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Abstract 
   In this study, an efficiency comparison and prediction in student status, faculty of sciences, King mongkut’s 
institute of technology Ladkrabang were investigated. The purposes are understand and compare efficiency 
the classification method and also compare prediction in student status, faculty of sciences, King mongkut’s 
institute of technology Ladkrabang. The classification methods to efficiency comparison and prediction are k-
nearest neighbor method by IBk algorithm, decision tree method by J48 algorithm, neural network method 
by multilayer perceptron algorithm, and support vector machine method by polynomial kernel, SMO 
algorithm. In efficiency comparison of four classification methods by using the maximum of accuracy, true 
positive rate, true negative rate, precision, recall, F-Measure and the minimum of false positive rate and false 
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negative rate. In prediction of four classification methods by using the minimum of mean absolute error 
(MAE) and mean square error (MSE). 
   The result of the study demonstrated that neural network method has the best of accuracy, true positive 
rate, true negative rate, precision, false positive rate, false negative rate, recall, and F-Measure, 98.1481%, 1, 
0.727, 0.981, 0.273, 0, 1 and 0.99 respectively. Nevertheless, decision tree and support vector machine 
method have the best of true positive rate and false negative rate and recall,  1, 0 and 1 respectively. Then, 
neural network method has the best efficiency. In addition, the prediction comparison of classification 
methods show that neural network method has the minimum MAE and MSE, 0.0217 and 0.0188 respectively. 
Then, neural network method has the best prediction.   
 
Keywords : classification method; k-nearest neighbor method; decision tree method; neural network method;  
                 and support vector machine method 
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