnfourth yﬁi - dependent variable

was 0.4467 and could

&]01 (p <0.01). The

WAL 4 ﬁ“’i’ﬁé‘)ﬂ?ﬂ“ﬂ’ﬁ £ SR
AN TUANIANENAY

Z = 0.4467 4th GR

variable at jgxifi‘can
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11. For Oral Diagnosis Department, using the 6thyear
cumulative clinical practicum grade as the dependent

variable. (Table 7.26 and7.27)

Regression of Oral Diagnosis

Table 7.26 Stepwise Mult

Department (the 6th x::&;
as the dependent u;:zzsti)

Oral Diagnosis ‘,,,ﬂfdfr'

1 FOURTH GR

j‘-"clinical practicum grade
R2 F
chahge

0.1067 4.182*

The variabl jat enter the first step number
was the fourth year gr ; ?*f,_ﬂg: orrelation of determinant
there were no variables

of determinant

predictor was the

e : 1
fourth vyear grade which could explain 0% of the variation

in clinicaﬂﬁﬁﬂcgﬂﬁﬁmwmﬂ?s Department.
9 BRI UMINYIAY
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“Table 7.27 Stepwise Multiple Regression of Oral Diagnosis

Department (the 6tk year cumulative clinical practicum grade

as the dependent variable)

Oral Diagnosis B b S.E.b. t
1 FOURTH GR 0.3267 0, 3001 0.1468 2.045*
R = 0.3267
S.E. est = 0.3269 3
a = 2.0900
P = <0.0014*% |
= <0.01%% / : %
= <0.05* : T

It was found thatfstanégrdized regression coefficient
(B) between the fourth’yéar grgﬁg?and the dependent variable
was 0.3267 and'qould‘éﬁpiain thAEQariapion of the dependent
variable at ei;hifié;ﬁtq*iééél of dQﬁS (p <0.05). The

regression equation respectively in raw scores and standard

sSCcores were

¥ = 2:09,# 0.3001, 44th.GR

Z = 0.3267 4tk GR

12. For Orthodontic Department, using the 6th year
cumulative clinical practicum grade as the dependent

variable. (Table 7.28 and7.29)
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 Table 7.28 Stepwise Multiple Regression of Orthodontic
Department (the 6th year cumulative clinical practicum grade

as the dependent variable)

Orthodontic R R2 R2 F
change
1 SEX 0.46391 ;6£2201 0.2201 9.879**
o

The variable _that entered on"the first step number
was sex,and the égrielationaof determinant (R2) was 0.2201.
And after that,éﬁpte wer€fné_variab1es that could increase
the correlation;qg :deigr;iﬂgnm significantly. This showed
that the best prédic;o; ﬁas ;éxﬁwhich could explain 22% of
the variation in }g}inicil pgidpicum grade of Orthodontic

Department. =

dggd o
i

oy ™ oy,
I i

Table 7.29 Stgpwisé “Multiple Regression of Orthodontic

Department (the 6th year cumulative cliiléal practicum grade

as the dependent ‘variable) i

Orthodontic B b S.E.b. t
1 SEX =0+~4691 -0.8667 On 2757 -3.143*
R = 0.4691 '

S.E. est = 0.8235

a = 3.0000
P = <0.001***
= <0.01**

= <0.05 *

<.
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It was found that standardized regreséion coefficeint
(B) between sex and the dependent variable was -0.4691 and
could explain the variation of the dependent variable at
significant level of 0.01 (p<0.01). The regression equation

respectively in raw scores and standard scores were

Y = 3 -0.8667 SEX

F

Z = -0.4691 SEX

\

|
13. For#"Perigdontic.Department;, using the 6th year

cumulative clindcal practicum grade as the dependent
variable. (Table 7.30 and7.31)¥
Table 7.30 Stepwise Hultiplé,nkegression of Periodontic

Department (the 6th ye&r“cunuléﬁiie clinical practicum grade

as the dependent variable) -
Periodontic e == & R2 F
» » change
1 FOURTH GR 0.3974 0.1579 0.1579 6.564*

The variable thatfentered en the first step number
was the fourth | year grade, @and | the | ¢orrelation of
determinant (R2) was 0.1579. And after that, there were no
variables that could increase the correlation of determinant
significantly. This showed that the best predictor was the
fourth year grade which could explain 15% of the variation

in clinical praticum grade of Periodontic Department.
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Table 7.31 Stepwise Multiple ARegression of Periodontic
Department (the 6th year cumulative clinical practicum grade

as the dependent variable)

Periodontic B b S.E.b. t
1 FOURTH GR 0.3974 0.5069 0.1979 2.562*
R = 0.3974 :
S.E. est = 0.4408 2
a = 1.4767
P = <0.001%** \
= <0.01%% T
= <0.05/* o, XA

It was found tha;“standﬁtﬂized regression coefficient

i = -:!J..';
(B) between the fourth year grade.and the dependent variable

i

was 0.3974 and could explain the variation of the dependent

variable at s%gnificant 1level of 0.05 (p <0.05). The
regression equation respectively in raw scores and standard

SCcores were  :

Y =70.247677+70.506/'4th CR

Z = 0.3974 4th GR

14. For Restorative Department, using the 6th year
cumulative clnical practicum grade as the dependent

variable. (Table 7.32 and7.33)



75

, Table 7.32 Stepwise Multiple Regression of Restorative
Department (the 6th year cumulative clinical practicum grade

as the dependent variable)

Restorative R R2 R2 F
change ‘

1 FORURTH GR 0.4576 042094 0.2094 9.270%**

2 W.M. 0..5478 2 0230601 0.0907 7.288%**

3 D.A. 0.69%58 0.4808 0.1807 10.187%**

4 E Resto 0e7 463 ! 0.5607 0.0799 10.212%**

5 FOURTH GR of 7308 /7 ";"'0.5340 -0.0267 12.605%**

"

The variable that entered on the first step mumber

i i f‘_.
was the fourth year grade and the correlation of determinant

#eid bd

(R2) was 0.2094. The‘éecond step number was working method,

S

R2=0.3001. Theithird step number was.delay avoidance, R2 =

0.4808. The fb&;th st;;u;;;ber was evafﬁation, R2 = 0.5607.
But when the e€evaluation entered on the fourth step, the
regression coefificient/ of ithe fourth year< 'grade, the first
step numbek%, was not significant. Thus, the fourth year
grade’ ‘conld not' ‘combine in ' the ‘equation, .and had to be
removed from the equation and R2was 0.5340. This showed
that the best predictors were working method, delay
avoidance, and evaluation which could explain 53% of the

variation in clinical practicum grade of Restorative

Department.
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.Table 7.33 Stepwise Multiple Regression of Restorative
Department (the 6tk year cumulative clinical practicum grade

as the dependent variable)

Restorative B b S.E.b. t

1 W.M. -0.9071 -0.0574 -0.0123 -4.683***

2 D.A. 0.9633 0.5.0 58/ _ 0.0111 4.974***

3 E Resto 0.4101 0.0772 0.0226 3.423***
R = 0.7308

S.E. est - 0.4103

a = 1.4572 .
P = <0.001%*% |
= <0.01*%
= <0.05 * j;j 
It was found» tha%?.fstandardized regression

coefficient(B) . of Qd;king méigba, délay avoidance, and
opinion on evdluation wer =0NSORIY 20.9633, and 0.4101
respectively. The combination of the “independent variables
could expldin the ~variation.of,ithe-dependent variable at
significanti] level of 0.001 (p<0.001). The regression

equation| respectively inl rlaw “scores| |and. standard scores

were :

Y = 1.4572 - 0.0574 W.M. + 0.0557 D.A. + 0.0772 E Resto

Z = -0.9071 W.M. + 0.9633 D.A. + 0.4101 E Resto
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15. For Oral Biolbgy Department (Occlusion), using
the 6th year cumulative clinical practicum grade as the

dependent variable.(Table 7.34 and 7.35)

Table 7.34 Stepwise Multiple Regression of Oral Biology
Department (the 6tk year cumulacive clinical practicum grade

as the dependent variahle)'J

Occlusion R R2 R2 F
; change
1 FOURTH GR 0.3746 Q '0.1405 0.1405 5.719*

4

The variable ;péﬁ enté%%ﬂ on the first step number
was the fourth yeag_lgrade;iiénd the correlation of
determinant (R2) wag 0.1405. And ?f?—?i-*that: there were no
variables thaflcould increase the correfétion of determinant
significantly. ‘fhis showed that the bést predictor was the
fourth yeaf grade which could explain "14% of the variation
in clinical practicum _grade of Oral Biology Department

(Occlusion).
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. Table 7.35 Stepwise Multiple Regression of Oral Biology
Department (the 6th year cumulative clinical practicum grade

as the dependent variable)

Occlusion B b S.E.b. t
1 FOURTH GR 0.3748 0.5974 0.2498 2.391*
R = 0.3748

S.B. est - 0.5565

a -  1.1646
P = <0.001*s*

= <0.04** :

= <0.05 * s

i

It was féund that standéfQ}zed regression coefficient
(B) between the fourth‘year g;éa;!gnd the dependent variable
was 0.3748 and cpg}d_gxp}g}p»ghé Vvariation of the dependent
variable at ‘Significant level of 0.05 (p<0.05). The
regression equation respectively in raw scores and standard

scores were :

Y = 1.1646 + 0.5974 4th GR

Z = 0.3748 4tk GR

16. For Oral Diagnosis Department and Oral Biology
Department (Occlusion), using the 6th year clinical practicum
grade as the dependent variable. It was found that there

were no variables that could enter on the step number of
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stepwise multiple regression.

17. For Prosthodontic Department, using the 6thyear
cumulative clinical praacticum grade as the dependent

variable. It was found that there were no variables that

could enter on the of stepwise multiple

fegression.

i
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