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Abstract

Dynamic Assessment (DA) is a postmodern notion in testing which sees instruction and
assessment as inextricably mingled contending that learners will progress if provided with
dynamic interactions. The main purpose of the study is to see if the scores generated by the
computerized dynamic assessment (C-DA) which is grounded in Vygotsky's theoretical
framework in congruence with the concept of DA can lead to designing a syllabus which results
in the participants’ reading comprehension development. In the present study, a total of 32
Iranian EFL undergraduates from a university in Iran were selected on the availability basis. The
study made use of the interventionist approach (the same mediation for all individual learners) to
DA due to a two-fold aim: being more economically-supported and owing to its feasibility in
focusing on larger cohorts of individuals. Investigating the learners’ generated scoring profiles
through CDA revealed that not only did the learners have varying problem areas but also they
needed different amount of mediation for identical test items. These profiles reiterated the fact
that learners with different zones of proximal development (ZPDs) require customized
instructional programs to reflect their individualized needs.
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1. Introduction

Dynamic Assessment (DA) is an emergenistic and postmodern notion in testing (Pishghadam
& Barabadi, 2012) which sees instruction and assessment as inextricably mingled and not as
separate processes (Haywood & Lidz, 2007; Haywood & Tzuriel, 2002; Lantolf, 2009; Lidz

& Gindis, 2003). It is based on dynamic interaction between the examiner and the examinee
(Birjandi & Ebadi, 2012), in which the former helps the latter achieve their best. DA, which is
rooted in mediated teacher-learner interactions, has some advantages, including providing
deeper insights into how individuals’ abilities change and develop over time (Ableeva, 2010).

Mardani and Tavakoli (2011, p. 695) remarked that another advantage of DA is its fairness,
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stating that “DA is an integral part of the assessirbut not its entirety, because no one
approach can provide adequate answer to all qusstio

In general, there are two approaches to DA:

1. in the interventionist approach to DA, the same iatexh is used with every
learner, therefore, it is easier to manage a langenber of participants (Poehner,
2008).

2. in the interactionist approach to DA, the mediatooperates separately with each
learner to co-construct ZPDs during different onesbe sessions and the
mediation provided for each student may be (isfecght from the one provided
for the others (Aljaafreh & Lantolf, 1994). In othevords, as Poehner (2008, p.
20) stated, “proponents of interactionist DA folloav case study approach to
research and validate their work on the basis ofaacumulation of in-depth
studies of individuals or groups of individuals.”

This study utilized DA to explore EFL learners’ deag comprehension which is “the
process of simultaneously extracting and constigctneaning through interaction and
involvement with written language” (Snow, 2002, 1).1As students advance in school,
researchers suggest reading instruction shouldnbeamore disciplinary, reinforcing and
supporting students’ academic performance (Shan&&hanahan, 2008). Based on the
results of a pre-test and in line with the studeméeds or areas of problem, Beck, McKeown,
and Kucan (2013) provided some reading strategiel as learning to identify and state the
main idea by naming the who or what (the main pgraaimal, place, or thing the selection is
about), telling the most important thing about thleo or what, etc. Having analyzed the
pretest results, Beck et al. (2013) provided tlaeners with reading comprehension strategies
developed to meet the considerable instructionatis®f the at-risk students participating in
the study.

Since it is a challenging and unmanageable taskmfany EFL teachers to provide
one-to-one mediation to individual students (Ted12), computer software -called
Computerized Dynamic Reading Test (CDRT) was oailiyndeveloped by Pishghadam and
Barabadi (2012), which offered the learners prei€alted and standardized mediation in
appropriate time, i.e., whenever it was requestethbé learners. The software also provided
the researchers with the learners’ scoring fileseximg of a DA score, a non-dynamic
assessment (NDA) score, the total number of mediatised by each individual, and the
amount of time spent on completing the test. THeveoe developers sought to overcome the

time-constraint challenge, which is one of the mapoblems many EFL teachers are
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struggling with. Thus, technology was utilized ihetstudy to check the role of the
computerized dynamic assessment (C-DA) principtesnifying teaching and assessing in
general in future teaching programs using the wetaionist DA. Poehner (2008, p. 43)
advised that in studies with large cohorts of pgyéints the interventionist DA be used. Due
to a relatively large number of participants irstetudy, the interventionist DA was employed
because it “is more in line with Vygotsky’s visiah how the ZPD can be used to reorient
education to learner development and is therefaeemrelevant to the classroom.”

This section has briefly sketched how teachinglaathing have been modified in the
digital age and how teachers need to take into ae®munt problems that learners may
encounter when reading and writing digital text&€myglish. Below, some possible barriers in
digital literacy will be identified to propose pdsg solutions in terms of teaching and
learning strategies. Next, the development of tbeds analysis will be explained, followed
by indicating the area of interest for Group 3 ifhesis of 15-18 age range), i.e. New Travel.
Finally, the construction of a web corpus to degedoweb browser from the specifications
found through empirical data will be described, ethiemerged during the first stage of

project. Some conclusions will be presented, intdigaduture developments.

2. Literaturereview

2.1. Dynamic Assessment

DA, which is a pedagogical approach and a developtased activity (Poehner, 2005), is
theoretically framed within the works of Vygotskyich contends that, unlike traditional
testing methods, instruction and assessment akectically integrated. Some key concepts
lie at the heart of the notion of DA. The first iorfant notion is mediation; the process by
which other-regulated activities are transformet iself-regulated ones (Lantolf & Thorne,
2006). In the same vein, Aljaafreh and Lantolf @PProposed a model of mediation from
other-regulation to self-regulation in learners,iachhincluded five transitional levels starting
from the most implicit or indirect to the most el or direct. These levels are, in fact,
indicative of three stages: object-regulation; ottegulation; and self-regulation. As the
theoretical underpinnings of DA, mediation and tagon are of great importance to
understand which type of mediation should be offaxe whom, at what extent, and when.
Practically, this is a tremendous task to do incational contexts in cases where the
interactionist DA is utilized, as “the levels [arept determined in advance of the study”
(Aljaafreh & Lantolf, 1994, p. 471).
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According to Lantolf (2000), one of the forms of diegion is regulation. Frawley and
Lantolf (1985) defined regulation as the way in ethan individual sees a task and also their
ability to successfully complete that task. It redorm of mediation that goes through three
stages to complete its process. The stages, resggcare as follows:

In the first stage of object-regulation, individsialse objects in their environment in
order to think. That is, an object tells us to @mnsthing; a persuasive advertisement, for
instance. In this regard, Poehner (2008, p.27) cemted that “[a]t the level of object
regulation, psychological functioning is controllég the environment rather than by the
individual, and so in response to hunger the imlial eats what is immediately available or
goes in search of food.”

In the second stage of other-regulation, individugberformance is primarily
controlled by someone else (Lantolf & Poehner, 20That is, it includes implicit and
explicit mediation by parents, peers, teachers,f@th. Here someone tells us to do
something; for instance, a mother tells her clolda his/her homework.

In the third stage of self-regulation, minimal a@r external assistance is required from
the individuals’ side to accomplish activities. dther words, individuals establish control
over their own performance (Lantolf & Poehner, 20Me tell ourselves to do something;
for instance ‘I need to finish my M.A. thesis befdRamadan.’ In fact, self-regulation enables
us to control our responses in order not to meaelyinstinctively but instead choose from
among possible alternatives intentionally (Poeh®@d8). Preferring not to eat anything in an
effort to lose weight while being invited by a fiek of yours is an example of this kind.

In this regard, Vygotsky (1978) argued that moviram other- or object- regulation
to self-regulation is the primary way in which humsalevelop higher-order thinking skills. In
other words, a learner has to pass from being tiggulated to being self-regulated for
development to occur (Summers, 2008). This moveiselermed ‘Internalization’, a process
through which higher mental functions are created.

The importance of the type of mediation or intamctvhich is provided for learners
is reflected in Vygotsky’s beliefs, who stated thedirning occurs as the result of interaction,
but not any kind of interaction, i.e. it only emesgas the result of interaction within the ZPD.
The theoretical underpinning of DA (Kozulin & Gisgi 2007) implies that potential
development differs from actual development (PoelBnkantolf, 2005). That is to say, what
the individual is able to do one day with assistaathe is able to do tomorrow alone. This
means that depending on an individual's ZPD, thaliater should match the provided

interaction to that person’s potential for betesults. Out of what has just been stated, it can
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be understood that people’s ZPD is not fixed bstaad it is a malleable and open-ended trait
of them, which can become apparent through interacand consequently develop the
potential for learning, of course, if suitable oppaities are provided (Wells, 1998).

As it is clear from this discussion, not all ZPDsbd studies can be conducted without
relevant help or assistance. Any assistance froen fediator’s side should have two
important properties (mechanisms) to be effectiviest, it should be gradual, second, it
should be contingent. Different researchers hawsl whfferent terms to refer to these two
properties. Summers (2008) referred to these mé&aharas ‘quality mediation’, for instance.
Any help which has these two properties is refet@ds ‘ZPD-based help’ (Tajeddin &
Tayebipour, 2012) or ‘negotiated help’ (Nassaji &, 2000). If it does not have these
mechanisms, it is called, according to the justtieed studies, ‘random help’; that is there
is no attempt to adjust the level of assistancthéolearner’'s responsiveness. Aljaafreh and
Lantolf (1994) defined the former, i.e., graduatias help which moves from highly implicit
level through more and more concrete levels unéldppropriate level is reached. Of course,
the assistance from the mediator’s side shouldbeotoo explicit to let him/her take over
more of the activity than is necessary. They alstindd the latter, i.e., contingency, as help
which “should be offered only when it is needed] anthdrawn as soon as the novice shows
signs of self-control and ability to function indamlently” (p. 468). In another definition,
Gibbons (2003, p. 267) stated that contingency istm®f the “assistance required by the
learner on the basis of moment-to-moment understgridTajeddin and Tayebipour (2012)
called these two mechanisms as the building blo€K3A and claimed that many academic

disciplines have utilized them.

2.2. Dynamic Assessment vs. Dynamic Testing
The difference between dynamic assessment and dyesting is reflected in Sternberg and
Grigorenko (2002), who remarked that “[ijn essetioe goal of dynamic assessment is to
intervene and to change. The goal of dynamic tgstiowever, is much more modest - it is to
see whether and how the participant will changeanfopportunity is provided” (p. 30).
According to Sternberg and Grigorenko (2002), dyicaresting occurs if two components,
l.e., assessment and pedagogical interventionc@riined. Therefore, it can be concluded
that dynamic testing provides prefabricated meaiator students to find out how much they
will or will not change when offered pre-determireskistance.

Although Sternberg and Grigorenko were determin@chighlight the differences
between these two terms, “dynamic assessment araihrdy testing should not be thought of
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as separate enterprises” (Poehner, 2008, p. 17)hd8game token, and without considering
the differences between these two terms, havingsashoVygotsky's discussion of
microgenesis which deals “with the issue of develept occurring very quickly (Poehner,
2008, p. 18)", the present researchers adopted Gel® used throughout this study to refer
to those sessions which aim at unifying assessnmsttiction as the basis of the DA

procedures.

2.3. Computerized Dynamic Assessment (C-DA)

In congruence with the concept of DA, the compatti dynamic assessment (C-DA) is
grounded in Vygotsky’s theoretical framework (1978pme studies have been conducted in
the field of education on C-DA.

For instance, Tzuriel and Shamir (2002) conduetediudy in the area of C-DA and
tailored mediation to learners. They attempted ¢seas kindergarten children’s seriational
thinking abilities because they believed that thedsities were central to success in learning
mathematics. The prompts have been prefabricatgdanged from implicit (‘try again’) to
explicit (providing more relevant information abdiie item in question). As it is clear, it
follows an interventionist approach to DA because prompts are prefabricated but since
teachers are also allowed to take part in the adtration of the test actively, i.e. provide
supplemental support for learners who fail to amste® questions correctly, just like
interactionist DA. The authors stated that morelepth diagnoses of learner abilities is
provided through this procedure when teachers @sept in comparison to the time when the
mediation is only provided by computer.

Another study conducted within this domain wasdhe by Pishghadam and Barabadi
(2012). Underscoring the increasing importance @t Ib second language and reading
comprehension, the researchers magnified the simomgs of DA and paved their own way
for introducing their own developed software call@DRT to examine L2 reading
comprehension through C-DA. To justify what theydaone, they cited some interactionist
studies which based on the authors followed a sedf@rmat, though such a claim cannot
be supported based on the seminal work done byl&iay and Grigorenko (2002), Poehner
or Lantolf. They claimed that the problem of int#ranist studies is that the number of their
participants is low, while in sandwich format seslithe mediation phase and the assessment
session are administered separately from each .othemwther words, instruction and

assessment are not fully integrated in interactiostudies which follow the sandwich format.
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They also contended that in addition to these shorings, interactionist DA does not take
the psychometric properties of testing into consitien.

To solve these problems, Pishghadam and Barab&di2J2used C-DA which is
interventionist and follows the cake format. Thoumgit an unbreakable principle, the general
consensus is that the interventionist studies tenfbllow the sandwich format because of
their assessment-instruction-assessment type. Howelre reason why Pishghadam and
Barabadi (2012) claimed C-DA, though being intetiamst, follows the cake format is the
mediation which the CDRT software provides for teas whenever problems arise during
the administration of the assessment. Their sty also be regarded as a study in which
sandwich format has been used because in addditmetmediation provided in the pre-test
for any individual items of the reading comprehengjuestions, mediation was also provided
to students based on their pre-test performands.mldiation was provided for students in a
separate way from assessment. That is, while hanorgssessment session, the students were
mediated to be more prepared for the post-test. folh@wing advantages of C-DA were
mentioned in Pishghadam and Barabadi (2012, pa3®ell: “1) reliability and validity are
taken into account; 2) many students can be askeysamically, and 3) mediation is given
at the time of assessment not in a separate s€'ssion

The two most prominent figures of DA, i.e., Poehaed Lantolf, carried out a study
on the domain of C-DA in 2013 to show its applioatito larger classes. Focusing on the
significance of the instructional quality of meddex, they referred to a phenomenon called
‘microgenesis’, which Wertsch (1985) considere@ gsocess that provided opportunities for
development simultaneously even during a singlsisesWhile microgenesis primarily deals
with a context in which learners and mediators havenoment-to-moment interaction
(Lantolf & Poehner, 2011), their study explored tpenciples of mediation into a
computerized approach to DA. In fact, their stugglered microgenesis in the context of C-
DA taking L2 Chinese, French, and Russian listenamgl reading comprehension into
consideration. They designed some tests and aimatifferentiate between the learners’
independent and mediated performance, to foreseditference between their mediated and
non-mediated performance (learning potential), farally to reassure evidence of learning by
applying the concept of transcendence into the.t&milarly to Poehner (2005), the number
of semesters the participants had spent studyingiversity (here intermediate level because
they had studied four semesters) was taken as dondatermine the participants’ proficiency
level. In that study two skills (reading comprehensand listening comprehension) were

taken into account for the learners of two langsg@hinese and French), with the gain score
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or Learning Potential Score (LPS) for any one odsth skills and also the reliability
coefficient of the tests for the aforementionediskialculated.

As it is clear, C-DA has several advantages indgdiimultaneous administration to
large numbers of learners; providing learners \thlh opportunity to reassess as many times
as they would like; and informing the test takertheir performance in the test automatically
after they respond the exam. This, however, doésnean that C-DA is flawless. Though it
overcomes some of the shortcomings of other appesato DA, it faces the same major
challenge as all other interventionist approachesh sas Group Dynamic Assessment (G-
DA): we cannot claim and know how learners’ perfanoe would differ if they were
provided with other forms of mediation.

3. Methodology
In concomitant with most DA studies (Ableeva, 201@ntolf & Poehner, 2013; Poehner,
2005; Teo, 2012), this research also uses quabtatnethodology which best fits DA
principles (Ableeva, 2010) but it can be regardedjaantitative as well since it follows the
interventionist approach to DA (Poehner & Lant@®05). In other words, both qualitative
and quantitative research procedures have beenmudeel study.

This study was guided by the following questionwHaseful are the scores generated

by the computerized dynamic assessment to plarintage teaching programs?

3.1. Participants

The participants of the study were drawn from atlergraduates of B.A. Teaching English as
a Foreign Language from a university in Iran. Framong the 47 available undergraduate
students, 32 were non-randomly selected to take ipathe study. The participants’ age
ranged from 22 to 31 years indicating the participawvere adults, and English was the
second language of these adult learners. The hamidygeof the participants was taken for
granted by claiming this statement (also being eadéed by Poehner, 2005) that the number
of semesters the students have spent studyingyadge shows the proficiency level of whom
in that language. Of course, the results obtainet the DIALANG, a free online assessment
system to determine learners’ proficiency levelyavalso indicative of the homogeneity of
the participants. Among the 32 participants, tisilits showed that 24 were at the B2 English
reading comprehension level, 7 were at the B1 gmofcy level, and only one participant was
at the C1 level.
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The importance of using this study lies in the cadiction between the terms
‘advanced’, and ‘at-risk’ learners. Since the p#pants were seniors, they were considered as
‘advanced’ students but due to their low proficignsased on the results obtained from the
Placement Test of DIALANG, they were called ‘atktisoo. Therefore, it is of really great
importance to reiterate that the tests which haenhused in this study were all suitable for
‘advanced’ level students and that using DIALANGswast to reassure that students were

‘at-risk’.

3.2. Instruments

3.2.1. Theresearchersastools

It is not possible to separate the researcher frmesearch in qualitative studies (Merriam,
1997; Summers, 2008). This means that the rese&cimgpressions and perceptions of
events influence data analysis. Due to the soatlra of human beings and in line with the
Vygotskian perspective, the researcher's role imryogy out qualitative research is
demanding. To underscore the inseparable role sfarehers in research, Smagorinsky
(1995) stated that in the data collection procedine relationship between researchers,
participants, context of the study, and the medndata collection is of high importance.
Hence, if a researcher contends to separate duadit@search into the area of SCT from the
social situation, it can be stated that researblasrmisinterpreted the Vygotskian cognitive
theory (Summers, 2008).

Our position is that learning is a socially consted event and it is thus reflected in
the way we teach and assess learners. For uspyirerement in which learning occurs is the
actual source of learning and that it is not pdestb consider learning, instruction and
assessment as inseparable. This means that we paetieipant-observers who held the
Enrichment Program (EP) sessions in DA and weraadlgt the facilitators of the C-DA
procedure. We also played another role as techpdi@myibleshooter. Therefore, it can be
claimed that we were a data collection tool andpresence affected the participants and the
data collection. It is noteworthy that the wholdadeollection was done by the pre-test, the
Computerized Dynamic Reading Test (CDRT) developgdPishghadam and Barabadi

(2012) in the post-test, and some Enrichment ProdEP) sessions in between.

3.3. Computerized Dynamic Reading Test (CDRT)
To see whether C-DA could assist the learnerszedheir learning potential or not, the

researchers utilized the previously validated aeidble software developed by Pishghadam
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and Barabadi (2012), namely Computerized Dynamiaditg Test (CDRT). With regard to

the software, it is worth mentioning that it carsiBarun on any PC provided that the NET
Framework software is installed on it. Studentseheventer some information such as their
name, age and major (students can choose a pseudimnyemain anonymous for other

people but they should say it to the mediator) after reading the software description go
directly into the passage and answer the itemsavdaihsulting the preplanned hints which are
automatically shown if a wrong response is cho#ielakes about two hours to complete the
test and after completing it a scoring file is ¢teelaon the desktop to know about the test

taker’s performance.

3.4. Procedure

Regarding the design of the study, the followinggss were monitored: the pre-test; the
Enrichment Program; and the post-test. The firagest i.e., the pre-test, consisted of two
passages which were similar to the texts usedarDIALANG with regard to the degree of
difficulty and included items which assessed theesareas the participants showed to have
problems with (e.g. their inability to connect tlieas in the passages, their difficulty at
identifying the main ideas of texts, etc.).

Having collected the pre-test results and consatuehaving identified the
participants’ problematic areas, the researchelermiéned the number of sessions to be held
for the (Enrichment Program) EP (two weeks: twesEss per week; each session one and a
half hours).

In the last stage of the design of this study, ilee post-test, two scores were obtained
through taking the results of the CDRT test asofedl: actual or NDA score (i.e., without
mediation or the first try of the participants) amediated (DA) scores. This means that the
CDRT which was developed by Pishghadam and Bargl2@di2) was used in the post-test
design of this study. Similar to the pre-test, a-@reek period was determined to collect the
data in this stage too because there were onlynsew@puters available and the participants
could not wait there for others to fulfill theirgoIn this stage which was done individually
the students’ score gained with the use of hints tgamed ‘dynamic’ score and their score
gained with no hint (i.e., their first try) was ke ‘non-dynamic’ score.

In the pre-test, a total of 20 items each wortlolgs were included in the passages in
accordance with the areas being questioned ind¢hesiof CDRT. It took one week to collect
the data in this stage because the tests were ipagper-based form and there was no spacious

class for 32 students at our language institutéorBethe pre-test stage in which learners’
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problems were identified, the EP (EP in DA) comgdisan unknown number of instruction
sessions and even the time which had to be deditateach task was not predictable in
advance. This was also underscored by Nassaji a@nS2000, p. 48), who claimed as
follows: “Although it is preferable from researchipt of view to have equal time-on-task in
experimental designs, the nature and the amoumegdtiation required in the ZPD condition
to complete the tasks collaboratively and succégsitas quite unpredictable: it could not be
fixed in advance.” Hence, it is the participantse{pest results that can determine the nature
and quantity of interaction, not the mediator'sintton.

Finally, the post-test stage followed the Enrichm®&mnogram. However, on the
contrary to the EP, other “mediational sources”’hsas especially dictionaries were not
allowed to be used so that it would be necessargtiadents to rely for word meaning on
strategies such as prediction and hypothesis (Ko&uGarb, 2002) which were instructed in
the EP sessions. It is worth noting that in comttasctual scores in the pre-test and post-test
whose aims were to evaluate the participants’ dttval of text comprehension, the purpose
of mediated (DA) scores in the post-test was tduata the potential level of the students’ L2
reading comprehension.

Upon completion of the test in CDRT, the learneeyevpresented with two scores
(DA and NDA) and the amount of mediation used fosveering the test in a specific span of
time. Therefore, to answer the study’s researctstgpre and identify the more specific and
nuanced impacts of the roles of scores generate@-ByA on planning a future teaching
program, the participants’ scores in nine readiitisswere closely taken into account. The
usefulness of scores to planning a teaching progrinch is considered as “an important
question” by Lantolf and Poehner was proposed hersee if these scores can lead to
designing a syllabus which results in the partistpareading comprehension improvement
(Poehner, Zhang & Lu, 2015, p. 346).

Though each patrticipant’s scoring profile generdg-DA was worth investigating,
it was not practically possible due to a high numddeskills and participants. Thus, since they
all yielded high LPSs and due to limitations of a@éa participants were selected purposively
due to their distinguishing actual and mediatedes;03 from the first 16 and 3 from the
second 16 participants, to be explicated. Partntgpd, 7, and 16 were selected from the first
group, while participants 20, 22, and 26 from theasmid one. However, they were compared
in the following pair: 1 and 22; 16 and 26; andafip 7 and 20.

Participants 1 and 22 were compared with each dtbeause they produced the same

actual and mediated scores and hence gain scaldsP8s. One may think that they require
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the same amount of mediation or that they have |pnaditic language areas in common
simply because they have the same scores or perfizen

= Participant 1

= Participant 22

Score 5 Score 4 Score 3 Srore 2 Score 1 Score D

Figure 1. Different levels of mediation required fiems by the participants

Investigating their generated scoring profiles loiéd that not only did they have varying
problem areas but also they needed different amafumiediation for identical test items. For
instance, the Figure shows that Participant 1 mesgd to 7 items without any mediation but
required 1 hint for 2 items, 2 hints for 3 itemd)iits for 7 items, and 4 hints for 1 item while
Participant 22 answered 8 items without any meatiaéind though he did not score 4 in any
items, he required 2 hints for 4 items, 3 hints§etems and ultimately 4 hints for 3 items. As
it is illustrated in Figure 1, none of the two re@gd 5 hints for any one of the items; meaning
that they were able to answer the items beforeatitsver was shown on the screen. As in
Poehner et al. (2015), the results of this stusyad that simply producing identical actual,
mediated, etc. scores does not mean that leareetsthe same amount of assistance as well.
To make sure about their strength or weaknesséiseimine reading comprehension skills,

Figure 2 should be consulted.
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" Participant 1

H Participant 22

Figure 2. Mediated scores by reading compreherssiibis

Figure 2 clearly reveals that even though theyqueréd identically in two skills (word
guessing and paraphrase questions), Participard @&tformance was better than his
counterpart in the following areas: sentence ifms@rivhere in the passage question (sentence
finding), table form, and inferential questions. @e other hand, Participant 1 was stronger
in the areas of pronoun referents, factual inforomatand main idea. This means that the
amount of mediation or instruction which shouldgrevided for them varies depending on
the specific reading skills; a point which can higpchers with inclusion of different degrees
of mediation for different learners in identicagénts. It seems that mediation required for
word guessing and paraphrasing is the same but &w@ase examination of separate test
items might reveal rejection of this idea too (gx@mination is not included here due to the
space constraints).

The performance of Participants 16 and 26 alon Warticipants 7 and 20 has been
also compared with each other, and similar to tlevipus two participants their levels of
required mediation has been examined along witir thediated scores in all nine skills.
Participants 16 and 26 who produced the first tawwelst scores in the pre-test (10 and 20
respectively out of a maximum of 100) turned outhve an incredibly high learning
potential. Figure 3 reveals their improvement undediation.
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Figure 3. The participants’ pre- and post-testassdn each nine reading skills

Note: In case there is no bar, it means the ppéitireceived a score of 0 in that skill.

Figure 3 shows both participants’ pre- and podt-$esres in each nine reading skills. As
illustrated, neither of them produced high sconesthie pre-test but they unfolded their
responsiveness to mediation, which resulted in yrimdy much higher post-test mediated
scores as in the participants in Lantolf and Poegr{g013) study. Grouping the CDRT test
items based on the targeted reading comprehengitis showed their more detailed
performance. Comparatively, though Participant héwsed to be equal to Participant 26 in
the areas of sentence finding and inferential qorestand even better but only in the areas of
sentence insertion and paraphrasing, she seeniedveaker than Participant 26 in the areas
of word guessing, table form, pronoun referentfuakinformation and main idea questions.
Instructionally, C-DA is utilized here to uncovarcacompensate for what traditional testing
neglects; based on NDA testing these two particgparere not expected to improve but C-
DA paved the way for their development. The restdtigealed that these two participants
were actually gainers (to use Budoff's term) beeatisey benefited from the provided
intervention markedly (Poehner, 2008; Poehner .et28ll5). Thus, the results were in total
discrepancy with the results of Budoff's study,which some learners were non-gainers in
the pre-test and “showed little if any improvemafter mediation, performing poorly on both
the pre- and post-test administrations” (Budofi§79as cited in Poehner et al., 2015, p. 340).
Therefore, grouping learners simply based on tpesrtest scores into high scorers,
gainers, and non-gainers would lead to discardimgsé who can outdo others under

graduated and contingent mediation. This would #@ledn contrast to Vygotsky’s opinion
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under which understanding an individual’s full ZRkclusively by relying on his/her ZAD is
not true. The problem may arise from “lack of fig|@ined mediation attuned to the specific
needs of individuals”, which is one of the “distindisadvantages of the [interventionist]
approach” (Poehner & Lantolf, 2010, p. 318).
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Figure 4. The participants’ pre- and post-testassdn each nine reading skills
Note: In case there is no bar, it means the ppattireceived a score of 0 in that skill.

Unlike the ones in the previous Figure, both paréints demonstrated in Figure 4 are the two
highest scorers of all. Regarding learners of time, Ableeva (2010, p.120) stated “pre-
training [another term for Budoff's high scorerspges indicate the child’s ability to perform
on the task independently.” The participants’ fuibfile on pre- and post-test performance is
illustrated in Figure 4, depicting their high adtyare-test) scores; especially those of
Participant 20. Relatively speaking, Participantw gained only 2 points seemed to have
replicated her pre-test scores but that was notc#se. She scored higher in the sentence
insertion questions on the pre-test (20) but dudepo unresponsiveness to mediation she
decreased her score to 18 on the post-test. Exmettte skills of word guessing and pronoun
referent in which she improved her scores (to 22obihe maximum of 25 and 9 out of the
maximum of 10 respectively), her post-test perfarogawas identical to her pre-test one in
the other remaining skills.

Regarding Participant 7, it can be observed thatiker Participant 20 who had

identical pre- and post-test scores in some slslhig, just improved her scores in some skKills,
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deteriorated in some others and did not scoreichhtin any skills. For instance, she gained
7,7, 2,5, and 5 points for the skills of word gsiag, sentence insertion, table form, pronoun
referent and main idea questions respectively vaserer scores decreased in the skills of
sentence finding, inferential, paraphrase and &édnformation questions to 2, 2, 3, and 4
points respectively. This backsliding under medmatis also highlighted by Poehner et al.
(2015) who explained that even if individuals ansdecorrectly to items, it does not mean
that they have not used guessing to reach the atoamswer. This is also in line with
Vygotsky (1978), who argued that both progressiwe @so regressive moves are involved in
development. Backsliding was experienced by thdigyaants of Ableeva’'s (2010) study
during NDA2 compared to the TA1-IP. In this regate software programs for the
Transcendence (TR) developed by the researchetesledrreaching the response by guessing
through offering explanation for those who scorerextly at the first attempt. This is
considered as the commitment of DA to supportiragrieng opportunities by Poehner et al.
(2015).

However, readers should be cautioned against getbnfused with the gain scores.
Earlier it was stated that Participant 7 only gdid8 points under mediation but this Figure
shows a lot more than 13; it is because of invasihg skills in this nuanced Figure. Items 1,
14, and 15 could be answered by more than onesasidlitheir inclusion increased the number
of gained points remarkably. In general, the resait in line with Budoff's proposal under
which high scorers had little room for developmantier mediation owing to their perfect
performance on the pre-test. They were also suppodf Poehner et al.’s (2015) study.
Optimistically, the future teaching programs shqudy attention to high scorers as well since
there is no endpoint for development (Poehner, P@d8 producing a high score on a test
does not mean lack of flexibility of an individusllevel of ability; regardless of whatever it
is, as was also stressed by Lidz and Gindis (2003).

In conclusion, counting solely on individuals’ fesst scores to group participants as
high scorers, gainers, and non-gainers and subsigguesign effective lesson plans might
be an insufficient factor (Poehner et al., 2015 &eo, 2012) as it minimizes the possibility
of microgenesis (Lantolf & Poehner, 2013). That tes say, applying DA provides
teachers/researchers with a bigger and more nugpictgte of individuals’ performance.
Hence, in case two learners earn identical scoréisel pretest, it does not necessarily imply
they have the same proficiency level. Similarlyjsitnot justifiable to discard low scorers
exclusively due to their pre-test performance arsider high scorers as the best performers

forever. In this study, the high scorers’ trivisdprovement under mediation might be due to
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applying C-DA, the interventionist approach to Dwhich considers “variation across
examinees” based on Poehner (2008, p. 25) as ‘@idmnof the number rather than the
content of the hints, since these are standardiZdds means that the shortcoming can be
overcome in case both amount and quality of meahas included over time for individuals.

Practically, this is not possible since the intéoaist DA would be beneficial to case
study research hence its applicability to large octsh of individuals is under question
(Poehner, 2008). One of the advantages of thevenépnist approaches to DA, especially C-
DA, is their efficiency, as they provide teachemssearchers, etc. with the opportunity to
administer the approach to large numbers of indiaisl simultaneously and repeatedly
(Poehner & Lantolf, 2013; Poehner & Lantolf, 201This issue makes application of the
interactionist approaches to DA problematic in aylls design; theoretically, or formal
assessment contexts; practically. Besides, owingstmature of reliance on standardized
mediation, C-DA can easily generate each individuaéparate scoring profile containing
numerical scores which lend themselves easily yohgsmetric analysis (Poehner & Lantolf,
2010).

5. Discussion and conclusion

This study aimed at identifying the more nuancegdaont of scores generated by C-DA on
planning a future teaching program; a point whdicative of the pedagogical implication
of the C-DA method. The findings of this study aamfirm the practical value of the EFL
computerized dynamic assessment procedure throtmhdmg in-depth information about
various learning needs of the students who havedahe standard performance scores. Based
on some studies such as Kozulin and Garb (2008)cibnfirmed that students with a similar
performance level show different, and in some cdsastically different, ability to learn and
use new text comprehension strategies. This cafireothe usefulness of DA both in
cognitive performance and in such curricular dorsais EFL learning.

Through analysis of the obtained results, it wasntb that C-DA has many
advantages. For instance, one of the greatest tdy@nof the C-DA program is its provision
of mediation or intervention when it is requiredp@nt which was underscored by Aljaafreh
and Lantolf (1994) who stated that interventionidide provided in gradual progression. In
other words, students are provided with hints (@aain) in the C-DA program only if their
answers are incorrect. Due to following the intati@ist approach to DA in the study and
also in order to make the C-DA more systematic,rédsearchers, in line with Pishghadam,
Barabadi, and Kamrorood (2011); Teo (2014); andb8ha(2012), preplanned a series of
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mediation (5 hints for each question) which beg#h the most implicit hints and progressed
gradually to the most explicit ones. The C-DA pichaee succeeded in overcoming some of
the shortcomings of DA approaches such as being-tiomsuming to administer DA in each
class, requiring a fully energetic mediator to takarge of such classes, assessing a smaller
number of individual students along with the problef their age, etc. which there was a
general consensus over them by Haywood and TZ42062), Haywood and Lidz (2007) and
Poehner (2008).

Despite such advantages, dynamic assessment haslisutations in its application;
that is why it is not used in formal educationahtexts a lot. This issue concerned the
researchers to take some measures in making DAcapld. For instance, as Pishghadam and
Barabadi (2012, p. 73) remarked, “feasibility armha@ern for psychometric properties of
testing are issues that have limited the use ofdpproaches.” Low number of participants
who can be allowed to take part in DA studies dralgarticipants’ age are also among its
limitations. Haywood and Tzuriel (2002), Haywoodldndz (2007) and Poehner (2008) all
agree upon two more shortcomings of DA: first,@ems it is time-consuming to administer
DA in each class and it needs a hyperactive ancyetie teacher (mediator) to take charge of
such classes. Moreover, DA practitioners worry abigureliability and validity. In addition,
since most of the English classes in Iran are langgze, applying the DA procedure, i.e.,
providing human-to-human mediation to each indigidearner, can be unrealistic. Unknown
number of instruction sessions or not having “eduaé-on-task in DA experimental designs
(Nassaji & Swain, 2000, p. 48)” is another problefDA because in research viewpoint it is
preferred to have a certain number showing eqomad-bn-task. Previously other problems of
DA were related to lack of adequate knowledge kmask expertise in the field (Haney &
Evans, 1999) but due to the increasing interessashe expertise in the field these DA
limitations are partially addressed in recent stadi

Furthermore, one of the most important points wisith needs exploration is the time
which each individual spends on doing a task ot. testhe same vein, investigating the
relationship between the total amount of time smentompleting a test and the individuals’
level of ZPD would either support or reject theuangnt that those who possess higher ZPD
levels require less time to process and perforngdage activities (Shabani, 2012). In the
current study, the overall time each learner spentesponding to all of the items (both in
CDRT and in CDRAT) was shown in the scoring fileoogompletion of the tests, but it was
not investigated here because of being far fromatimes of the study. Further studies could do

so, as well measure the time each learner spendsaoh item and then examine the
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relationship between the overall time and ZPD lewaid/or the time spent on each item and
ZPD levels.
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