2004/2005 PROJECT
Teacher Evaluation of a Textbook using Think Aloud Protocols
The LATEX research group focuses on expertise in language teaching. In the academic year 2004/5, the members of the group decided to look at one important aspect of language teaching: materials evaluation. Specifically, we were interested in how teachers evaluate textbooks. In the last two terms of the academic year we undertook a mini-study in this area, using think-aloud protocols to gain an insight into how teachers approach this task.

This section very briefly describes what was done in this project. This is followed by a brief overview of some of the methodological considerations, and then a presentation some of the preliminary findings of the research. Finally, further references are given in three bibliographies: Textbook Evaluation Bibliography, Expertise Bibliography, and Think-Aloud Protocol Bibliography.
1. Outline of the project
1.1 Procedure

The first issue we discussed was the suitable profile of the teacher-participants in the study. We decided that it would be desirable to find teachers with similar backgrounds (e.g. first language, teaching in similar contexts, etc.). This was not easy, but fortunately we were helped by Isabel Donnelly, from the University of Central Lancashire, to find three teachers who were involved in teaching similar groups of students at that university. We were looking for teachers with similar backgrounds but at different stages in their careers: one ‘experienced’ (which we defined as more than 10 years teaching experience) one ‘novice’ (less than 2 years experience), and one ‘intermediate’, between the two (around 6 years of experience).

We were also looking for a textbook that was unknown to them, but at the same time suitable for use by them in their classes. We also have to thank Isabel, who helped us to identify such a textbook: ‘Just Right’ by Jeremy Harmer (2004, London: Marshall Cavendish, ELT)
The idea was to ask them to evaluate the textbook and to think aloud as they did so. Different issues were raised in the process of preparing the think-aloud sessions. We decided that we should videotape the sessions as well as audio-tape them, so as to capture non-verbal reactions and facilitate the matching of comments to particular pages. The necessity of providing the participants with some activities in order to familiarise them with think-aloud techniques, and give them some practice before the evaluation, was discussed at some length. We eventually decided to offer three different types of activity and let the participants choose whichever one they found most appealing. The training activities on offer were: Tower of Hanoi puzzle, a colourful jigsaw puzzle and an anagram. In fact, all three participants chose the jigsaw puzzle to use as a training activity. 

The type of instructions provided to the participants before the session, and how to act with different possible problems during the session, were also discussed. After the data collection sessions, a questionnaire was also distributed to the participants so we could have a clear picture of their backgrounds which would inform our analysis. These are reproduced below.
The recordings took place on two consecutive days, and the participants provided us with lengthy and rich data, each taking around an hour to evaluate the book. The three recordings were transcribed by an external professional, and then cross-checked against the videos by the researchers before the analysis of the data was begun. Each researcher considered the data individually and then through group discussions, the aspects of the data that we considered were worth closer analysis were identified. In our first analysis we have considered aspects such as the likes and dislikes of the evaluators, the flexibility they showed towards the book, how they sequenced their evaluation, the terminology they use and the theoretical considerations they seem to apply when evaluating the textbook. We expect that further and more detailed analysis may be available as a published paper in the future. 

1.2 Instructions 

These instructions were read to the participants, and were also provided on an A4 sheet of paper so that they could refer to them as they wished throughout the think aloud process:

	Please evaluate the suitability of the textbook provided for use with the group in the following scenario:

A group of 15-20 intermediate-level learners, predominately of Chinese nationality, who are learning basic English skills without any ESP (English for Special Purposes) or EAP (English for Academic Purposes) focus within a university setting.

During this study, our aim is to get a clear picture of your thought processes about textbook evaluation.  And since there are no correct or incorrect answers, during the evaluation process, please remember to:

· Think aloud to yourself rather than speaking directly to the researcher

· Express your thoughts aloud (think aloud)

· Say everything relevant that comes to mind

· Speak loudly and clearly

· Avoid long silences if possible




1.3 Questionnaire
LATEX Materials Evaluation Research

Thank you very much for helping us with this research.  Please could we ask you to spend a very short time answering the questions below, to help us analyse the data you have given us?

YOUR NAME: 

YOUR TEACHING EXPERIENCE:

[A] How long have you been working as an ESOL teacher (e.g., years)?    
[B] Has this experience been full-time or part-time?

[C] In which countries have you worked as a teacher? 
[D] In which of the following contexts do you have teaching experience?

· Primary education:  

· Secondary education: 

· Higher education:  
· Further education: 

[E] Do you have any specific ELT qualification(s)? YES - NO

If yes, which one(s)?  

[F] Beside ELT qualifications, do you have any degree qualification(s) related to linguistics (e.g., BA)? YES – NO

If yes, which one(s)?  

YOUR TEXTBOOK EVALUATION EXPERIENCE:

[G] Have you had any specific training in textbook evaluation (e.g., courses)? YES - NO

If yes, what kind of training?

[H] Have you had any previous experience in textbook evaluation (e.g., at your work)? YES - NO
If yes, what kind of experience?   
Is there anything else you would like to mention regarding your teaching experience, previous textbook evaluation experience, and/or the evaluation you did in March for the LATEX Materials Evaluation Research (e.g., I wanted to have commented more on something about...,  I felt it too unnatural, etc.)?

Thanks for your help. Please return to k.johnson@lancaster.ac.uk

2. Research methodology issues

2.1 Some General Criticisms of the Think Aloud Protocol Method 

Generally speaking, no data collection process is entirely without drawbacks; the best a researcher can do is to select a method that best fits the situation and yields the most information of the type required. In this section criticisms levelled at Verbal Reporting / Think Aloud protocols will be discussed, followed by an overview of particular issues we dealt with in our study.

One of the most commonly heard criticisms of the Think Aloud protocol is that it does not take place in a natural situation. This, however, is true for a lot of data collection techniques (unless an ethnographic study is feasible). Time constraints dictate that these ‘artificial’ situations must be set up, since the opportunities to observe teachers in their ‘natural’ environments evaluating textbooks may not arise at predictable or convenient times. In addition, a study like this affords the researcher the luxury of controlling for some variables among the participants, such as first language, range of experience (measured in years) and the particular textbook to be evaluated, all of which add to the reliability of the study. Our study was conducted with three EFL teachers, the nature of whose work, it could be argued, may have made them more used to 1:1 situations with strangers than teachers in other domains.

Some critics have – quite legitimately – suggested that a Think Aloud protocol cannot possibly give complete records of the thought processes. This is not a unique drawback of verbally reported data, though: it is virtually impossible to obtain complete records of complex human thought processes, some of which will be hidden from the thinkers themselves. Using concurrent verbalisation data collection methods does give some insights that other methods would not be able to reveal. Even pauses in the verbalisation can tell experienced researchers something about what’s going on: when intense thinking is taking place (or none at all!).

There is an argument that not all participants are good at thinking aloud, or like doing it. The same can also be said for other more common methods of data collection such as interviews or questionnaire filling. Amongst teachers, classroom observations must surely rank as one of the least popular activities, and yet they are often the main method used for uncovering teaching and learning processes. Think aloud protocols at least have the benefit of privacy, which may make them more attractive to the participants. A short period of training or practice can help familiarise participants with the procedure, and enable them to successfully undertake the tasks that the researcher requires of them.

Perhaps the most serious drawback associated with verbal reporting is the possibility that thinking aloud may distort the very thinking process that is under investigation. This is a criticism mainly levelled at retrospective reporting, where there is a much greater burden placed on the memory than would normally be the case, and especially where the participants are asked to analyse their thought processes, rather than just to report them. Many studies which have employed this technique have been investigating second language learning, but this study was conducted in the participants first language, thus reducing to a minimum the additional cognitive load. This issue has been the subject of several studies (Ericsson & Simon, 1993; Leow & Morgan-Short, 2004) all of which failed to find evidence of reactivity in concurrent think aloud protocol data. An evaluation task conducted in the participants’ first language (Biggs, Rosman & Serfenian, 1993) found that the only difference in task performance, was that it took a little longer than was the case in the control group. In our study, time was not a factor, and the participants were able to take as long as they liked.

2.2 Issues Specific to our Study
Apart from these general issues that had to be taken into account, there were a number of specific questions pertaining to this study that had to be clarified before the data could be collected. A large proportion of the preparatory discussion concerned the precise form that the instructions and the training should take. 

It was agreed that the instructions should not to be too complicated, but that they should give clear information about what we expected the participants to do. The instructions were read aloud to them, and they were also provided with a written version to refer to if they wanted to. The instructions did not specifically ask them to explain their reasons when they did or did not like something, which may have seemed to be a useful request, but there is some evidence that this may have altered the thought process, and so we adopted a very hands-off approach to the evaluation process. One difficulty for the ‘interviewer’ was knowing how much and when to interfere with the thinking aloud, by prompting for more verbalisation. The key was to balance non-intervention with the aim of obtaining data that were as revealing as possible. In the event, it was only felt necessary to prompt once, to guide the participant towards evaluating the textbook. This suggests that the training procedure was adequate in most cases.

In order to help the participants prepare for the evaluation, it was decided that a choice of three different problem solving activities should be offered, so that the teachers could choose the one they felt most comfortable with. The final selection consisted of a partially-completed jigsaw puzzle, an anagram, or the classic ‘Tower of Hanoi’ puzzle; all three chose to complete the jigsaw puzzle. This training phase has been shown to help even most reticent participant to contribute and is thus a crucial part of the study. With hindsight, it may have been prudent to ask the participants to attempt two of the activities, to provide more practice in thinking aloud as they worked. Other training activities, such as listening to a tape of someone doing a think aloud activity could also have been usefully employed. 

Another methodological issue that had to be resolved was that of how to analyse the data once they had been gathered; the method that was eventually adopted evolved from the observation of the data and could thus be said to be extremely grounded. During the initial viewing of the videotapes, the team identified a range of promising aspects to explore in more detail: the sequence of the evaluation, what aspects of the book the teachers liked and disliked, the terminology used by each teacher, the references to methodology, the apparent flexibility of each participant with relation to the book. Each member took responsibility for one area, coded the data and analysed the findings. These findings were then discussed by the group, and, where necessary, re-categorised. The first two aspects were discovered to be the most fruitful areas for comparison across the different experience levels of the teachers, and the data were then cross-checked by other members of the team to verify the findings in these two respects. More work could be done on the other aspects in the future, but given the time constraints it was felt that more focus was necessary.

In any research project, one factor that should never be underestimated is that of the personalities involved, both the researchers and the respondents. Within the team there was a range of experience, both as regards research in general, and Think Aloud protocols in particular. Since there was little time for training, it was imperative that all the members took their share of the work load and worked to their individual strengths; this strategy worked well, and the team quickly cohered. It was harder to predict what effect the interaction of the three different participants would have, and this will always be an unknown variable in social science research. Ideally the same interlocutor would have conducted all three sessions, but due to the need to accommodate the participants’ timetables, this proved to be impossible, and a change of interlocutor for the final session was necessary. The effect this may - or may not - have had on the performance of the third teacher cannot be known. Nor can it be estimated what, if any, effect the ‘test’ situation had on the teachers. 

One final issue that has yet to be resolved is the relationship between experience and expertise. The participants’ relative experience was measured initially only in terms of years of teaching, and was then further investigated using a questionnaire to ascertain whether they had had any training in textbook evaluation. It was found that there was a correlation between length of service and training in this aspect, which went some way towards validating the use of the terms ‘experienced teacher’ and ‘novice’. However, without a much larger sample, it is difficult to separate the evaluations and reactions to the book that were due entirely to personal preference, from those that stemmed directly from experience.

3. Preliminary findings in the recent project
3.1 Sequencing 

There was a clear difference among the three teachers in their sequencing while they were evaluating the textbook. Before proceeding with each teacher’s different sequencing, it might be helpful to describe what materials were given to the teachers.  They are the Scenario, Students’ book, and Teacher’s Book.  The Scenario explains the context of teaching (Who the learners are, what their learning purpose is, etc.). The Students’ book has 14 units, each of which is divided into a number of sections. In most (but not all) of the units are: Vocabulary, Grammar, Functional language, Speaking, Reading, Listening, and Writing. In the Students’ book is also contained a Mini Book in which audio scripts and grammar are provided. The Teacher’s book comprises: a statement of principles, methodological guidelines, a description of the Students’ book and the Workbook, an introduction to the lesson-handling notes, lesson-handling notes of Unit 1 – Unit 14, and Workbook answers.

Novice teacher

- The Scenario

- Contents pages

- Unit 1 (activity 1 + activity 2) 

→ Unit 5 (activity 1 + activity 5)

 → Teacher’s book (description of the Workbook + Workbook answers + methodological guidelines)

→ Unit 1 (Grammar)

→ Mini Book

  → Unit 1 (Functional language + Writing + Review))

→ Unit 3 (Just check if Vocabulary section is followed by Pronunciation)

→ Unit 10 (Just check if Vocabulary section is followed by Pronunciation)

- Unit 9 → Unit 1 → Unit 7 → Unit 12 → Teacher’s book (Unit 7) → Unit 14 

(Check only Speaking section, looking at all of these units)

- Unit 7 → Unit 10 → Unit 13 → Unit 8 → Unit 6 → Unit 11

  (Check only Functional Language)

- Unit 10 → Unit 11 → Unit 12 → Unit 5

  (Check only Dictionary section)

- Overall comments

- Contents pages

- Teacher’s book (Just to check if it contains Answer Key)

- Back cover

- Teacher’s book (A statement of principles + Methodological guidelines + A description of the Student’s book and the Workbook + An introduction to the lesson-handling notes + Unit 1 + Unit 2)

Intermediate teacher

- Identifying Student’s book (with the Mini Book: audio scripts and mini grammar) & Teacher’s book
- Contents pages

- Unit 1 → Unit 2 → Unit 3 → Unit 4 → Unit 5 → Unit 6 → Unit 7 → Unit 8 → Unit 9 → Unit 10 → Unit 11 → Unit 12 → Unit 13 

  (Looking at different parts or sections in different units)

- Overall evaluation (by the Researcher’s request)

Experienced teacher

- Scenario

- Front and back cover 

- Just flicking through the pages

- Contents pages

- Unit 4 (Looking at all of the 33 activities in great detail)

- Teacher’s book
- Unit 8 (Check briefly most of the sections)

- Overall evaluation

Compared with the novice teacher’s ‘back and forth’ approach, the experienced teacher’s sequencing was very systematic.  The intermediate teacher also showed a kind of systematicity. However, his evaluation might be called superficial because, after looking at the contents pages, he looked through almost all the units, i.e. thirteen units out of the fourteen, with very brief comments on different parts of different units, e.g., discussing ‘topic’ in Unit 4, ‘vocabulary’ in Unit 5, ‘grammar’ in Unit 6.  He did not seem to achieve the experienced teacher’s systematic approach at a deeper level.  He appeared to know not only what to do in evaluating textbooks but also what to do with the textbook for its evaluation.  We think this difference could be important because if textbooks play an important role in language education, which has been said in much of the literature (e.g. Cunningsworth, 1984; Hutchinson & Torres, 1994; Macian, 1986; Rivers, 1981), teachers need to know how to evaluate textbooks which they will use with their own students.
3.2 The Teachers’ Likes and Dislikes:
During the process of analysing the data, we also found that all three participants mentioned several aspects that they liked, and things that they disliked about this textbook, in their evaluations. So we considered this area as one of the categories in our analysis. Here are just a few examples of what we found in this area. We tried to find out their respective likes and dislikes, along with the reasons they provided. From this framework we got the following results:

1. First, we found out that the novice teacher mentioned 17 points of likes and dislikes (4 points are dislikes); Intermediate teacher mentioned 18 points (2 points are dislikes); experienced teacher mentioned 27 points (4 points are dislikes). It is obvious that they are more vocal about what they like than what they dislike although they have their own individual criteria of likes and dislikes. We also noticed that there are some overlaps in only one category. That is, all the three subjects liked the way of learning a new word provided in this textbook. They think it is better and more helpful to provide students with vocabularies along with the listening and pronunciation practice so that students have the opportunity to correct their pronunciation, practice stress, familiarize themselves with the different accent and work out what they really mean.   

2. We also found that among the 17 points given by the novice teacher, 12 of them are provided with the reasons (17:12); among the 18 points given by the intermediate teacher, 10 of them are presented with the reasons (18:10); among the 27 points given by the experienced teacher, 18 of them are provided with the reasons (27:18).  If we take their own ratio into account, we can see that there isn’t much difference between the novice teacher and the experienced one, but calculating from the overall number (40 reasons in all), the reasons given by the experienced teacher cover nearly 45% among the 40 reasons given by all the subjects.

3.   Finally, it was also found that some motivations for the reasons were personal
      preference. Some are based on the practical implications on classroom practice, 

      and some are theoretical considerations.

3.3  The Teachers’ Use of Terminology
Another area of inquiry that we have pursued is what kind of terminology the three evaluators use. We have identified two broad categories of discourse used by the evaluators:

· TESOL discourse

· Subject-matter discourse  - discourse about the English language and its structure.

Our findings in this area are preliminary, but some general trends seem to emerge. Let us consider the use of TESOL discourse first:

· TESOL discourse
novice






practice of TESOL


intermediate


experienced





theory of TESOL

There seems to be a cline with the novice and the experienced teacher at the two ends. The novice teacher exclusively uses terms that pertain to the practical aspects of TESOL (types of activities: warmers, warm up activities, extra activities, gap fill exercise, extension activities, speaking activities; types of materials: dictionaries). She does not seem concerned with more theoretical issues. This is in keeping with novice teachers’ preoccupation with ‘survival’ in the classroom, and how this survival is dependent on being able to provide enough ‘activities’ and ‘materials’ to fill the allotted lesson time. 

The experienced teacher, on the other hand, has the richest and the most varied TESOL-related discourse of all three evaluators and the one that contains the most references to theoretical issues (a skills-driven syllabus, activity-led teaching). Also, he is the only evaluator who consistently uses terms that belong to the ‘jargon’ of TESOL materials evaluation (They even start off with the present tenses which is pretty normal, the book seems to have settled down a bit into a sort of rhythm, there’s a lot of white space). 

The intermediate teacher is in the middle. He uses a wider range of TESOL-related terminology than the novice teacher, although it is still related to the practical/procedural side rather than the theoretical one. On occasion he mentions theoretical issues for which he lacks the specific terms and resorts to paraphrase and circumlocution (we’re almost backtracking to a certain extent because we’ve done something before and then we come back to use it again, which is good)

If we consider subject-matter discourse now, we can see a similar cline at work:

· Subject - matter discourse

novice



mined from TB


‘taken on trust’















intermediate


experienced


evaluator-appropriated

    nominated

The novice teacher mines from the textbook all the linguistic terms she mentions. She never elaborates on them but takes them ‘on trust’ (e.g. for her grammar is grammar – end of the story). It is important to point out that on one occasion the evaluation process helps the novice teacher ‘notice’ one term (functions/functional language) and develop her own working definition of what it stands for. When she encounters the term for the first couple of times, she doesn’t ‘notice’ it; only on her third encounter does she start paying attention to it; she looks for clues as to its meaning and the evaluation process turns into a consciousness-raising exercise for her:

grammar and functional language ...followed by pronunciation  
ok so when the words and the pronunciation are linked to the previous language, whether it be vocab or functional language 

right. let’s see. what are these functions all about?...so the function is different things in each chapter....ok is the functional language more aimed at common usage things that they’re going to be using in the situations they find themselves in?..... the functional stuff looks as though it’s addressing situations that they might find themselves in on a more regular basis, rather than the topics which are just used to facilitate the exercises I think......

OK so functional stuff is based predominantly by the looks of things, on situations that they will find themselves in away from home, which is very good......does it say anything in the actual exercises with the point of the functional...?

So that they get to practise things that they are going to use perhaps on a more regular basis, at least weekly, if not daily. 

The experienced teacher nominates several terms related to the subject matter himself (I’m just wondering if they’re corpus-based or not; they’re encouraged to think about things in these semantic sets) and even when he lifts terms from the textbook, he appropriates them, he gives them his personal interpretation (coherence and cohesion..... so where is the cohesion? Presumably to put it back together I need to have a grasp of the cohesion). 

The intermediate teacher still relies on the textbook a great deal, but is slightly more adventurous than the novice teacher. Indeed, he comes up with his own labels for some linguistic phenomena (so we’re looking really at combined/combination noun and combination word) and mentions concepts which he labels with the wrong term (also practise different stress giving a completely new meaning to what you’re trying to say. So you could be angry, or sad, or happy and so). 

The findings we have reported are, as we have said, still tentative. However, they seem to confirm that of the three evaluators the experienced teacher is the one who has the best grasp of the TESOL profession and all its complexities. 

3.4 Flexibility

One of the ways we tried to analyse the transcripts was based on the idea of flexibility: how teachers use the textbook when they do not like the ideas presented in the textbook and ways they change activities. This was analysed by using a grounded theory approach. After several discussion meetings, we finally decided on eight categories, these are: Supplementing or doing other activities, Re-ordering activities, Trying out activities to see if they work, Explaining new vocabulary, Clarifying unclear symbols, Thinking how the mini-grammar book is used, Thinking how the key is used, Setting up a purpose for the activity, Teaching without the Teacher’s book.


Instead of showing results of each category here, only findings in the first category—Supplementing or doing other activities—are presented in detail. The table below shows that both the intermediate and experienced teacher in our study provided the same number of examples in their awareness of supplementing the material. However, there is a slight difference between their evaluations. As shown below in the table, the intermediate teacher described the activities he wanted to use in a very specific way as though he was designing activities for a lesson, whereas the experienced teacher just mentioned in a very general way by saying that he wanted to “do extra things” or needed “some supplementing”. This difference further lead us to believe that the experienced teacher’s evaluation fitted in with what Patel & Groen (1991) and Hunt (1989) found about specialists and novices in their medical diagnosis where the former ones knew how to “short-cut” the procedure to avoid the hard work and arrive at the solution by the quickest way, while the latter worked very hard and seemed to consider many possibilities to reach the conclusion. As described, the intermediate teacher in our study worked very hard and spent much time on describing activities, in contrast, the experienced teacher was aware of the deficit in the textbook but he did not go into details because he knew that at that moment he did not have to design detailed activities and this gave him more time to consider other issues related to the textbook evaluation rather than painstakingly struggle for detailed activity design.


As to the comparison of novice and experienced teacher, although the novice teacher evaluated the textbook the same as the experienced teacher did, in terms of the total number of examples provided, the novice teacher was found to have not yet reached the same level of flexibility in using the textbook as the experienced teacher had. 

To conclude this part, the above analysis reveals that the experienced teacher in our study, in comparison with the intermediate and novice teacher, seems to be more flexible in evaluating and using the textbook in terms of the idea of supplementing the material. Besides this finding, the experienced teacher was also discovered not only to express his interests in a more insightful way, but also to be able to consider ideas and terms in language teaching in his evaluation. This finding is further explained in the ‘terminology’ section above. In order to confirm the hypothesis that the novice teacher is less flexible in evaluating the textbook than the experienced teacher, we need to do some further detailed analysis in the other categories mentioned. The further results will be updated as soon as the analysis has been done.
Flexibility

Examples:
	Categories
	NOVICE Teacher
	INTERMEDIATE Teacher
	EXPERIENCED Teacher

	Supplementing or doing other activities
	1. Some students may work a lot faster so it might be necessary to incorporate extra activities from a different text book series to these. 

2. OK, so I’d need to add some warmers into this I think at the beginning. It’s not something that I’d go straight into. It’s not particularly appropriate I don’t think for the start of a new class. 
	1. So that could be a nice little role play in the classroom. Where we could have a copper and a thief, or whatever, and an observer who could then tell us what was happening. 

2…..looking at Reading: Shakespeare, asking about the plot, the type of play, film, actors, characters and so on. Why not get them-they probably are-asked to write something themselves about what they’ve just seen. 

3. So the student can talk about traveling, or indeed that could segue into talking about your own country and encouraging me to visit. So we’ve got there a tourist, a travelogue or something which we could develop there.
4. They don’t actually have an opportunity to make their own flow chart of something. Why not? That would be quite good. Get them to work it out themselves. 

5. I wonder if they’d like to bandage somebody, demonstrate how it’s done. At the same time they could tell us how they’re doing it so we’ve got them thinking aloud. 

6. It doesn’t appear to play any music although we’re talking about music, and yet we’ve got tapes. So why not have music? It’s all very well talking about it. It would be even better if you could show them or listen. 

7. So we’re looking really at combined/combination noun and combination word, and yet we don’t seem to exploit it. Further on we could do more with it. 
	1. Maybe I would want to do a bit more input on that and have them work up to a debate. 
2. Here we are, talking about timing. 6-8 hours of classroom time. So I said 16 hours, but I said I was going to do extra things. 
3. There may be room to jump off and do things for a while.
4. But I’d want closer to 15 or 16 hours if I was teaching it because I could jump off and do other things.
5. It’s going to need some supplementing if it is a longer course; it’s going to need some supplementing and some ideas for jumping off points.
6. Space for notes at the back – kind of nice. I like that, that’s good. That’s a plus. That means I can do a lot more with it than I thought I could originally. 
7. So if I did that as a lesson, I think I’d have to supplement it. I’d have to have, or at least brain storm on the board, some phrases and some useful expressions for getting the things they wanted to say, and so on.
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