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Abstract 
This study was conducted to review the process of selection and gradation of English materials and to explore 
their effectiveness and appropriateness for the students of second level, at PYP (Preparatory Year Program), 
Najran University. It also reviewed various factors responsible for the constant change in English materials at 
PYP. A questionnaire consists of 11 questions along with two semi structured interview questions was 
distributed among 15 teachers. Data collected from participants was analyzed using simple excel and SPSS. The 
results revealed that the material was not appropriately selected and graded, and the lessons and the exercises in 
the materials were not useful as per the students’ academic needs. Furthermore, majority of the respondents 
agreed that the materials did not cater to achieve desired learning outcomes. The study, in the end, recommends 
some possible measures to be taken into consideration while selecting and grading the materials to achieve the 
desired goal. 

Keywords: English materials, level 2 students, preparatory year program, selection and gradation process etc. 

1. Introduction 
Course materials are indispensable tools that correspond closely to the aims and objectives of a teaching program. 
At the same time they also correlate with learners’ needs and ascertain to produce the desired learning outcomes. 
In order to advance a teaching program towards success, educators need to be very careful in the process of 
selection and gradation of the materials.  

Materials are important tools as they are the chief means to achieve the aims and objectives of a teaching 
program. They should be tailored to the learners’ needs to ensure the best outcome for the desired goal. Selecting 
or sequencing the materials in language teaching should be based on the students’ needs, background knowledge 
and objectives of a particular academic program. They should be suitable in all respects. Suitability, in the sense 
of finding materials that are comfortable and familiar to the students, is another tool to achieve the target 
outcome of a particular program. There may be some queries like: are the materials used compatible with 
learners’ level? Are the materials within the area of comprehension level of learners? Are the materials 
interesting and relevant? Sometimes a text which seems to be appropriate will turn out to be very difficult to 
implement when we introduce it to the class. One example of this situation is provided by Fujwara (1996). She 
describes a situation in which a text that seemed right in achieving the purpose of the course, developing 
listening skills and strategies, was in practice too difficult for the students (as cited in Marand, 2011). Therefore, 
materials are chosen for subjective reasons, and can only be adopted as standard after some experience in the 
classroom. It is also certain that materials will keep on changing from time to time as per the needs of learners. 
In order to apply the constant changes in academic and professional disciplines effectively, the department needs 
to review the process of selection and grading of teaching materials in order to meet the desired goals. Rubin 
(1975) says “good language learning depends on at least three variables—aptitude, motivation, and opportunity” 
(p. 42). Opportunity according to him includes all teaching materials which provide an opportunity to learn a 
language as well as practice. The present research is inspired by the same fact and thus takes into account the 
continual experiment with new materials for the second level English courses at the PYP, Najran University. 
This study investigates the factors responsible for continual change of English materials used in the second level 
English courses. This study intends to offer some measures to be taken into consideration while selecting and 
grading the materials for the desired goal. 

 



ijel.ccsenet.org International Journal of English Linguistics Vol. 7, No. 5; 2017 

197 
 

2. Literature Review 
Litz (2005) asserts that there are many important elements in the practice of English language teaching 
environment but the materials and instructional materials are the most essential parts that the language instructor 
frequently use in many EFL/ESL classroom. Hutchinson & Torres (1994) suggest that: 

the materials is an almost universal element of [English Language] teaching. Millions of copies are solid 
every year, and numerous aid projects have been set up to produce them in [various] countries… No 
teaching learning situation, it seems, is complete until it has its relevant materials. (p. 315) 

Hence, the materials serve as a wheel of a teaching and learning program for both teachers and students. 
Materials are key elements in English language teaching and learning situation, they also offer other many 
advantages for both teachers and learners when we use them in EFL/ ESL classroom situation. As Hycroft 
(1998), shows that one of the main advantages of materials in [a Language] classroom situation is that the 
students’ progress and achievement can be measured correctly when we use them. Sheldon (1988) also observed 
that many of the students believe that published materials are more reliable and trustworthy than 
teacher-produced materials. Therefore, in order to maintain the suitability, selection and gradation of EFL/ESL 
materials for a particular group of learner in a particular social/ cultural context is necessary. Graves (1996) 
illustrates that teachers consider different factors in selecting and grading the materials. The author emphasizes 
that appropriateness includes student comfort and familiarity with the materials, language level, interest, and 
relevance. Materials are selected and sequenced for different reasons. Madsen & Bowen (1978) mention that 
materials are selected and graded in order to achieve “congruence” (as cited in Marand, 2011). 

According to Cunningsworth (1995, p. 136), every teaching-learning situation is unique due to some factors such 
as: (1) the dynamics of the classroom, (2) the personalities involved, (3) the constraints imposed by the syllabus, 
(4) the availability of resources, and (5) the expectation and motivation of the learners. 

Harmer (1983) developed very effective and comprehensive criteria of evaluative framework to evaluate 
EFL/ESL materials. In his criteria, he discussed three stages to understand the target group. The three stages are: 
(1) learners’ personality who are they and what they bring to class, their age, sex, social/cultural background, 
their occupation, their motivation and attitude, educational background, knowledge of English and their interests 
and belief, (2) what are the learners’ needs, when are they going to use English and what skills they should learn, 
and (3) appropriate materials according to the need of learners. 

Harmer (1983) suggests two main stages to evaluate EFL/ESL materials or materials. These two stages are as 
follow: 

1). To study whether the EFL Materials are compatible with the learners’ needs. 

2). To pilot the materials on a small group of learners and measure the result before taking decisions to use the 
materials. 

Harmer (1983) established an effective “materials evaluation form” in seven perspectives: 

1) Practical consideration 

2) Layout and design 

3) Subject and content 

4) Language type 

5) Skills 

6) Activities 

7) Guidance 

Under the practical consideration may refer to the price of the materials, its availability, whether it contains a 
workbook, CDs/DVDs, teacher’s book etc. The “layout and design”—material should be visually convenient and 
attractive to learners. The subject and content and language should be appropriately related to learners' 
background, needs and interests. There should be a balance between different skills and activities. Whether there 
is a Proper guidance for both students and teachers in the materials. 

Habtoor (2012) stated: 

since materials in Saudi universities are not produced by the university teachers themselves, especially in 
ELT, the teachers have to select their own materials. Accordingly, there are several materials produced 
annually across the globe and this wide range of materials designed mainly for ESL/EFL situations. This 
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variation leads to some confusion among teachers, especially those with little or no experience. Even 
experienced teachers might find it a daunting task to select materials for their target groups. (p. 46) 

Chambers (1997) says, “Selection of materials to be used jointly in an ELT class should be selected by as wide 
range of users as possible. This is likely to increase the sense of ownership of the decision”. Brown (1995) 
defined evaluation as “the systematic collection and analysis of relevant information necessary to promote the 
improvement of the curriculum and assess its effectiveness within the context of a particular institution involved” 
(p. 24). 

Sheldon (1988) has offered several reasons for materials evaluation. He suggests that the selection of an ELT 
materials often signals an important administrative and educational decision in which there is considerable 
professional, financial, or even political investment. A thorough evaluation, therefore, would enable the 
managerial and teaching staff of a specific institution or organization to discriminate between all of the available 
materials in the market. (as cited in Habtoor, 212, p. 47) 

Al-Saif (2005) says, “while materials are central to how EFL teaching is done in Saudi Arabia, there is much 
need for an evaluation of their content and to investigate their role in teaching practice and methodology” (p. 7). 
This study particularly emphasizes the factors responsible for changing materials used in English Language at 
PYP. It also sheds light on the extent this constant change of materials affects the goal of the PYP. Moreover, the 
study recommends some possible measures which should be taken into consideration while selecting and grading 
the materials to achieve the desired goal. 

3. Research Objectives 
1). To find out the various factors responsible for the constant change in the second level English materials  

2). To recommend measures while selecting and grading the materials to achieve the desired goal 

4. Research Methodology 
As far as the current study is concerned, the researchers found the Interview and Questionnaire Survey as 
suitable research methods. The participants in this study were 15 teachers. The present study used both 
Qualitative and Quantitative methods of data analysis by employing two tools, namely interview and 
questionnaire. 

5. Results and Discussion 
This section presents the results, analysis, and interpretation of data which were extracted from the tools used in 
this study. The tools utilized to collect the data and to find out the various factors responsible for the constant 
change in the second level English materials were: teacher questionnaire and semi-structured interview. 
Considering the importance of selecting and grading the materials (Litz, 2005;Hycroft, 1998; Graves, 
1996;Marand, 2011; Harmer, 1983; Chambers, 1997), this study analyzed the collected data using simple excel 
and SPSS. The results were as follows: 

5.1 Various Purposes of Using English for Level 2 Students  

 
Table 1. Various purposes of using English 

 Cases 
Valid Missing Total 
N Percent N Percent N Percent 

$Needs_English(a) 15 100.0% 0 .0% 15 100.0% 

Note. a. Dichotomy group tabulated at value 1. 
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5.11 What Are the Measures to Be Taken into Consideration While Selecting and Grading the Materials to 
Achieve the Desired Goal? 

Measures: 
The participants suggested the following measures be taken into consideration while selecting and grading the 
materials to achieve the desired goal: 

1) Students’ needs analysis 

2) Syllabus to be covered vs. credit/contact hours 

3) Curriculum objectives vs. students need 

4) Compatibility between students and materials level 

5) Compatibility between curriculum contents and students’ need 

6) Students’ language proficiency be taken into account 

7) Curriculum contents should be based on real life situations 

8) Competent human resource on the curriculum review/evaluation committee 

9) Standards and criteria to be followed for selection and gradation 

10) Compare and contrast criteria should be followed for S&G 

6. Conclusion 
The findings of the study revealed that 86.7% of the respondents believed that students need English to study 
abroad. However, 73% respondents believed that students need English to pursue higher education in Saudi 
Arabia followed by a relative percentage believed that they needed English to read technical books/articles. The 
findings of this study also indicated that 80% respondents agreed that the general objective of learning English is 
to be able to use language effectively in EFL situations, while for the specific objective of learning English, the 
majority of the respondents believed that it is to read and understand the course materials of professional 
disciplines and to understand the class lectures. The respondents, however, agreed with the compatibility of the 
materials and their objectives. Regarding the reasons to change the materials, the findings of this study showed 
that 46 % respondents believed that the materials were not appropriately selected and graded as per learners’ 
needs. While 40 % respondents believed that the lessons and the exercises were not useful as per learners’ needs. 
As a result, there have been inconsistencies in the materials, as believed by 92% of the respondents, because 
majority of the respondents agreed that the materials did not cater the student’s learning outcomes in the short 
term and long term and were not up to the level of students. Regarding the materials’ usefulness, the respondents 
considered the materials as useful to impart necessary skills and motivating for students contradicted with their 
previous opinion where majority believed that the materials did not cater the student’s learning outcomes and 
needed to be changed. However, as shown in the data, majority of the participants contributed in the materials 
selection and gradation procedure. 

7. Recommendations 
Instructional materials are essential tools in English language classroom. They allow students to interact with 
words, images, and ideas in ways that develop their abilities in reading, listening, speaking, writing, and other 
linguistic and communicative purposes. The researchers, based on the data results, propose that stake holders 
should follow a well-defined and standard process for the selection and gradation of English materials keeping 
the fact in mind that the materials meet students’ needs and their comprehension level. This study, however, 
further recommends that the stakeholders should ensure that the materials are aligned with the curriculum goals 
and objectives of the PYP in general, and English program in particular. They must be selected and graded with 
an expertise of establishing a connection within and between students’ levels, courses, and their future needs. In 
addition, the following steps are recommended to ensure that the materials selection and gradation process 
witnesses: 

1). a meet with “professionals” who hold curriculum design and materials development portfolio. 

2). a symposium with the concerned faculty on the target audience, needs analysis and implications of materials 
in terms of strengths and weaknesses. 

3). a compare and contrast exercise with available authentic and relevant materials using different materials 
evaluation checklists (Tucker, 1975; Sheldon, 1988; Cunninsworth, 1995; Ur, 1996). 

It is worth quoting here. 
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“…it is, in principle, not possible to find materials which would interest everyone. It follows that the 
emphasis should be moved from attempting to provide intrinsically interesting materials, which we have 
just claimed is generally impossible, to doing interesting things with materials ... these materials should be 
chosen, not so much on the basis of their own interest, but for what they can be used to do” (Brown & Yule, 
1983, p. 83). 
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