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ABSTRACT OF THE STUDY

This study aimed to analysis the curriculum content of mathematics
for grade eight on the light of the levels of geometrical thinking for Van
Hile in Gaza city.

The study sample was 5 percent from student ( male and female ) of
grade eight for the second term in the school year (2006-2007) . sample
420 students . ( 210 male , 210 female ) .

Tow tools prepared by researcher the first to analysing of the sixth unit
in the maths book for grade eight, which contains the subjects of geometry
according to the levels of geometrical thinking for Van Hile , the second
tool was ( test ) in order to measure the geometrical thinking for students
according to the measures of geometrical thinking for Van Hile.
emphasized the validity of test with some ways : the validity of referees,it
was affered to agroup of specialised referees,the validity of internal
consistency for test points which was applied on the exploration sample ,
this measures correlation moduluses between every point of test points and
total marks for its following dimension,He emphasized the reliability of test
with two ways 'half division' to find sperman correlation between the marks
of single questions and even questions and to measure and correct Sperman
Brawn correlations modulus, reliability modulus 88% , (T) used to know
the difference between average of point and assumed mean, then he used
the test of the single contrast anylsis to know the differeces between three
means of independent samples.

The results of staistical analysis show that:

1- The level of the geometrical thinking skills for the students of grade
eight in Gasa schools (60%), the level of statistical significace o < 1% .

2-There Statistical differences ,the statistical level o < 1% in the level
of geometrical thinking for students of grad eight refers to the gender
(male— female ) ,in favor of female students.

3-There are statistical differences at level o < 1% in the levels of the
geometrical thinking for the students of grade refers to the students who
have high achievement in mathematics ( more than 70% ).

The study recommended the necessity of reforming in geometry
curriculum , to be suitable to levels of geometrical thinking for Van Hile ,
the necessity of guiding teachers of mathematics the skills of asking
questions which motivate the geometrical thinking for students , training
the students on different thinking skills on the light of Van Hile . Also it
suggested doing similar studies in primary , secondary grades and in other
maths branches.
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