
 

 Final Lesson Study Guidelines  
Use the following guidelines to prepare your completed lesson study for publication in the Lesson Study 
Project Showcase. Please email a single Word or PDF file to catl@uwlax.edu by June 15, 2012. Teams should 
also use this format to create a poster presentation for the UW-La Crosse Annual Conference on Teaching and 
Learning to be held August 2012.  
 

PART I: BACKGROUND  
Title  Examining Student Understanding of Ideology  
Authors  Steve McDougal, Jeremy Arney, Ray Block, Jo Arney 

(Political Science and Public Administration)  
Contact  Jo Arney (jarney@uwalx.edu)  
Discipline(s) or Field(s)  Political Science and Public Administration 
Submission Date  May 2012  
Course Name  Pol 101  
Course Description  An introduction to the underlying principles and 

values, administrative and political decision-making 
processes, and institutions of American national 
government in an international context utilizing a 
comparative approach. The course includes 
discussion, analysis and development of critical 
thinking skills related to public policy-making 
problems and current issues. The course 
emphasizes the development of intellectual skills 
associated with an informed, involved and active 
citizenry 

Abstract  We sought to develop a richer understanding of 
ideology.  At the end of the lesson we hoped 
students would be able to describe the key values 
that contribute to an individual’s ideology and 
would be able to explain why no two individuals 
have the exact same ideology.  We observed 
improvement in student understanding over the 
course of two semesters.   
  

PART II: THE LESSON  
Learning Goals  Students will be able to describe the key values 

that contribute to an individual’s ideology and will 
be able to explain why no two individuals have the 
exact same ideology. 
 

Lesson Plan  The lesson we choose to focus on was one the Dr. 
Steve McDougal has used in class before.  We all 



cover the concept of ideology in our class but have 
done so in the past in slightly different ways.  To 
prepare for the lesson study Steve demonstrated 
his use of an ideological chart.  On this chart 
students map their responses to a series of 
questions.  The purpose of mapping them is to 
demonstrate the ideology is fluid and not as simple 
as the liberal/conservative dichotomy so often 
associated with ideology 

PART III: THE STUDY  
Approach  We each took field notes without a lot of direction 

and compared notes. 
Findings/Discussion  After the first iteration we concluded: 

 

 If we want students to have an “ah ha” 
moment we may want more discussion of 
the grid 

 At conclusion give student’s time to 
evaluate their responses. 

 Ask students to share differences with class 
– ask them to analyze what causes the 
difference to prepare them for the lecture 
on values. 

 
During the second iteration we used pre-
established groups and gave the students 
additional time for discussion.  Giving them time 
and asking them to share with the class did 
improve the observed student understanding. 
 

References  NA  
APPENDIX  
Lesson Materials  Please see attached notes.  
Study Materials  Please see attached worksheet.  

 







Class Observation 
 

To: C4 work group 

From: Ray Block, Jr. 

Date: October 3, 2011 – Centennial Hall, room 2204, from 8:50 AM to 9:45 AM 

Re: McDougal lesson on political ideology 

 

In this document, I record the following: 

 My initial thoughts about the “feel” of the class 

 A blow-by-blow account student behavior during the ideology lesson exercise 

 Preliminary discussion of this lesson on various student learning outcomes 

 
 

Initial Impressions 

 

The class has a more “organic” feel because of the configuration of the seats. Many classes in the Centennial 

building have seats that are arranged in rows (theater style), which is great for lecture but not conducive to group 

projects. McDougal’s class allows for easy “groupings.” 

 

Students are, overall, rather quiet and reserved today. I chalk it up to it being a Monday. 

 

Steve writes everything on the board before he begins. This took approximately 2 minutes. 

 

Students do not seem to know that we are observing them. We were not announced (and I am not sure if Steve told 

them that we are coming. This is good for us, I think, because they are, perhaps, not changing their normal behavior 

on account of us (i.e., the potential for the “Hawthorne Effect” seems lower). 

 

 
 

Ideology Exercise 

 

At minute 5, Steve announces the ideology exercise. He places students into small groups of 4-5 members. 

 

By minute 8, Steve is giving instructions to his class: Students start in the middle of the grid on the front page of 

Steve’s handout. Then, students read the 18 statements on the back page of the handout and move up/down/left/right 

according to their responses to the statements.  

 

Some notes about how the students interacted with one another… 

 Steve leaves room 

 Students start slow (not much discussion; many of them work in isolation, preferring to “figure it out” on 

their own rather than solicit feedback from their groups) 

 As time progresses, students become more talkative and more “collaborative” in their actions. Furthermore, 

the “speed” in which students flip the paper back and forth has increased noticeably—it is as if students 

have grown familiar the rules of the game and are therefore able to play it more quickly. 

 After this “peak phase, talk level starts to wane; Steve (who is now back in the room) clears the board and 

checks to see if students are done. 

 

Steve resumes lecture at minute 24. He explains what the game was about, shows the results of his “grid”, and 

launches into lecture. Note: throughout the lecture, Steve prompts student discussion. 

 
 

Student Learning Outcome(s) 

 

It appears that Steve wants his students to appreciate the fact that ideologies are multifaceted, idiosyncratic, context-

dependent, and based (either consciously or otherwise) on affect (i.e., emotion) and political values. The exercise 



was designed to inspire students to think more critically about how they arrive at their ideological. Steve could care 

less about what ideology his students have; rather, he wants students to consider why people have their specific 

ideologies. I am unsure of how to assess the extent to which students reached an “ah hah” moment with respect to 

understanding and appreciating ideology. However, I know (from a quick discussion with Jo) that such an 

assessment scheme is critical to this SoTL project. 

 



October 3, 2011 

Lesson Study Notes: Observation of Steve’s lecture on ideology 

 

Summary of dynamics (i.e., classroom setting): Steve had them organize into small groups with 

their peers sitting next to them (no randomization or equal number of peers in groups) in order to 

help facilitate a discussion around his ideology worksheet.  While the discussion was group 

oriented, the intent of the exercise was to help the individual student locate their own 

“ideological base” according to the handout.  Steve provided the instructions for the exercise and 

then left the room. 

[Suggestion: perhaps for future reference they can be randomized into equal numbered 

groups prior to coming to class to ensure equal numbers in groups.  Also, they would 

have to move around on a Monday morning, stirring up a little more blood to stimulate 

them.] 

9 minutes in: discussions appear to be going well among the groups.   

12 minutes in: the group closest to us is working on question #6 (on the backside of the 

worksheet), which means they were working rather quickly through their discussions (about 30 

seconds for each question).  One (male) member suggested that perhaps they should talk about 

the questions more, rather than seeing how fast they all can come to a consensus.  Overall, most 

of the group participants in the room were actively looking at the handout, but usually only 1 or 

2 “leaders” led the group’s discussion. 

[Additional group dynamics: the “all male” groups worked more individually, engaging 

in less discussion.] 

19 minutes in: the group closest to us was working on question #11. A statement like “that’s a 

loaded question” was made and a few others nodded their heads. The other groups had 

participants with looks of confusion on their faces, including the first group that finished the 

exercise (made up of 3 females). 

23 minutes in: the group closest to us was working on #16. While the majority of the larger 

groups were still discussing the questions (except the “all male” group in the back), most of the 

groups had finished the exercise. 

24 minutes in: Steve addresses the class and instigates the discussion about what the exercise 

entails…the rest of my notes mainly deal with Steve’s content (I liked the lecture and was 

writing things down as if I were a student “back in the day”), however, I did take a few more 

behavioral notes on the students. However, those aren’t part of the specific exercise that we were 

observing take place. 



Lesson Study Project 
Jo Arney 

Observation of Dr. Steve McDougal’s Class on October 3 
 
Lesson:  Ideology is not simply a dichotomous concept.  There are multiple values that make up 

an individual’s ideology.    Ideology is dependent on these sets of values. 
 
 Students are asked to agree or disagree with a series of statements and fill in a chart 

that maps their ideological beliefs. 
 
SLO: Students will be able to describe the key values that contribute to an individual’s 

ideology and will be able to explain why no two individuals have the exact same 
ideology. 

 
Observations 
 
Class began at 8:50.  Dr. McDougal began by going over the schedule and resources on D2L.   
 
Students were asked to break into small groups for the exercise.  Students grouped with those sitting 
around them.  After students formed groups they were given the sheet with directions for the exercise. 
 
Groups were asked to discuss each statement on the sheet.  Students were told to record their 
individual response on a grid sheet according to the directions.  The groups were told that they did not 
have to come to agreement but that they should take the time to discuss each statement.   
 
During the exercise student were to create a grid of numbers that represented their ideology.  Students 
began by reading the statements out loud.  Dr. McDougal left the room at 9 a.m.   
 
Students continued to work while Steve was gone.  The group closest to me did have a little debate 
about constitutional requirements. 
 
At least a few of the students spent time discussing the directions – how the exercise worked.  Some of 
the groups engaged in more discussion than others.  There was one group that appeared to fill in their 
grid individually without any conversation. 
 
Dr. McDougal returned at 9:04 a.m.  He sat in the front of the room.  Students continued to talk in 
groups.  It did appear that all of the groups were on task even if some were quieter than others.    One 
group wondered out loud whether they should continue to discuss the statements or just fill in the grid 
individually.   
 
At this time, two groups appeared to be working independently.   
 
At 9:10 the group closest to Dr. McDougal kept looking up at him to see if he was listening.   Steve 
erased the board at 9:11.  While he was doing this, one group joked out loud that “these are loaded 
questions.” 
 
The group in the back left corner gets off task.  Dr. McDougal class the class back together at 9:14.  He 
asks what they have – whether it is anything more than numbers in boxes.    He agrees that agreeing or 
disagreeing with the statements is an evaluation based on values and that movement around the grid 
demonstrates ideology. 



Lesson Study Project 
Jo Arney 

Observation of Dr. Steve McDougal’s Class on October 3 
Dr. McDougal shares his pattern. 
 
Two students are clearly studying their pattern and looking back at the statements.   
 
Dr. McDougal begins lecturing on values at 9:23.  Although not relevant to the lesson study itself, I noted 
that only 5 students were taking notes while Dr. McDougal talked.  The rest wrote down notes when he 
wrote on the board but did not write down notes as he was talking.    The do, however, seem to be 
actively listening.   
 
Dr. McDougal lectures until 9:47.  He asks if anyone has questions.  No hands go up.   
 
The class is dismissed. 
 
Ideas: 

 If we want students to have an “ah ha” moment we may want more discussion of the grid. 

 Give a better explanation of the direction to discuss each statement. 

 At conclusion give student’s time to evaluate their responses. 

 Ask students to share their patter and compare with group members. 

 Ask students to share differences with class – ask them to analyze what causes the difference to 
prepare them for the lecture on values. 

 



Lesson Study Notes 
Part II 

February 17, 2012 
 

Lesson:  Ideology is not simply a dichotomous concept.  There are multiple values that make up 
an individual’s ideology.    Ideology is dependent on these sets of values. 

 
 Students are asked to agree or disagree with a series of statements and fill in a chart 

that maps their ideological beliefs. 
 
SLO: Students will be able to describe the key values that contribute to an individual’s 

ideology and will be able to explain why no two individuals have the exact same 
ideology. 

 
*Note, this room seems less ideal for this exercise as compared to the one last semester. 
 
This section of Pol 102 takes place from 12:05-1 p.m. on Monday, Wednesday, and Friday.  February 17th 
was a Friday and I wonder of this has affected attendance at all?  The room does seem fairly full.   
 
Steve opens the class by telling the students not to get too comfortable.  As we talked about, Steve used 
purposive groups (as opposed to letting students work with those sitting near them).  He asked students 
to get into their issue groups.    There were a total of seven groups (which I have numbered from 1 to 7 
based on where they were sitting – left to right and front to back).    The groups ranged from 3 to five 
students. 
 
Steve spent about 3-4 minutes giving students the instructions.  There was definitely more direction 
given than last semester – there by clearing up some of the confusion we saw last semester.  Steve 
stresses that the statements are to be discussed but that the choice of what to write on the grid is 
individual. 
 
As Steve leaves the room all 7 groups are talking.   
 
1:15 p.m. 
 

 There is one girl dominating the conversation in Group 1. 

 Group 2 debates how to define “social order.” 

 Group 3 is reading to themselves and not talking. 

 Group 4 decides they will discuss all of the statements before filling in the grid. 

 Group 5 reviews the directions. 

 Group 6 also debates the meaning of “social order.” 

 Group 7 is having a lively debate. 
 
1:22 

 No one in Group 1 is talking. 

 Group 2 is still actively discussing the statements. 

 Group 3 is also actively discussing the statements. 

 Group 4 is talking but is off task. 



 Group 5 is actively discussing the statements 

 Group 6 has the most active discussion and is debating the meanings of many terms. 

 Group 7 is actively discussing the statements. 
 
Group 4 gets back on task @ 1:25. 
Group 5 members are looking at each other’s grid and a few members are changing their grid so that it 
looks more like the other members. 
 
1:30 

 Group 1 is staring off into space and no one is talking. 

 Groups 2 and 3 are still actively working and discussing. 

 Group 4 is off task again. 

 One member from group 5 goes up to talk to Steve.  The other two start comparing their grid. 

 Group 6 has discussed each statement and is filling in their grid. 

 One member of group 7 goes to the front to ask Steve what to do if there are not enough boxes 
in the direction his grid is going. 

 
Steve announces that students can draw additional boxes if they run out of room. 
 
1:35 

 Group 1 is done. 

 Group 2 is still debating. 

 Group 3 appears done. 

 Group 4 is back on task and discussing specific examples. 

 Group 5 is done and talking about the weekend. 

 Group 6 is back to debating after comparing their grids. 

 Group 7 says “If this statement means X then I agree.  If it does not, then I do not agree.” 
 
1:38 Steve walks around to check progress.  1:40 Steve brings the class back together.  He asks “what do 
you have here?”  Steve moves into the value statements segment of the lecture.   He notes that one 
student has gone off the right side of the page and wonders aloud what this means.  He asks students to 
compare their grid with the person next to them.   
 
1:43-1:54 – Steve lectures on the values and what each direction represents.  He notes that they will talk 
through each of these ideologies over the coming days.   
 
Ideas 

 I still think students would get a little more out of this exercise as it relates to the course 
objectives if they were required to process more of their thinking out loud after filling in their 
grid.  Would a “Think Aloud” work? 

 I wonder if another way to do this would be to have a panel of (outspoken) student debating the 
statements in the front of the class while students individually fill in their grids in their seats.  I 
think this might be a way to combat the fact that some students want their grids to look similar 
to their group members (even though Steve did note this was individual).    This might also 
demonstrate that ideology is malleable.   

 I also wonder about coming back to this grid after the three days of lecture will have changed 
anyone’s view.  Can student’s now see that ideology is complex? 


	Ideology Exercise (first doc)
	Final Lesson Study Poltical Science (2nd doc)
	ClassObservationNotes1
	ClassObservationNotes3
	ClassObservationNotes2
	ClassObservationNotes4

