Teaching Romanticism questionnaire
As part of the conference organised in conjunction with the English Subject Centre on ‘Teaching Romanticism’, which took place in London 17–18 March 2006, Romanticists across the UK were asked to fill in a questionnaire about the way that they taught Romanticism in their institution. There was an excellent response, 97 questionnaires were filled out, though since I had asked for a questionnaire per module, this does not translate into quite that number of institutions. The full results of the questionnaire are now available on the BARS website (http://www.bars.ac.uk/survey_results.htm) and the English Subject Centre website and there you can see the number and range of HE institutions who did participate. The list is such that I think we can say with some confidence that the results offer a reliable account of the way that Romanticism is being taught today: it tells us what is being taught, how Romanticism modules are being delivered and assessed, as well as academics responses to questions of the relationship between teaching and research. 
In this report, I will select from the results those that seem the most interesting. A great deal of data has been generated by the questionnaire and this can be accessed in full on the websites previously mentioned. The first set of questions asked about the modes of delivery used in Romanticism modules. It seems as though most of us are teaching it at Level Two (55%) rather than Level One (11%), Level Three (28%) or at MA level (6%). This may well mean that Romanticism is most often taught on the survey courses usually found at Level Two. Only 17% of respondents said that they taught the Romanticism module in tutorials; the overwhelming delivery method appears to be lectures and seminars (36%, 41% respectively). In all probability, these modules are taught using a mixture of these two. 34% of these modules are taught to group sizes of 20–50; 23% to 50–100 students and 21% to 1–20 students. Again, these class sizes will have a relationship to the level at which they are taught and the chosen method of delivery. Slightly more people teach these modules as part of a team rather than on their own (41% compared to 37%), and it is generally the case that these modules are not compulsory for students. 
I asked whether module leaders required their students to use an anthology for this module, and the most popular, with 36 responses, said that they used Duncan Wu’s Romanticism: An Anthology (Blackwell); 20 do not use any anthology; 4 use the Norton Anthology of English Literature and 13 used other anthologies. Of the 53 who do use an anthology 80% said either that the anthology they used was not sufficient for their needs on the course or that they needed to supplement the anthology with handouts and/ or electronic resources. When asked whether all the texts that tutors wished to use were currently in print, 44 replied that they were and 29 that there were texts they had trouble obtaining. The list of these (available on the website) makes for interesting reading, revealing both the influence of canon formation on publishing and the incredible range of material being taught on these modules. Some texts are those that would have been in favour in years past, such as Walter Scott’s novels and Peacock’s Nightmare Abbey (currently being edited for publication by Broadview by Lisa Vargo!), and other texts clearly reflect the research being done into less canonical writers. The list contains more novels than other forms and perhaps this reflects the improved access via online materials of shorted texts such as poems. A few responses pointed out that they would use electronic texts where there was no version in print. Asked in a later question about using electronic resources, the most popular were Romanticism on the Net, Romantic Circles, and Literature Online. The Blake archive came top of the author websites most used. 
The next set of questions involved approaches to teaching Romanticism. When asked which approach was used primarily in their teaching, the answer was overwhelmingly in favour of the historical (24 people) and thematic (23). Only 3 people chose ‘with attention to the form or genre of the text’ and only 1 ‘theoretically’, although 22 chose ‘Other’. As you will see from the further comments to this question (on the website), in general people did not have an other approach to those offered but either refused to be drawn on the question of whether the historical or thematic approach dominated their teaching, or questioned the validity of my distinction between these. The next question asked whether, in practice, tutors used a combination of these four approaches, and 72 replied that this was the case. 

When asked for further information about the historical period covered in their teaching, 27 chose the option 1775–1830 and 10 chose the option 1780–1820. Most, though, chose ‘Other’ here (39) and there was no real pattern to the periods covered by these comments. Another indicator perhaps of the dominance of the historical approach can be seen in the 56 (compare to 17) who said that they did pay attention to the biography of the authors taught. 
57 people agreed that they did teach thematically (compared with 14) and when asked further about the themes covered in the module ‘Nature’ came top, then ‘Romanticism as a concept’, third was ‘Gender’ and then joint fourth ‘Imagination’ and ‘Revolution’. The least popular themes were ‘Environment’, ‘Orientalism’, and ‘Education’, though these were still taught by over 30 people. The genres least often taught were ‘Closet Drama’ (8) and short stories (10), and, interestingly, autobiography featured quite highly, with 31 teaching that. New Historicism came top of the theoretical approaches used in teaching Romanticism; 30 people answered that they used this approach but in the 23 who answered ‘Other’ many here answered that they used what was called ‘plain historicism’ by one respondent. The least favourite theoretical approaches were Structuralism and Queer Theory with only 3 each. 

The next set of questions asked which authors were being taught in Romanticism modules. It is very clear that the ‘big six’ are very much present in our classrooms; most often tutors dedicate one seminar or lecture to the work of these authors. Of these six, Keats, Byron and Blake were most often not taught but only by 11, 10, and 11 people respectively. I then asked whether drama was being taught on these modules and 57% answered that no plays are taught. Of those who did, the closet drama Manfred came top with 18 people teaching this, and was followed by 7 for The Cenci, 5 De Montford, 5 The Borderers, and 5 for School for Scandal. Next I asked for more information on the other authors taught, and asked how much attention was given to them. While Jane Austen and Mary Shelley most often have one seminar or lecture dedicated to teaching their work, few others achieved this. That said, there is a clear emphasis on women writers and other writers who have been marginalised in the teaching of Romanticism in the past: Anna Barbauld, Edmund Burke, Thomas Paine, Felicia Hemans, John Clare, Charlotte Smith, William Godwin, Mary Wollstonecraft and Dorothy Wordsworth all have one people or short extract considered on Romanticism modules. William Hazlitt is most often mentioned briefly on these modules. As you will see from the rather complicated table on the website, the list of those most often not taught is long and contains female writers, black writers and male writers who were once very firmly part of the Romantic canon such as Scott and Southey.  
The inclusion of Burke and Paine in the list of those taught perhaps is a further indication of the use of contextual material on these modules and in the next question 56 (compared to 14) said that they taught non-fictional texts on the module. When asked to categorise these texts, the most popular were political (45), literary criticism (38), aesthetic theories (36), philosophical (34) and essays (33). 
Further on in the questionnaire I asked whether tutors taught literature from different areas: Scotland was the only one in which more people did, rather than did not, teach its literature, with 37 as opposed to 33 who did teach literature from Scotland. The gap widened when asked whether tutors taught literature from: Ireland (48 did not, compared with 21 who did); Wales (59 who did not, 10 who did); the United States 62 who did not, 7 who did); mainland Europe (52 and 17). It seems as though Romanticism courses are unlikely therefore to include much literature from beyond England. 
I also asked a set of questions about the how the relationship between teaching and research was perceived. Respondents were asked whether they agreed, strongly agreed or strongly disagreed with a set of statements. When asked whether their teaching had been ‘influenced very much’ by their research, most people agreed or strongly agreed. 19% strongly disagreed but here we must take into account the fact that the questionnaire was filled in by some people who were part of the team teaching Romanticism, which was not their research area. The fact that Romanticism is in general being taught at level two, perhaps on general survey courses, may account for the fact that fewer people agreed that they had ‘tailored their module to reflect’ their research interests, and 43% strongly disagreed. Despite the numbers whose teaching is influenced by their research, 36% strongly disagreed with the statement: ‘I think it is unnecessary for teaching to be influenced by an individual’s research’. Though the overwhelming majority strongly disagreed to the idea that it was ‘inappropriate for teaching to be influenced by an individual’s research’ there still were 14% who either agreed or strongly agreed. 19% believed it to be ‘impractical’ for teaching to be influenced by research and 19% either agreed or strongly agreed that their research was ‘too specialised/ difficult for it to play a role’ in their teaching. 38% strongly disagreed with the idea that students expect their tutor’s research to feature in the module they are taught. 

The questionnaire has produced a huge amount of data, which this report does not even touch on, but which is available on the websites. Despite the amount of information generated, it does seem possible to make some tentative conclusions regarding the teaching of Romanticism in the present day. It’s interesting that most of us are teaching Romanticism at level two and that these survey courses teach the ‘big six’ male Romantic poets alongside an impressive range of other writers. The questionnaire makes it clear that our research is influencing our teaching, and the effect of this can be seen in the dynamic and diverse Romanticism being offered to our students. 
