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Abstract

This study aims at analyzing and evaluating the Arabic language textbook of grade 5 from
the teachers perspectives using the descriptive methodology. To collect data from the
sample of the study, the researcher used two instruments: analyzing the textbook itself
(learning objectives, knowledge components, activities and evaluation) and a questionnaire
with five aspects: (learning objectives, content, activities, evaluation the layout of the
textbook). The researcher tested the validity and reliability of the two instruments with the

suitable methods.

The population of the study consists from the Arabic Language textbook of grade 5 and all
teachers of Arabic language who teach grade 5 in Hebron in the year 2011 with about 313
teachers. The sample consists of 105 teacher chosen randomly. T- test is used to get the
results of the study and One way ANOVA to find the differences between the means .
Tukey test is used to show the significances of the differences between the means for the

variables of the study and the standard deviations and the percentages.

The main results of the study are as follows:

There is no balance in the cognitive, psycho- motor and affective objectives. The book
focuses on the cognitive objectives more than the psycho- motor and objectives.

There is no balance in the in- classroom activities and the out- classroom activities, the
textbook focuses more on the in- classroom activities.

There is no balance in the questions that reinforce the low thinking skills and the

questions that reinforce the high thinking skills specially synthesis and evaluation.



The order of the knowledge components in the textbook came as follows: facts constitute
27.2% , concepts constitute 41.9% , values and attitudes constitute 20% and principles
constitute 10.4 %.

The general evaluative estimates of teachers for the textbook were high

The evaluative estimates for the five aspects of the book showed that the layout of the
book got the first class within the other aspects, evaluation got the second class, and then
came the learning objectives, after that the content and its elements and finally the

learning activities.

The results of the study also showed that the estimates of teachers for the fifth grade
textbook do not differ according to sex and academic qualification, but they differ

according years of experience for those who have more than 10 years in teaching.

In the lights of these results the researcher recommended that more attention should be
given to out- classroom activities, evaluative questions that focus on the high thinking
skills especially synthesis and evaluation. The researcher recommended to give teachers

chances to participate in designing and developing the curriculum as well.
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