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= Abstract=

A Statistical Study of Medical Educational Wastage

Sung Rhim Yang

Department of Preventive Medicine and Public Health, College of Medicine, Busan National University
(Director: Prof. Don Kyoun Kim)

A statistical study on medical students who entered certain college of medicine during 10 years

(’ 73 to ’82) was performed in order to evaluate medical educational wastage.

The obtained results summerized were as follows;
1. The normal promotion rate of 10 cohorts(CI-CX) was 83.4% and 5 cohorts(CI to CV) whose

members had already graduated(including dropouts) was 77. 5%.

2. The mean repetition rate in lst grade was 15.5%,

and in 4th grade 0. 6%.

in 2nd grade 5.4%, in 3rd grade 1.4%

3. The predicted number of repetion(spell base) which are attendance at the college in 1st grade

was 31.6, in 2nd grade 28. 9,

in 3rd grade 18.6 and in 4th grade 22.7;

4. The total wastage of 10 cohorts was 224.8 SY, which corresponded to educational resources

of 56.2 out-puts for normal demand.

5. The mean unit cost of 10 cohorts was 4. 62 and the mean Input/Output ratio was 1. 06.
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Table 1. Newcomer, Repeater, Promoted and Drop-outs by cohort
Cohort Year Newcomer frequency of Repetion Drop-Out Prorlrfcgcrig;alRate
1 2 3 B wmsp  (Death) T
I 73" 79 12 3 0 15 18 1 63(79.7)
1 ' 74 86 17 3 3 23 32 3 60(69. 8)
i} '75 78 L5 4 1 20 26 0 58(74. 4)
v *76 80 11 1 0 12 13 1 67(84.8)
v 77 84 15 4 0 19 23 0 65(77. 4)
Vi 78 86 i 0 0 11 11 0 75(87. 2)
Vi 79 105 22 0 0 22 22 1 82(78.1)
Vil >80 128 12 2 0 14 16 0 114(89. 1)
X '8l 119 20 0 0 20 20 1 98(82. 4)
X ’ 82 138 0 0 0 0 0 0 138(100. 0)
‘Total(%) 983(100.0) 135(13.7) 17(1.7) 4(0.4) 156(15.9) 181(18.4) 7(0.7) 820(83. 4)

*Person base **Spell base
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Table 2. Indicators of Educational Wastage by Cohort

Grade oupar Total gt o Normal gy 4
Cohort year ( Pf)) SY (C= Ratio (D=  fGxcess
1 2 3 4 B pray ©/4 iy B-D)
I ’73 Output 79 79 79 - 78 78 4.28  L.07
SY 91 82 80 81 334.0 312 22
I  °74 Output 85 84 83 83 83 4.46 111
sY 105 95 87 83 370.0 T332 38"
L 75 Output 78 77 77 77 77 436 1.09
SY 96 83 80 77 336.0 308 28
¥  ’76 Output 79 79 79 79 79 418  1.04
SY 92 80 79 79 330.0 316 14
V 77 Output 84 83 82 82 82 4.33  1.08
SY 98 92 83 82 355. 0 328 27
W °78 Output 86 86 86 86 86 413 1.03
Sy 93 89 86 87 % 355.0 344 11
Vi 79 Output 104 104 104 104 104 4.22  1.05
Sy 125 105 104 104.7 438.7 416 22.7
VI 80 Output 126 126 : 126 126 :126 416 104
SY 137 133 1 127.8 126.8 ; 524. 6 504 20.6
K 8t Output 118 : 118 118 118 118 425  1.06
SY 130 1 1244 1197 1188} 501. 9 472 29.9
X 82 Output : 138 138 138 138" 1138 4.23  1.06
SY ©150.3 1455 139.9  138.9 583. 6 552 31.6
Total Output 977 974 972 971 971 4.26  1.06
SY 1,135.3 1,028.9 986.4  978.2 4,128.8 (Mean) (Mean) 3,884  244.8
"A*The part shown in dotted line is predicted SY
ol fFaF 4& 3L6%0] 3o} 7 SY&= 312(78X 4ol =z 22 SYab: %9 SY & =
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