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ONE of the major goals of educa 
tion in general and of the social studies in 
particular is the development of habits of 
thoughtful inquiry and sound decision mak 
ing in students. Attention in the social 
studies has long been directed toward in 
structional efforts to develop students' critical 
thinking abilities. Especially in recent years, 
many of these efforts have focused on dis 
covery procedures in student-centered learn 
ing situations or "process-oriented" programs 
(Berman, 1968; Fair and Shaftel, 1967). In 
contrast to conventional or "content-oriented" 
programs which, traditionally, have tended 
to emphasize the acquisition of knowledge, 
learning how to use reliable knowledge effec 
tively is a primary instructional goal for 
students in process-oriented social studies 
programs (Hunt and Metcalf, 1968; Fenton, 
1966; Massialas and Cox, 1966).

Success in achieving instructional goals, 
however, is in part dependent on (a) effec 
tive communication of goals to the students 
and (b) substantive acceptance of goals by 
the students (Getzels and Thelen, I960; 
Snygg, 1966). One recent study of content- 
and process-oriented secondary social studies
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programs (Watson, Marshall, and Sokol, 
1971) revealed that teachers and students in 
a process-oriented program agreed upon the 
general expectation of "teacher-directed prob 
lem solving, allowing for student participa 
tion and decision making." Both students 
and teachers in the content-oriented program 
tended to perceive the teacher as exclusive 
decision maker with noncritical acceptance 
by students. Attention to the accumulation 
and utilization of facts was present in both 
programs, but in the process-oriented pro 
gram the emphasis seemed to be upon the 
utilization of facts for problem solving and 
decision making. Recall of teacher-deter 
mined content was perceived by both teach 
ers and students as an important factor in 
the content-oriented program.

Results in this study indicate that the 
general orientation for students and for 
teachers in these two programs was consis 
tent: teacher-centered recall versus student- 
centered participation in problem solving 
and decision making. Furthermore, these 
findings suggest that instructional strategies 
in the two programs would be somewhat 
different. One such strategy, long viewed by 
teachers as one of the most important tools
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for developing knowledge and skills in think 
ing in students, is in the area of questions 
and questioning. Previous studies have 
focused on goal achievements in conven 
tional and innovative social studies programs 
(Massialas, 1963), but more information is 
needed concerning the range of cognitive 
objectives revealed by classroom questions 
in programs perceived by both students and 
teachers as having different goal expecta 
tions.

This study, then, was designed to deter 
mine the cognitive nature of teacher-pupil 
questions in class discussions in content- 
oriented and process-oriented secondary 
social studies programs.

Procedures

The subjects for this study were drawn 
from the previously described social studies 
programs identified through the study re 
ported by Watson, Marshall, and Sokol 
(1971) as being either content-oriented or 
process-oriented. The criteria for categoriza 
tion of these programs were: (a) stated ob 
jectives, (b) curriculum organization, and 
(c) perceived expectations of teachers and 
students. Although these differences were 
identified for school programs, these school 
districts were highly similar according to fa) 
comparative size and financial bases of the 
school and community, (b) quantitative edu 
cational effort, and (c) experience and sta 
bility of the teaching faculty (Sokol and 
Marshall, 1968; Watson, 1969).
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Figure 1. Analysis of Variance Summary Table

Subjects were five classes from the pro 
cess-oriented program and five from the con 
tent-oriented program. Five one-hour class 
periods of discussion in each of the two pro 
grams were audio-taped. Classroom questions 
were classified according to the Teacher- 
Pupil Question Inventory (TPQI) (Davis and 
Tinsley, 1968). Of the TPQI categories, 
seven were based on the Bloom Taxonomy 
and the formulations of Sanders (1966); 
two were noncognitive. The categories were: 
memory, translation, interpretation, appli 
cation, analysis, synthesis, evaluation, affec- 
tivity, and procedure.

Twenty individuals were trained for 20 
hours over a period of five weeks to code 
the questions. Teacher-pupil questions from 
each tape were classified by two independent 
raters from the group. The tapes were ran 
domly assigned to the raters. Each rater 
classified the questions on one tape. In order 
to maximize the reliability of the classifica 
tions, combined ratings from the two raters 
on each tape were averaged to obtain com 
posite sets of question classifications.

The rater reliability was determined by 
calculating the correlation coefficient be 
tween the two sets of question classifications 
for each tape. Using Fisher z transforma 
tions of the correlation coefficients, the ex 
pected rater reliability coefficient was .976, 
and the 95 percent confidence interval was 
.923 to .992. As indicated by these statistics, 
the raters were highly consistent on their 
classifications of the questions from the 
tapes.

Results

The data were analyzed using a mixed 
model analysis of variance design. Three 
factors were established: programs, question 
categories, and participants (that is, teachers 
and students). The latter two factors con 
sisted of repeated measures within each 
classroom. The .05 level of significance was 
used for all statistical tests. The results of 
the analysis of variance are presented in 
Figure 1. Corresponding means are pre 
sented in Figure 2.
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No significant difference was found be 
tween programs. The mean number of ques 
tions asked per class in the process-oriented 
and content-oriented programs were 43.50 
and 48.90 respectively. The overall rnean 
number of questions asked per class was 
46.20.

None of the interactions between pro 
grams, question categories, or participants 
was significant. These results indicate that 
the general pattern of questions asked by 
teachers and students was the same. This 
pattern did not differ between programs.

Significant differences were found 
among the mean number of questions asked 
in the various categories. Duncan's New- 
Multiple Range Test was used to make 
paired comparisons following the significant 
analysis of variance (see Figure 2). Signifi 
cantly more memory questions (28.68% ) 
were asked than questions in any other cate 
gory, followed by interpretation questions 
(21.75%). More procedure questions 
(12.77% ) were asked than either applica 
tion (3.03%) or synthesis (2.38%). No 
other significant differences were found. In 
rank order, the mean number of questions 
asked per class in each category was: 
memory, 13.25; interpretation, 10.05; proce- 
ure, 5.90; analysis. 4.50; evaluation, 4.50; 
affectivity, 2.90; translation. 2.60; applica 
tion, 1.40; and synthesis, 1.10.

The difference between the mean num 
ber of questions asked by teachers and by 
students was significant. The respective 
means were 35.55 and 10.65, indicating that 
teachers asked about three questions for 
every one question asked by students.

Discussion

Although the school systems in this 
study were similar in several ways, certain 
aspects of the two social studies programs 
can readily be identified as being different. 
For example, the content-oriented program 
utilizes one teacher with one textbook in each 
class; the primary mode of presentation is 
lecture and/or class discussion. The process- 
oriented program employs cooperative teach 
ing, integrated social studies and literature,
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and a special collection of material in lieu 
of one text. Besides class discussion, the pro 
gram also provides a variety of class experi 
ences, for example, role playing, large group 
instruction, small group projects. In addi 
tion, role perceptions of students and teach 
ers indicate an emphasis on teacher-centered 
recall in the content-oriented program as 
opposed to student-centered participation in 
problem solving and decision making in the 
process-oriented program.

However, to the extent that class discus 
sion is representative of the entire program, 
the dominant emphasis on memory and in 
terpretation questions in this study suggests 
that the cognitive objectives of the two 
programs are remarkably similar. In both 
programs, questions by teachers and their 
students, which may be related (Davis and 
Tinsley, 1968), failed to emphasize higher 
thinking processes. Although process-oriented 
teachers and students perceived their pro 

gram as focusing on problem solving, 
certainly involving high level cognitive opera 
tions, only the lowest form of intellectual 
activity (Bloom, 1956) was incorporated as 
questioning behavior. It could be hypothe 
sized that the greater the agreement between 
general program orientation and discrete fac 
tors within the program—for example, con 
sistent use of higher cognitive levels in 
asking questions—the more effectively the 
social studies objectives of fostering critical 
thinking would be achieved. Thus it would 
seem that teachers need to understand, at 
operational levels, the role perceptions of stu 
dents and teachers and the desirable cogni 
tive demands of the course being taught. 
Possibly the results of this study suggest that 
more deliberate attention to closer agreement 
between these two aspects of the social 
studies program would result in more effec 
tive development of students' critical think 
ing abilities.
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