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The objectives of this study were to construct and to qualify the thinking skill
inventory of the Third Grade Level Students and also to compare the thinking skill of the Third
Grade Level Students in Chiang Mai Educational Service Area 1, classified by working zones ,
sizes and districts of educational institutes. The target population was 22,510 students of the‘ third
grade level students of the Chiang Mai Educational Service Area 1 , in the 2008 educational year.
The samplings were composed of various groups such as the group to identify the simplicity or
difficulty value, the group to identify the distribution power value , the group to identify the
reliability value and appropriated timing , which were derived by stratified random sampling for
360 students. While the multi - stage sampling group, which was used to compare the thinking
skill, was 1,416 students of the third grade level students in the Chiang Mai Educational Service
Area 1, in the 2008 educational year.

The results of the study were:

1. The result on the construction of the thinking skill inventory for the Third Grade
Level Students. There are 4 Tests as following - the analyzing capability inventory and the
synthetical capability inventory , each inventory contained 30 items with 5 selective choices,
the capability inventory on reasanable critical contained 30 items with 4 selective choices , and
the capability inventory on the creative thinking with 5 descriptive questions. The qualification of
those instruments of all 4 copies was as following: the index of correspondence was 0.75 to
1.00 , the simplicity or difficulty value was 0.31 to 0.78 , the classification power value was 0.512
to 0.571 , the reliability value was 0.786 to 0.843 and the standard deviation of the inventory was
2.6988 to 3.5613.

2. The result on the comparing of thinking skill of the third grade level students in the
Chiang Mai Educational Service Area 1, classified by working zones, sizes and districts of those
educational institutes were as following : |

2.1 the capability on analytical and synthetical thinking of the students from
different sizes of the schools had statistical significant difference.

2.2 the capability on analytical and creative thinking of the students from different
districts had statistical significant difference.

2.3 the capability on analytical , synthetical , critical and creative thinking of
the students from different working zones had no statistical significant difference.

2.4 the capability on critical and creative thinking from different sizes
had no statistical significant difference.

2.5 the capability on synthetical thinking and critical from different districts had

no statistical significant difference.





