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The objective of this research was to clarify Student’s Level of Geometric Thinking
based on van Hiele’s Model. This research methodology was qualitative approach
emphasizing on protocol analysis and analytic description. This research represents a case
study type with participation of the researcher and 6 pairs of students from 6-8 grades at
Demonstration School Khon Kaen University, Muang district, Khon Kaen province. Data
collection was done outside classroom by the researcher using three geometric open-ended
problems. The Researcher does not intervene while student solve problem and interview
after solving problem with what? how? why? questions in Thai. Audio-and video-tape
recording were conducted while the student solve problem and they have been interviewed.
The following data were used for data analyses: data in the form of protocol transcribed
from the data collected through recording on audio- and video-tape on those three activities
and interviews session; data from the written ‘works of student being done during the
activities; data from interviews session; data from the field notes of the researcher and data
regarding student’s background from informal interviewing of teacher; and general data
about classroom, classroom environment and organization.

Analytic description and Protocol Analysis of the data was done by means of Level
of Geometric Thinking based on van Hiele’s frameworks (NCTM, 1995) that have five
levels composing of level 0, level 1, level 2, level 3 and level 4.

Findings from the research are as foﬁows; 1) geometric open-ended problems
provide student to express geometric thinking performance and categorize to two levels that
nine protocols illustrating that student’s geometric thinking are at Level O which are
constrained with “name” of solid geometry that student adjust to study in classroom and
another nine protocols illustrating that student’s geometric thinking are at Level 1 which
showing students’ ability to analyze components, property, roles of solid geometry and to
relate among components of solid geometry by any experimental method. 2) It is found that
what? how? why? questions affect student’s language used in explanation of their

geometric thinking clearer than when they express their ideas in the first phase.





