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This study analyzed the change in the rater reliability based on the student's practice evaluation process conducted at Yon-
sei University College of Dentistry. Through this, we suggest the significance of the rater calibration training in the student's
practical evaluation of dental college.

Nine professors from the department of Conservative Dentistry, Yonsei University College of Dentistry, analyzed the
results of class II restoration cases twice in 2017 and once in 2018. Intra Class Correlation (ICC) which is a statistic used to
determine the consistency of raters with three or more scores, was also calculated.

ICC values increased as raters participated in rater calibration meetings and grading experiences. This shows that the
rater reliability is related to the grading experience and feedback from calibration meeting. Based on the results of previous
studies that grading experiences and rater calibration training can cause a meaningful change in rater behavior, we propose
to conduct rater calibration training to ensure the evaluator reliability.
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(Table 1) Descriptive Statistics
o 2017, 1st 2017, 2nd 2018
statistics
standard standard standard
rater N Mean o Mean o N Mean o
deviation deviation deviation
rater 8 1.38 74 - - - 10 1.60 b2
rater2 6 1.67 1.03 7 1.86 90 10 1.70 95
rater3 9 1.44 73 7 1.86 90 10 1.80 79
raterd 9 2.00 .00 7 214 69 10 1.90 57
raterb 7 1.43 79 6 2.33 52 10 1.70 67
rater 9 1.89 33 7 1.71 49 10 2.20 63
rater7 8 1.38 52 7 1.71 76 10 1.40 52
rater8 9 1.78 44 7 1.86 69 10 1.80 63
rater9 8 2.00 .00 7 2.57 53 10 1.20 42
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(Table 2) 2017, 1% Correlation Coefficient

2017, 1st rater1 rater2 rater3 rater4 raterb rater6 rater? rater8
rater2 -.32
rater3 13 -.63
raterd - - -
raterb 73 -.46 62 -
rater6 20 -.63 23 - 24
rater/ -.05 =32 18 - .06 29
rater8 31 -25 -.04 - 37 66 45
rater9 - - - - - - - -
(Table 3) 2017, 2nd Correlation Coefficient
2017, 2nd rater1 rater2 rater3 raterd raterb rater6 rater/ rater8
rater? -
rater3 - 59
raterd - 58 04
raterb - 0 0 34
rateré - 27 65 14 50
rater’7 - 42 67 .09 -.16 65
rater8 - a7 23 75 17 35 55
rater9 - 89" 55 65 -25 09 47 71
*B 0B, **E0
(Table 4) 2018 Correlation Coefficient
2018 rater1 rater2 rater3 raterd raterb rater6 rater/ rater8
rater2 18
rater3 =22 21
raterd -15 35 20
raterb 26 36 50 49
rateré 61 48 -.36 .06 16
rater?/ =17 -.18 22 53 .06 =27
rater8 -27 07 36 87" 62 -17 61
rater9 =10 72 47 .56 62 25 10 b8
*E05, *E{01
(Table 5) Intra Class Correlation
Year 2017, 1st 2017, 2nd 2018
Intra Class Correlation (ICC) 29 42 72
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STEP 0 Select rater and pilot case

1

STEP 1 Lecture for subjective evaluation

STEP 2 Discussion the criteria

STEP 3 [Evaluate the pilot case
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STEP 4 Discuss the Result

STEP 5 Find the improvements

Fig. 2. Calibration training step to improve reliability
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