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1

Introduction

For the last two terms, I have had the opportunity to teach three quite different classes
for the Faculty of Classics and the Faculty of Oriental Studies, as well as a set of
tutorials in Comparative Philology. The following reflective account will be
concerned largely with a class in Latin syntax and style, held once a week for eleven
first-year students; all students were streamed into ability levels, and I had the
pleasure of teaching those considered most advanced.
In section 2, I will present first an account of my teaching experience in one particular
lesson and later in a Comparative Philology tutorial. Section 3 provides a commentary
concerning feedback on a student’s written work in a tutorial setting (see Appendix
A); feedback on written work for language classes has not been considered due to the
format of that work. The rationale behind my design of a student evaluation form, and
an exposition of ideas for improvement drawn from completed forms, some of which
are provided in Appendix B, is presented in section 4. Finally, section 5 outlines my
thoughts concerning the general design of teaching and learning in higher education,
and briefly describes my view of the role of a teacher.

2

A Reflective Account of my Teaching Experience
“How do I get them to contribute more?”

Having taken the above mentioned class in Latin syntax and style myself as an
undergraduate, I was aware of the challenges it would present: a class starting at
08:45am and demanding close attention to detail is taxing for both students and
teacher, esp. since at least the former may not be morning-active people, as discussed
inter alia in BIGGERS (1980:46). This is not ameliorated by the obligatory test to be
sat or by the amount of homework to be assigned and discussed. An account of a
typical lesson, given in the middle of Hilary Term, may serve as an illustration of
some challenges, my attempts at resolving them, and experiences gained in doing so.
Having used the previous three weeks to experiment with various activities in pairs
and small groups, I decided that Week 5’s topic, Latin conditional clauses, would be
too complex to discuss in appropriate detail in a small-group setting, esp. since a
disparity in background knowledge and related willingness to participate may have
resulted in a dysfunctional group (JAQUES & SALMON 2007:34). Whilst the group can
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rely to some extent on the material provided to inform them of the important
grammatical issues, I thought that in this instance the analysis aspects of this topic—
more advanced skills in both BLOOM ET AL.’s (1956) and ANDERSON & KRATWOHL’s
(2001) taxonomy of the cognitive domain—would be best suited to a more controlled
environment, since the group might need some more “scaffolding” in the process
(PRATT 2002:10-11). Therefore, it seemed best to approach the topic from a more
centralised perspective – particularly since the group activities had previously
required more time than I had anticipated, resulting in their running over into the
following week’s session. The fact that these classes are conceptualised as grammar
revision and composition classes to some extent presumes that the material is already
familiar, if not yet in depth, justifying the active involvement of students at the
expense of covering all the material at least in some cases. As KUGEL (1991:320) puts
it: “You may be teaching less, but your students are learning more, remembering it
longer and understanding it better”. The topic of this lesson, however, needed to be
covered in full.
Every class begins with a five-minute-long test prescribed by the faculty; beginning a
class in this fashion creates a competitive rather than collaborative atmosphere, and
separates student and teacher. In considering alternatives, I have spoken to colleagues
and enquired about their methods; most agree that the beginning of class is the most
viable option, although a few use the last five minutes of each session. The latter
approach, while allowing the session to begin on a less authoritarian note, seems less
suitable to me for two reasons: firstly, because the least pleasant aspect of class would
loom over each session like Damocles’ sword; secondly, since it would not allow
class to end on a note summarizing the discussion, or in another productive fashion
such as the minute papers suggested by ANGELO & CROSS (1993:148-153), which
provide the students with immediate evaluation and feedback opportunities, and allow
for teachers to determine whether their lesson goal was achieved.
With the end of the test, the group usually begins to relax to some extent, and I
enquire as to what they thought about the assignment they had to submit. Only
occasionally does someone reply, suggesting that the specific task may have been too
extensive or hard. Having taught this course last year as well, I have found it
challenging to create shorter assignments than in the previous year, while maintaining
the same level of difficulty and opportunities for the group to explore their respective
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abilities. Since, as ASTIN & ANTONIO (2012:12, 197sqq.) suggest, specific and
explicit written feedback is a valuable tool for improvement, trimming assignments
too much would be doing the students a disservice.
The ensuing discussion of the assignment, which usually lasts about ten minutes,
focuses on matters arising from common errors or misconceptions. Each member of
the group receives specific feedback on their own work in writing, so that only the
main issues need to be addressed in class; in this way, the teacher qua “guide” can
monitor and facilitate progress whilst leaving the student to “explore” the subject
realm on their own (FOX 1983:156-7; see also section 3 below). Having presented the
problem, I encourage the group to find a solution by themselves, often successfully;
so far, only very specific turns of phrase or items of vocabulary had to be supplied by
me without some suggestion from class. In turn, this part of class also serves well to
compare composition and translation strategies, reinforcing the concept that there is
not necessarily only one right way of addressing the problem and steering the group
away from a transfer-theoretical mindset (FOX 1983:152-3). The group seems most
comfortable to ask questions in this part of the session, and frequently questions of the
type “Could I have done X?” or “Why is Y inappropriate?” arise; after consulting
with the other members of the group, a response commonly comes from me, as
questions relate to specific, individual issues the group will neither be necessarily
familiar with, nor expected to be aware of at this stage. In this respect, viz. the
transmission of discrete facts, an inductive approach, apt for the most part in teaching
more complicated patterns (LARSEN-FREEMAN 2009:528), is of limited use; some
elements need to be simply introduced by the teacher, if only due to time constraints.
The main part of this session, viz. 45 minutes, was devoted to a discussion of Latin
conditional clauses. I began by asking open questions along the lines of “What do you
remember from A-Levels?” or “How would you organise the different types of
conditional clauses?” in the hope of eliciting both answers and questions from the
group which might then develop into a student-lead discussion of the problem whilst I
act only as a moderator (JAQUES & SALMON 2007:173).
Anticipating that, as in general with grammatical topics, discussion would be less
forthcoming, I had asked the group to bring a more complex conditional sentence
from their reading so that we may discuss it in class; this provided a relatively
speaking practical context for the group and allowed for them to direct the discussion
6
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and focus on their potential questions and issues (cf. NORTHEDGE 2003:170 on
student-centred learning). Due to their syllabus, the examples provided were largely
from poetry and thus afforded the possibility to compare grammatical prescription
with a more descriptive analysis as suggested by the faculty guidelines for higherlevel sets (GLI 6).
While not every member of the group had prepared a sentence, I was pleased that one
of the students, who is usually less confident and struggles with the demands of the
class, was contributing; I did my best to give her time to analyse the issue, and with
guiding questions such as “How do we best approach this construction?” or “What
does the pluperfect subjunctive normally suggest? Is that the case here, too?” talked
her through the issue (cf. SANDERS 1966:ix on good questioning). As common with
constructivist teaching strategies, this took a little longer than anticipated, and the
group’s attention may have drifted; I was focused on a single student and should have
tried to integrate the others more at this point; as per JAQUES & SALMON’s suggestion
(2007:177), even non-verbally acknowledging their insights or questions may have
sufficed at this time.
The discussion of sample sentences prepared by the students, and some further
examples provided by me resulted in the compilation on the whiteboard of a table
attempting to categorise conditional clauses. On the basis thereof, I encouraged the
students to look for structural patterns that might facilitate retention, analysis and
reproduction of these syntactic structures both passively in their reading and actively
in composition exercises. This task posed no real challenge for the group. As planned,
the session concluded in a brief summary of the main issues addressed and the most
salient new points, as well as some advice concerning the homework assignment. In
future, I will consider using minute papers (see above, p. 5) to serve this summative
purpose, at the same time affording me insight into what went well in the lesson, and
what needs to be improved.
A more experienced colleague observed this session and gave me feedback on my
teaching (see Appendix A). In his evaluation, my colleague thought that the goal of
the session, viz. the repetition of conditional clauses and broadening the group’s
horizon in this context, had been achieved; he noted that there was a mixture of
student-initiated and elicited student activity.
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While “cold-calling” can be somewhat intimidating, I have here and elsewhere used it
as a reasonable method of ensuring that all members of the group participate and do
not lose momentum in their learning (LANG 2005:27-8). To keep this practice at a
reasonable level, however, I had in previous sessions relied more on group activities:
in one lesson, three topics were to be discussed, allotted as a homework to one third
of the group each; in the classroom activity, three members from different groups
would exchange knowledge on their respective topic, explaining it in such a way that
a previously not-informed student could then explain it comprehensively to everyone.
Akin to an approach mentioned by WILSON (1980:82), while not unsuccessful, this
structure resulted in very mixed results depending on the individual student, some
being more able to analyse and explain than others, but ensued in a lively discussion
that had to be moderated and supplemented by me only minimally. In the future, I
would allot this type of activity more time and provide clearer goals than I did in this
past instance, relating both to my expectations and to the general purpose of group
work, e.g. learning from each other and sharing difficulties (JAQUES & SALMON
2007:84). The time-intensive nature of this practice, and the potential confusion,
however, made it unsuitable for the present session dealing with one rather large
topic.
While my colleague found positive things to remark upon, his criticisms were more
illuminating. His suggestions that students should be given the opportunity to explain
their answers relates to instances where a student’s answer was correct and I, rather
than asking them to further explain, provided said explanation myself. Given that the
right answer can be arrived at by various means, I agree that affording the students the
opportunity to explain their answer—and thus to potentially even remedy
misunderstandings—is imperative, allowing them to demonstrate the application of
existent knowledge to new problems (PRATT 2002:4-5).
A further point was raised concerning usage of the target language. My colleague is
completely right in suggesting that actively applying the grammar under discussion is
a very effective learning tool, and allows me to evaluate whether the group has
grasped concepts practically as well as theoretically. Due to the complexity of the
subject, I had intended for the lesson to be focused on analysis, and to leave the
synthesis aspect, which BLOOM ET AL. exemplify as the “[a]bility to perceive various
possible ways in which experience may be organized to form a conceptual structure”
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(1956:172), to the homework assignment, in which more time is available for the
creative process.
Student evaluation forms provided another helpful insight concerning ways in which I
may improve my teaching, and will be discussed in section 4 below.
A completely different setting presented itself in the series of tutorials I gave. The
student concerned had taken tutorials with a more senior colleague before; the latter
suggested that a different tutor might teach her better than he felt able to at this point,
since she seemed to have some difficulties. The following brief account elucidates
both her and my difficulties.
Having provided topic and reading suggestions, I received the essay on the evening
before the tutorial as requested; the admittedly difficult topic had been dealt with very
superficially and with minimal reference to secondary literature. I have detailed my
feedback on this essay in section 3 below. During the tutorial, I suggested that she
take time to read my feedback and ask questions if anything was unclear. Given the
rather poor quality of the essay, I attempted to involve her into a dialogue, in which
she would present the problem, data and her perspective to me anew, and I would
make probing enquiries where I thought clarification was due or an interesting issue
might be discussed; this strategy, aligning well with ASHWIN’s third concept of a
tutorial as “the tutor bringing things into relation to each other to help the student
develop a new perspective in the wider context of the discipline” (2005:635) and
reminiscent of the Socratic method, requires a good understanding of data and basic
theories on the student’s part. This approach proved to be unfruitful for anything
beyond the very basics covered in the essay, since in her reading she had not explored
the more advanced issues in any detail. Adopting a more data-based approach, I
presented specific issues challenging or corroborating elements of a theory, and,
giving her time to think about them aloud, hoped for attempts at a solution; even with
guided questions, however, this was to no avail, as she would not hazard a guess or
make attempts at solving the problem based on previous knowledge, and thus
provided me with little opportunity to, as one interviewed tutor in ASHWIN (2006:656)
put it, “gaug[e] what [she was] understanding and think about it in a different way to
elevate [her] understanding”.
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At the end of the tutorial, I asked the student where she thought the issue lied; her
response that she had trouble understanding the topic, stood in contrast to her ability
to summarise and explain the basic points of the topic, and her inability to specify
what in particular she didn’t understand. This prompted me to suggest that she spend
more time with reading, and use the questions and material from the tutorial as a basis
to rewrite her essay; apart from hoping for a more detailed treatment, this measure
was intended to elicit work that was more than “an ordered presentation embracing
facts and ideas” (HOUNSELL 2005:113), and presented an informed perspective.
Due to the collaboration issues mentioned, this tutorial drifted more into the format of
a class; in hindsight, more patience on my part, combined with a benign insistence
that the student “give it a try”, whether successful or not, would have been more
helpful in guiding her in the direction of what I expected. Later tutorials would suffer
less from this problem, as a result of better preparation on the student’s part, and more
awareness of her personality on my part, confirming ASHWIN’s notion of the Oxford
tutorial system as allowing “the tutor to adapt the process to the student’s learning
needs and to give students immediate feedback on their performance” (2005:633).
Both teaching settings described were challenging in their own way, and presented a
learning curve for both parties involved. I will continue working on making classes
more interactive, and develop a more student-centred approach regarding both method
and content, while continuing to use the material prepared and my feedback
strategies, which were well received by the students. In a tutorial setting, I shall
attempt to avoid drifting into a transfer-style scenario by being more responsive to the
student’s personality and potential needs, even where this means sacrificing breadth
of material in favour of discussing one or two issues in detail in a dialogic manner.

3

Giving Feedback
Teaching by Questioning

Appendix B contains an essay written as part of a series of tutorials in Comparative
Philology; this was the first piece of work I received from this fourth-year student,
after having two meetings for revision purposes (see section 2 above).
The essay itself was rather unsatisfying in its content, and apart from a shallow data
presentation contained little in terms of argumentation. Since the student wasn’t very
confident in her abilities regarding this subject, I have attempted to be very clear in
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my criticism, while at the same time only addressing issues of immediate relevance;
the comments are intended largely to “engage in dialogue with the student” and to
give writing or structuring advice, both as highlighted by IVANIČ, CLARK &
RIMMERSHAW (2000:57-8).
The feedback is divided into two distinct categories: content and argument related
matters occur in blue ink in the right margin, while formatting and structure are
remarked upon in red ink in the left margin; this allows the reader to clearly separate
two distinct skills and at the same time highlights which points are going to be
discussed in the tutorial.
In the right margin I have further marked the different aspects which were set out in
the introduction (1-4), and have then noted them in front of the relevant paragraph;
this technique, modeled by one of my former tutors, is helpful in visualizing the
structure of the essay and gives a visual indication which section has been given most
attention, and in turn which section may deserve further discussion in the tutorial. In
this respect, it is a guide for the student as much as for me.
While it proved a little difficult in this particular instance, I have attempted to provide
not only criticisms, but also positive remarks (“A neat outline – v. good!”, “Good,
clear!”) to emphasise which strategies, arguments or points of content I thought were
particularly well-made (cf. HWPB 4); some of these positive comments, however,
could have been more specific. The more critical remarks are quite diverse: on the
structural side, these are concrete suggestions for improvement, such as “Tables are
s.t. helpful, but don’t overdo it if not necessary” or, concerning a bullet point list,
“This is a good strategy for essay outlines or revision, but in the end a coherent
paragraph is necessary”. Whilst these comments are quite assertive, remarks
regarding the content or concepts were challenging the student to either expand their
analysis (“You may want to briefly explain the concept of Ablaut”) or pointing out
omissions (“What about the perfect?”), thus helping to “clarify what good
performance is” in terms of goals and standards (NICOL & MACFARLANE-DICK
2006:205). For the better part, however, these comments are in the form of questions
that, in the tutorial or in later revision, are meant to widen the scope of the essay
(“Yes, length is an issue; what do you think about the vowel colour?”, or, concerning
an unusual phonological development, “What would you expect?”). This strategy
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aligns with NICOL’s suggestion that feedback be “conceptualised as a dialogical and
contingent two-way process” between student and teacher (2010:503).
In the final formative evaluation, I address the student directly to give the feedback a
more personal note (here blacked out for reasons of anonymity). After mentioning
what she has done well, I suggest further lines of enquiry (“What do laryngeals do in
other IE languages?”, etc.), and point out more general issues (“Try to be more critical
– present ideas (with reference!) and analyse pros/cons, objections, etc.”). As
indicated above, there were more points to comment on in this piece than I have
provided feedback on; this is, to no small extent, a result of adjusting the feedback to
the student’s needs and abilities at the time of the essay, that is facilitating her “course
switching” in the “academic literacy” framework favoured by, inter alia, LEA &
STREET (1998:161).
Some suggestions by IVANIČ, CLARK & RIMMERSHAW (2000:63-4) will inform my
future feedback strategy; their suggestion to phrase comments in the first-person and
to reconsider “the message which feedback is giving to students about themselves”
seems sensible, as does providing feedback on a separate sheet if required. Yet, the
strategy of one tutor mentioned (2000:49-51), who provided exclusively positive
feedback with final comments for improvement or expansion, seems a little extreme;
surely, constructive critical feedback has its place, too.
I was pleased that subsequent essays heeded some of my advice and were clearly
referenced, more argumentative and better informed in general.

4

Improvement through Student Evaluation
“What can I change to make this class better?”

The value and purpose of student evaluation questionnaires is manifold, facilitating
amongst other things the general improvement of teaching and allowing the teacher to
gain insight into the effectiveness of his approach (SVINICKI & MCKEACHIE
2011:270).
The feedback form (see Appendix C) was designed with two different purposes in
mind. First, I was interested in the effectiveness of my teaching, wherefore I provided
five personalised statements such as “My questions were addressed and answered” to
be evaluated by the students on a scale from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”;
these items, some of which relating to “low-inference” behaviours deemed important
12
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for engaging teaching by MURRAY (1983:140-1), afford the student the possibility to
express their opinion in an effective and expressive manner. The personalised
phrasing of the statements allows for the acquisition of data concerning whether
“students are progressing in achieving academic goals” (SVINICKI & MCKEACHIE
2011:277, 279), and makes the questionnaire feel more relevant to the individual
student.
The second section considers both elements of methodology and content and asks the
student to consider both positive aspects of class (“Which elements of class did you
find most engaging and helpful?”) and those, which should be improved (“What
aspects of teaching did you find less useful?”), asking for examples; this setup should
enable me to maintain the elements of my teaching that were well received (e.g.
homework discussion, examples), and, aided by this formative evaluation, reconsider
those which were deemed to need work (e.g. interactivity). At the same time, the form
offers the opportunity to express general suggestions or criticism (questions 4 and 7);
responses frequently asked for more time covering a specific topic, or related to the
time of class (see below and section 2 above).
Apart from items relating to teaching directly, it was important to me to gather
opinions concerning homework assignments. Question 6, therefore, suggests scaled
expressions but still gives the student an opportunity to expand on this.
I used this questionnaire in the last lesson of the course, intending for the data to
improve my future teaching; while I agree that an earlier enquiry would have made it
possible for me to implement improvements for the benefit of this class, it would have
been impractical for two reasons: time constraints and the fact that students may not
have felt at ease in providing honest criticism with the knowledge that I would
continue teaching them. Since, as CHEN & HOSHOWER (2003:72) put it, “meaningful
and active participation of students is essential” in an evaluation, any inhibition on
their part would have made the data less useful. On the day, I explained that I would
like their honest opinions to improve my methods, leaving the room and giving them
sufficient time to complete the form without my looming presence. For further
anonymity’s sake, I provided an opaque envelope to contain the forms.
Positive in the broad, the responses made some very general suggestions concerning
improvement, e.g. “More games – make it more fun”, but also provided more specific
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input: one student suggested that “[p]erhaps a few more comments on how to be
stylish in prose writing” would be appropriate. Another suggestion was to “try to
engage class more – although this improved through the year”; this comment, I
believe, relates to a change in attitude on my part. Where in Michaelmas Term I had
avoided group work and followed my materials very closely, lest any point be left out,
I tried to engage with the group on different levels in Hilary; this did result in less inclass coverage of the material, but at the same time improved participation
immensely.
General consensus among students related to the timing of class, which was thought
to be too early; since, for organisational reason, this is a time set by the faculty, I can
do little about this issue but to mention it at faculty meetings.
As suggested by SVINICKI & MCKEACHIE (2011:282) I have discussed some of the
suggestions with colleagues, esp. methods of improving student involvement and
game-ification of some content, and have received interesting suggestions. The only
point in which opinions diverged, and which may warrant further consultation with
peers, was the perceived difficulty of homework assignments, ranging from “It could
have been harder” over “About right, challenging but not impossible” to
“Challenging, and took quite a lot of time each week, found myself often getting low
marks when I’d still tried quire hard”; this, however, is to be expected even in
streamed sets, and, in view of the broad and agreed middle field, is no immediate
cause for concern.

5

Thoughts on Effective Learning and Teaching
Becoming a “Guide”

FOX outlines a number of theories of teaching, simple and developed, and delineates
situations in which they are used; as his terminology suggests, adopting a developed,
viz. “travelling” or “growing”, approach to teaching and learning, seems to be
preferable. At the same time, however, he points out that “[a] mismatch between the
students and their teachers in terms of their theories of teaching can result in […]
frustrating experiences” (1983:160).
Both the teaching of languages in a class setting, and tutorial in a theory and data
heavy subject like Comparative Philology, in my view, demand a mixed approach.
The goal of both settings is threefold: for the students (a) to have the necessary
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knowledge of data (lexicon, morphology, syntax; phonological developments, sound
laws, theoretical maxims) so that they (b) can recognise patterns in unfamiliar texts or
in philological problem sets, with the result that (c) they can deductively gain insight
into the workings of the language or historical developments and use them in their
writing or reasoning. Achieving (b) and (c) in a dialogic setting, by asking guiding
questions, suggesting further avenues of reasoning or introducing unknown data, is
compatible with FOX’s image of the teacher as a “guide” who can “provide maps and
compass and other travelling equipment and […] will accompany novice explorers as
a travelling companion with lots of helpful suggestions about the best routes and
about what to look for on the way” (1983:156), but who is himself still exploring the
academic landscape himself.
In order for the teacher to be an effective guide, however, the student needs to be able
to “walk”, to continue FOX’s analogy, which in my context is tantamount to (a).
While in many modern language classes complete immersion and experiential
learning are an effective learning tool, working with “authentic, natural input”
(WHONG 2011:100), Latin does not lend itself easily to this approach, esp. under the
given time constraints. For this reason, the teaching, or revisiting, of basic concepts
may require limited amounts of a simple transfer approach – not the least since
students, esp. in their first year, may expect this.
In both tutorials and classes, however, I have encouraged students to recognise that in
many respects, academic writing and thinking do not often deal in absolutes and are
not dualistic, leading them away from the perception that, in the terms of PERRY
(1985), “truth is One and Invariable, yet teachers disagree about it”. In Latin prose
composition, many different expressions can aptly translate the original English, in
the same way that there are different plausible theories to explain vowel colouring
effects in Greek. PERRY, in a somewhat florid manner, shows that the situation is no
different in respect to student personalities: “each student enrolled in a given course
was in a different course, and the instructor was an angel, a dud, and a devil”. It is
challenging to create a student-centred teaching environment, “paying attention to the
learning processes fostered within each student” (NORTHEDGE 2003:170), wherefore
it may often prove sensible, or even necessary to vary teaching methods to cover a
variety of different expectations, stages of development and needs (KUGEL 1991:320).
While it would be ideal to help all students gain the same nuanced and well-informed
15
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appreciation of the topic taught by the end of the course, this goal is often exceedingly
hard to achieve. Instead, I prefer as a target that each student leave with what a former
tutor of mine referred to as “value added” – whether that be a sounder vocabulary or a
keen ability to discuss nuances of style is secondary to the individual development of
the student. In this respect, the tutorial system, while putting much emphasis on
independence (HORN 2013:11), allows the tutor to cater to the individual’s needs,
both in his approach as well as, where possible, the pairing with another student.
I have not yet arrived at a point of having a distinct teaching philosophy; from what
experience I have gained, however, I feel most comfortable in the role of FOX’s
“guide”, a facilitator and moderator of discussion who will occasionally provide
necessary information, but mainly makes suggestions. With greater student
involvement, handing over the reins regarding what should be covered, and thus
shifting my focus from “how to do it [to paying] more attention to what [I am] doing
it for – [the] students’ learning” (KUGEL 1991:321), I have seen participation rise
while performance did not deteriorate. I will continue to experiment in this direction,
and develop more engaging ways of discussing what can seem like very dry content,
in the hope of creating an atmosphere in which students in mixed-ability peer-groups
can profit from each other’s knowledge whilst I provide only some material as
background or backup, and a discursive framework.
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Appendix C: Sample of Completed Evaluation Forms

STUDENT EVALUATION FORM
Name of instructor: …………………………………….
Course: …………………………………………………
Year of study: ………………………………………….
1.

Please rate the following statements on the scale provided:
Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree

a) My instructor spoke clearly.

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

b) My questions were addressed
and answered.

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

c) My knowledge of Latin has
improved through this class.

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

d) The grammar handouts were
helpful.

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

e) I have been given sufficient
and useful feedback.

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

2.

Which elements of class did you find most engaging and helpful?

…………………………………………………………………………………………………
3.

What aspects of teaching did you find less useful? Can you give an example?

…………………………………………………………………………………………………
4.

Have you any suggestions how teaching may be improved?

…………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
5.

Were the topics covered helpful in improving your language skill?
If not, which other topics would you want to see addressed?

…………………………………………………………………………………………………
6.

How would you evaluate the homework? Was it (too) easy, about right, (too)
challenging?

…………………………………………………………………………………………………
7.

Have you any other suggestions to make this class better?

…………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………
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