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Abstract:

The present paper draws insights to teacher and learners in terms of material development.
Teaching of a language (foreign or second) has been an important issue in today’s world. Also it is
not only an area of teaching but also an area of economic concerns. As a natural outcome, that
brings out, a hard competition among the publishers to obtain the high quality of the materials. Any
language learning process traditionally needs print materials or non-print materials (Reinders and
White, 2010; Richards, 2001, p. 251; McGrath, 2002, pp. 125-136). Having reviewed related
literature on materials evaluation and development, it is clear that not only one should get benefit
from a wide variety of resources but one should consider many dimensions of evaluation to reach
the ultimate aim of teaching-learning process. It should also be in mind that today’s evaluations
and materials will not be sufficient for tomorrow’s setting.
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I ntroduction

There is a vast literature on materials evaluatind development therefore it will be briefly
mentioned especially in terms of setting, syllabod learner needs.

Any language learning process traditionally needstpmaterials or non-print materials
(Reinders and White, 2010; Richards, 2001, p. R&dGrath, 2002, pp. 125-136). According
to Tomlinson (1998) materials are considered angthivhich is used to help language
learning. Examples include but are not limiteddoursebooks, workbooks, CDs, flashcards,
and CD-ROMs. These materials need to be lookeditatnna given context and a syllabus
derived from a specific approach (McDonough andwsh2003, pp. 4-14). According to
Tomlinson (2008, pp. 3-4, 2010, p. 83), successhdterials development should be
envisaged as learning materials and the principldésllow need to show the central role that
learners should play. While materials evaluationcassidered a procedure that involves
examining learning materials to establish theirueal “materials development refers to
anything which is done by writer, teachers or leasrio provide sources of language input”
(Tomlinson, 1998, p.2).

Material evaluation is a dynamic process which iindamentally a subjective,
rule-of-thumb activity" where "no neat formula, djrior system will ever provide a definitive
yardstick" (Sheldon, 1988, p. 245). Sheldon arginas$ the criteria and the key questions
central for setting up a material evaluation schearly depends on "the swings of linguistic
fashion” (p. 240). Rod Ellis (1997) differentiatestween two types of materials evaluation: a
predictive evaluation and a retrospective evaluat®d predictive evaluation is designed to
make a decision regarding what materials to useyeds a retrospective evaluation designed
to examine materials that have actually been usdatief review of the literature relating to
materials evaluation reveals that the researchsfocuwate has been more or less exclusively
on predictive evaluation. Retrospective evaluatipovides teachers with information
regarding the strengths and weaknesses of the sydlatbus. It also serves "as a means of
testing the validity of a predictive evaluationdamay point to ways in which the predictive
instruments can be improved for future use" (EN897, p. 37). Rea-Dickens (1994, cited in
Li, 2004) summarizes three kinds of evaluation: (Ipre-use evaluation;
(2) in-use evaluation; and (3) post-use evaluatiomasured in terms of learners’
performance. She advocates giving more attentiom-trse and post-use evaluation.

Evaluations can be carried out pre-use, in-use ast-pse. The main aim of evaluating
materials pre-use, according to Rubdy (2003, p, #2}o measure the potential of what
teachers and learners can do with them in therdass In-use and post-use evaluations are
important in establishing how successful learnireganals are (McDonough & Shaw, 2003,
p. 71). Skierso (1991) suggests a different framkweaplaining that the first step of material
evaluation is to collect information about studebeckground, the course syllabus, and the
learning context. Skierso then divides materiats ifive subsections: bibliographical data,
aims and goals, subject matter, vocabulary andtsires, and layout and physical makeup.
Cunningsworth (1995), Harmer (1991, 1998), Roberts (1996),

Ur (1996), Brown (1997), Hemsley (1997), McGratiD@2) and Gearing (1999) also
proposed checklists for evaluating materials.
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Setting
Setting is one of the key elements that providecsas teaching materials. Although there is

limited information on the relationship of settiagd materials, McDonough and Shaw (1993)
stated some criteria that influence selection oirse materials;

The role of English in the country, the role of kslgin the school, the teachers, management
and administration, resources available, supporsgmmel, the number of pupils, time
available for the program, physical environmeng, slocio-cultural environment, the types of
tests used, and ways in which students are evdlugiecedures for monitoring and
evaluating the language teaching and so on.

Syllabus

Curriculum is used as a general term for the erdnganized teaching plan of a subject.
Syllabus refers to a pre-defined teacher and sigmerdefinition of how the curriculum will
be accomplished over a predefined period. A culrioucan consist of a number of syllabi
(Ullmann, 1982).

In many parts of the world, language education g are designed following a syllabus-
driven approach, that is, the syllabus determinieat\wind of materials will be adopted and in
what ways they will be exploited for the classroteaching. In certain educational contexts,
the syllabus even determines how materials shaeildelsigned in the first place.

Material evaluation consists of establishing crétdor the curriculum and its match to the
syllabus. Listed below are the syllabuses to beidened in the process of evaluation;

Grammatical syllabuses: The syllabus input is selected and graded accgridirgrammatical
notions of simplicity and complexity. These syllaba introduce one item at a time and
require mastery of that item before moving on ®nkext.

Lexical syllabuses: Lexical syllabuses identify a target vocabularyb® taught normally
arranged according to levels such as the first 5000, 1500, 2000 words.

ills syllabuses: Skills syllabuses are organized around the diffeuaderlying abilities that
are involved in using a language for purposes sgaleading, writing, listening, or speaking.

Functional-notional syllabuses. In functional-notional syllabuses, the input idested and
graded according to the communicative functionscl{sias requesting, complaining,
suggesting, and agreeing) that language learned toeperform at the end of the language
program.

Content syllabuses: In content syllabuses, the content of languagenileg might be defined
in terms of situations, topics, themes, or oth@damic or school subjects.

Task-based syllabuses: Task-based syllabuses are more concerned withcligsroom
processes which stimulate learning. These syllabuaeasist of a list of specification of the
tasks and activities that the learners will engdge class in the target language
(Pakkan, 1997; Brown, 1995; Harmer, 2001)
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Learner Needs

While evaluation and developing materials it is @sgible not to mention about the needs and
variables of learners as the materials for leainess. Yorio (1976, cited in Brown, 2000, p.
273) classified learner variables as; age, cognittative language, input, affective domain
and education background. Griffiths (2008) alstslesvariety of variables such as;

Maturational factors. Critical/sensitive period, myelination,

Socio-affective factors: Culture/language shock, Social distance, anxietgentity,
disorientation, status,

Cognitive factors. Existing knowledge, strategic awareness, understgnaf rule systems,
metacognitive control,

Individual factors. Aptitude, attitude, gender, culture, personalitytivation, style, beliefs,
prior learning, autonomy, personal circumstances,

Stuational factors: Naturalistic, distance learning, classroom, daytmght-time,
teaching/learning, method, learning target,

In her learner variables study Griffiths (2008, 1@ visualized the preferred learning
methods of the learners (Table 1).

Table 1
Results of questionnaire regarding preferred learning methods (Griffiths, 2008, p.261)

Item I liketo learn a new language Rating
4 by hearing language spoken 4.4
6 by interacting with others 4.3
2 by memorizing vocabulary 4.1
5 by repeating the language many times 4.0
7 by learning how language functions (e.g. requestingpmplaining) 4.0
8 by learning the language related to particularasituns 3.9
11 by being active 3.9
13 in a pleasant environment 3.9
9 in a natural environment rather than in a classroom 3.7
3 by memorizing grammar rules 3.4
10 by using only the target language 3.0
1 by translating to or from my first language 2.9
12 from a teacher who is silent as much as possible 2 2
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Above table shows the variables and needs of #mades very clearly. Drawing insights for
the learners, teacher and publishers; they all teeednsider their materials accordingly.

Moreover “some students want to learn English tprowe career prospects in a specific area.
They would probably regard a textbook on generaligh as a waste of time. Some want to
qualify to enter foreign tertiary institutions. Matal chosen for them would clearly be
different from that chosen for beginners who wanidarn English for pleasure. However
theoretically "correct” material may be it will n@acceptable to students if it does not match
their own goals” (Griffiths, 1995).

Conclusion

Having reviewed related literature on materialslgatdon and development, it is clear that
not only one should get benefit from a wide variefyresources but one should consider
many dimensions of evaluation to reach the ultimata of teaching-learning process. It
should also be in mind that today’s evaluations amaterials will not be sufficient for
tomorrow’s setting. For instance, just decades ago had limited technology related
materials but now the amount of “e-sources” iseéasing tremendously.
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