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ARSTRACT 214471

The purposes of this research were to study the science learning achievement
; science process skills and problem solving thinking ability on the topic of force and
motion using science project of Mathayomsuksa 1 students. The One-shot case study
design was employed as the Pre~ experimental research. The target group was
consisted of 26 Mathayomsuksa 1, students in MuengNueWittayakom School,
Mueng district, Kalasin Province. during the 2005 academic year.

The tools used in the study were consisted of 15 lesson plans for 23 periods
of instruction, unit test after studying students in a sub-topic including questionnaire
of problem solving skills. At the end of the experiment, a 40 items of 4 choice
learning achievement test, a science process skill test and a test of problem solving
ability were employed. The collected data was analyzed by means of calculating
percentage and arithmetic mean

The finding :

1. The students had made an average learning achievement test score was
71.15 %, which was passed the prescribed criterion of 70 %. Furturemore, the
students who had passed the prescribed criterion of mastery amounted to 57.69 % of
the total number which no pass the prescribed criterion of 70 %. However, an
arithmetic mean of leaving achievement of total class was 71.15%

2. The students had made an average science process skills test score of
72.31 % which was passed the prescribed critetion of 70 %. Furture more, the
students who had passed the prescribed criterion of mastery amounted to 73.08 % of

the total number which pass the prescribed criterion of 70 %.
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3. Concerning student’s problem solving ability :

3.1 The students had made an average problem solving thinking
ability test Séore of 75.38 % which was passed the prescribed criterion of 70 %.
Furturemore, the students who had passed the prescribed criterion of mastery
amounted to 79.92 % of the total number which pass the prescribed criterion of 70 %

3.2 The student’s problem solving process according to the steps of
Guilford (1976) revealed that :

1) Preparation mean score of 76.00 the quality level wés

“good”

2) Analysis mean score of 76.50 quality level was “good”

3) Production mean score of 77.50 quality level was
“verygood”

4) Verification mean score of 80.00 quality level was
“verygood”

5) Reapplication mean score of 85.71 quality level was
“verygood”





