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Objective: This study investigated the effects of interventionist dynamic assessment (DA), 

interactionist dynamic assessment, and conventional non-dynamic assessment instruction on 

Iranian EFL learners’ pragmatic listening comprehension and writing performance in terms 

of complexity, accuracy, and fluency (CAF). 

Methods: A total of 162 intermediate-level Iranian EFL learners (aged 21–32 years) were 

selected from an initial pool of 370 participants and homogenized using the Oxford Quick 

Placement Test (Version 2). Participants completed a pragmatic listening comprehension test 

and a writing task assessing CAF as pretests and posttests. They were randomly assigned to 

three equal groups: an interventionist DA group, an interactionist DA group, and a control 

group receiving conventional non-DA instruction. Data were analyzed using one-way 

ANOVA and Scheffé post hoc tests. 

Results: Both interventionist and interactionist dynamic assessment significantly improved 

learners’ pragmatic listening comprehension and writing complexity, accuracy, and fluency 

compared with conventional instruction. No significant difference was found between the 

two DA approaches in pragmatic comprehension. However, the interactionist DA group 

demonstrated significantly greater improvement in writing CAF than the interventionist DA 

group. 

Conclusions: Dynamic assessment is more effective than conventional instruction in 

enhancing pragmatic comprehension and writing performance among Iranian EFL learners. 

Although both DA approaches produced comparable gains in pragmatic comprehension, 

interactionist dynamic assessment yielded superior outcomes in writing complexity, 

accuracy, and fluency, highlighting the value of dialogic and interactive mediation in second 

language writing development. 
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Introduction 

Language assessment is a fundamental component of foreign language teaching and learning 

because it enables teachers to evaluate learners’ proficiency and monitor their progress. Effective 

assessment should not only measure achievement but also provide information that supports 

learning and improves instruction. Traditional testing has long been the dominant method of 

assessment in language education (Kozulin & Garb, 2002); however, it often focuses on 

decontextualized tasks and offers limited opportunities for feedback and learner development. 

Consequently, alternative approaches to assessment have gained increasing attention in recent 

years. Among these approaches, dynamic assessment (DA) has emerged as a valuable framework 

because it integrates assessment and instruction, emphasizing learners’ development through 

mediation and interactive feedback (Alsaadi, 2021). 

Although DA has attracted growing interest in language education, research in this area remains 

relatively limited. Nazari and Mansouri (2014) argued that dynamic assessment is still developing 

as a field and requires further investigation across different language skills and instructional 

contexts. Existing studies have rarely compared different forms of DA or examined their relative 

effectiveness in promoting language development. Consequently, exploring the effects of different 

DA models can contribute to a deeper understanding of how assessment can facilitate learning and 

support language development in EFL contexts. 

Lantolf and Poehner (2004) distinguished between two major forms of dynamic assessment: 

interventionist and interactionist DA. Interventionist DA employs a structured system of mediation 

based on a predetermined sequence of prompts, hints, and leading questions that gradually move 

from implicit to explicit assistance (Davin, 2013). This approach follows a standardized test–

teach–retest format, allowing researchers to compare learners’ performance before and after 

mediation and to quantify development within the Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) 

(Poehner, 2008). In interventionist DA, mediators follow a fixed hierarchy of support and are not 

expected to modify their assistance according to individual learner needs. 

In contrast, interactionist DA adopts a qualitative perspective on learner development. Drawing 

directly on Vygotsky’s concept of the ZPD, it emphasizes dialogic interaction and flexible 

mediation that emerges during communication between teachers and learners. Rather than relying 

on predetermined prompts, interactionist DA allows mediators to adapt their support in response 
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to learners’ immediate needs and developmental readiness (Lantolf & Poehner, 2011). Through 

ongoing interaction, mediators provide tailored assistance that helps learners progress toward 

greater independence and self-regulation. Because mediation is negotiated and responsive, 

interactionist DA is often considered particularly suitable for educational settings where 

individualized support is essential (Poehner, 2008; Lantolf, 2009). 

According to Poehner and Lantolf (2005), dynamic assessment provides richer information about 

learners than traditional testing because it examines not only what learners can do independently 

but also what they can achieve with appropriate support. By integrating assessment and instruction, 

DA offers valuable insights into learner development and highlights the role of mediation in 

promoting language learning (Liu & Hu, 2023). For this reason, comparing interventionist and 

interactionist approaches may help identify the most effective ways of supporting EFL learners’ 

pragmatic comprehension and writing development. 

DA can promote EFL learners’ pragmatic competence. According to Timpe et al. (2015), 

pragmatic competence is the working engine of communicative competence. It includes the 

capacity of second or foreign language (L2) learners to produce and understand socio-pragmatic 

norms and their materializations in the form of pragmalinguistic forms through appropriate form-

function-context mappings, as well as their potential to produce the intended meanings in the target 

L2 after taking the aforementioned aspects into consideration. Stated differently, pragmatic 

production and pragmatic comprehension are two sub-competencies that make up pragmatic 

competence (Taguchi, 2019). According to Taguchi and Roever (2017), there is a dearth of 

research in the field of L2 pragmatic comprehension in part because it is difficult to study 

comprehension processes that do not lend themselves to direct experimentation and, therefore, 

more reliable measurement and verification. When compared to pragmatic production, less effort 

has been made to conduct instructional studies in the domain of pragmatic comprehension, and 

only a small number of prior studies can be cited in this regard due to the bewilderingly difficult 

task of gaining insights into L2 pragmatic comprehension. There is a lack of research on the 

application of different Dynamic Assessment (DA) models for pragmatic comprehension, despite 

the fact that these models have been used in L2 pragmatic instruction and have demonstrated their 

substantial contributions to pragmatic production (Malmir, 2020). In order to better understand the 

impact of interactionist and interventionist models of DA on the precision and speed of pragmatic 
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comprehension the researcher also made an effort to test the effects of interventionist and 

interactionist DA on pragmatic comprehension. 

DA can enhance EFL learners’ writing skill.  Though researchers have given rise to nebulous 

assumptions and perspectives on CAF, multifaceted and multilayered constituents of it which are 

interrelated in complex ways have transformed them it fascinating research subject (Larsen-

Freeman, 2009; Norris & Ortega, 2009; Skehan, 2009). These conclusions stem in part from 

conceptualizations of their characteristics and relationships. According to Michel (2017), accuracy 

measures the target-like and error-free use of language, whereas complexity refers to the size, 

elaborateness, richness, and diversity of the L2 performance. Fluency, on the other hand, is defined 

as the simple, effortless, and elegant delivery of speech with a minimal number of pauses, 

hesitations, or reformulations. An increase in accuracy and complexity in cognitive processing, 

points to the advanced structure of the L2 user's interlanguage. Higher fluency, on the other hand, 

indicates that a person is proficient in using the language automatically and indicates that learning 

a second language is easy (Skehan, 2009). The fact that the components do not follow a predictable 

order is one important finding of the research on CAF development (Larsen-Freeman, 2006). The 

fact that learners develop at different rates highlights the significance of acknowledging individual 

differences, which is considered a fundamental tenet of DA. Teachers' mediation tailored to the 

needs and characteristics of their students is justified by the sociocultural foundation of DA.  

Despite the growing body of research on dynamic assessment in second language learning, several 

important gaps remain. Previous studies have generally examined the effectiveness of DA on 

isolated language skills, while relatively few have compared the effects of interventionist and 

interactionist DA within the same instructional context. Moreover, although research has 

demonstrated the value of DA for language development, limited attention has been paid to its 

impact on pragmatic comprehension and writing CAF simultaneously. The scarcity of comparative 

studies investigating the relative effectiveness of interventionist DA, interactionist DA, and 

conventional non-DA instruction on these outcomes is particularly evident in EFL contexts such 

as Iran. Addressing this gap may contribute to a better understanding of how different forms of 

mediation influence learners’ communicative and writing development. Accordingly, the present 

study seeks to determine whether there are significant differences among interventionist DA, 

interactionist DA, and conventional non-DA instruction in improving Iranian EFL learners’ 
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pragmatic comprehension and writing CAF. More specifically, the study addresses the following 

questions:  

RQ1: Is there any significant difference in the role of the interventionist DA, interactionist DA, 

and conventional non-DA models of instruction on Iranian EFL students’ Pragmatic 

Comprehension? 

RQ2: Is there any significant difference in the role of the interventionist DA, interactionist DA, 

and conventional non-DA models of instruction on Iranian EFL students’ writing CAF? 

Considering the above research questions the following research hypotheses were formulated: 

H01: There is no significant difference in the role of the interventionist DA, interactionist DA, and 

conventional non-DA models of instruction on Iranian EFL learners’ pragmatic comprehension. 

H02: There is no significant difference in the role of the interventionist DA, interactionist DA, and 

conventional non-DA models of instruction on Iranian EFL learners’ writing CAF. 

 

Material and Methods  

In this section, the employed methodology, tools, data collocation process, and data analysis are 

briefly discussed. 

Design of the study 

Since the participants of the study were chosen randomly, the design of this dissertation was true-

experimental. Pretest-posttest control design was used in this study to examine the impact of 

interactionist vs. interventionist DA models and traditional non-DA instruction on the writing CAF 

and pragmatic comprehension among EFL learners. There were one control group and two 

experimental groups. There were two dependent variables namely, pragmatic comprehension, and 

writing CAF. Also, there are two independent variables which are interventionist DA and 

interactionist DA. 
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Participants:  

The participants of this study were 162 participants chosen from 370 primary EFL learners using 

convenience sampling method. They were at intermediate level. They were male and female and 

their age ranged from 21 to 32. They had 4 to 8 years of language learning background. They were 

homogenized through Oxford Quick Placement Test (OQPT) V2. Eventually they were divided to 

three groups including the interactionist, interventionist, and control groups, each including 54 

participants. Regarding ethical considerations, the participants were treated with courtesy, respect, 

regardless of age, gender, national origin, religion, or other personal characteristics. The 

participants received a brief explanation prior to study about the purpose(s), and the kind(s) of 

research instruments be used. The participant’ freedom to decline, and freedom to withdraw, was 

respected. In preparation for conducting the study, an appropriate environment was set for the 

study.  

Instruments 

The following tools were utilized in this research: 

Oxford Quick Placement Test (OQPT): This test was used to measure the level of English 

language proficiency of the EFL learners and to find out whether they are honest in claiming to be 

at upper-intermediate level or not. The test is multiple choice one on reading comprehension, 

grammar and vocabulary knowledge. Based on the instructions of the test, students whose score 

fall between 0 and 17 are labelled as beginners. Those with 18 and 29 are considered as elementary 

learners. The learners with 30 to 39 scores are lower intermediate learners. Those regarded as 

upper intermediate have scores between 40 and 47 and finally the advanced students should score 

between 48 and 60.  

Pragmatic Test: The participants' pragmatic comprehension accuracy in American English was 

assessed using a pragmatic listening test that Garcia (2004) developed and validated. Garcia argued 

that since the most crucial knowledge categories for pragmatic comprehension should be covered 

in any L2 pragmatic test, she included six long, real-world conversations from interactions that 

happen naturally. In line with the assertion made by the body of research on this topic that speech 

acts as the fundamental building block of pragmatic comprehension, she created items to assess 

learners' comprehension accuracy of sociopragmatic norms and pragmalinguistic forms (e.g. g. not 

only for the implicatures (Felix-Brasdefer, 2008; Ross & Kasper, 2013; Taguchi & Roever, 2017). 
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This twenty-four-item pragmatic comprehension test was created based on American English 

conversations in the US. These tests assessed students' understanding of the form-function-context 

mappings for six audio-recorded real-world conversations that were taken from an academic 

spoken language corpus in the United States. 

Writing CAF: The researcher asked the participants to write a 400-word essay to estimate their 

argumentative writing ability before the treatment. The pre- and post-tests covered the same topics 

in order to give the researchers a better idea of how the participants have improved their writing 

abilities generally and CAF specifically 

As suggested by Norris and Ortega (2009), who maintained that measures of syntactic complexity 

should include at least three constructs, complexity was measured using three indices. Thus, 

clauses per T-unit (C/T) was chosen to target subordination, mean length of sentence (MLS) was 

chosen as a measure of general complexity, and T-units per sentence (T/S) was used to target the 

use of coordination by low proficiency learners. T-units, also known as "terminal units," are made 

up of any clauses that are appended to an independent clause. Lu (2010) developed the free online 

L2 Syntactical Complexity Analyzer (L2SCA) to analyze the writing samples' complexity 

measures. The error-free clause ratio (EFCR) was used to measure accuracy recommendations. 

Since the clause is thought to be more accurate and suitable for beginning and low-intermediate 

learners, it was chosen as the unit of. In order to increase accuracy and produce more exact 

conclusions, average rating scores were computed from the assessments completed by both 

researchers. Lastly, the total words written in the designated 15 minutes were used to calculate 

fluency (W/15M). 

 

Table 1. Measures of CAF (Adopted from Marlowe & Asaba, 2021) 
Category  Measures  Calculation 

Complexity Mean Length of Sentence 

(MLS) 

Total number of words divided by 

number 

of sentences 

Clauses per T-units (C/T) Total number of clauses divided by 

number of T-units 

T-units per sentence (T/S) Total number of T-units divided by 

number of sentences 

Accuracy Error-free clause ratio 

(EFCR) 

Total number of error free clauses 

divided 

by number of clauses 

Fluency Words per 15 minutes 

(W/15M) 

Average number of words written in 15 

minutes 
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Data Collection Procedure 

The present study began by finding participants in Bushehr Province. The researcher estimated 

that the number of intermediate EFL learners in the province were around 370. Therefore, with 

85% confidence the researcher needed 162 participants. After finding the learners she conducted 

a placement test in order to make sure that all participants were at the same level. Thus, OQPT 

was conducted and the participants whose scores were more similar were chosen for the study.  In 

ordered to be able to divide the participants into three identical groups the researcher aimed at 

finding 162 participants, so as to have 54 learners in each group (interventionist DA, interactionist 

DA, and conventional non-DA models of instruction).  

 

 
They selected participants received pragmatic comprehension and writing CAF questionnaires as 

a pre-test prior to instruction. They had sixty minutes to respond to the questions. After the pretest 

sessions, the treatments began. During 9 sessions lasting approximately 75 minutes each, the 

treatments were presented. An interventionist DA was used to evaluate the first group. By utilizing 

a test-intervene-retest format and concentrating on the quantitative outcomes of the intervention, 

the teacher attempted to consider learners' future abilities in addition to their present and past while 

concurrently integrating teaching and assessment with mediation. To determine the learners' level 

of independent performance, the teacher first gave them a pre-test. 

Pretest

•Interactionist DA

•Interventionist DA

•Static DA

Treatment

•Interactionist DA

•Interventionist DA

•Static DA

Posttest

•Interactionist DA

•Interventionist DA

•Static DA
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The control group received no DA treatment given to the non-DA group during the course.  In this 

group, each session the teacher first asked participants to listen to the short animation episodes and 

negotiate their understanding in their own subgroups, and then individually respond to the quiz 

items. However, in this group, the researcher did not join the subgroups to interact or mediate their 

performance in quiz items. This means that the teacher did not apply GDA procedures. Instead, 

she collected the learners' quiz paper and announced their scores in the following session. Thus, 

in the control group, the teacher used the formative assessment. The learners in this group were 

assigned to complete a writing task individually without implementing DA mediations. Each 

session, the teacher underlined their errors. The teacher's attention was specially focused on using 

the verbs in simple past in each sentence. Then, the teacher wrote the correct answers under them 

without giving any explanation or any other form of feedback, scored their sheets, and finally, 

gave their sheets back to them in the following session. 

Interactionist DA was used to treat the second group. The learners were given a few tasks to 

complete with graduated prompts, such as identifying mistakes, leading questions, and examples, 

which became more complex, and the instructor engaged with each learner to determine the extent 

of mediation required. The instructor made an effort to react to the behavior in a way that was 

appropriate and timely.  In this group, assistance and intervention were presented through the 

interaction between the student and the assessor. The improvement in this approach is greatly 

sensitive to the ZPD of the students.  

In interventionist DA group, after finishing the writing task in each session, the teacher began to 

mediate the learners within 60 minutes. In this experimental group, the teacher used the model of 

graduated prompt of the interventionist approach. Mediation in this group was in accordance with 

Brown's Graduated Prompt Model (2005). While mediating the target problems for the learners, 

the mediator gradually moved from the most implicit mediational moves to the most explicit ones 

in order (helping move narration along, request for reading, identifying the specific site of error, 

specifying error, translation, providing example or illustration, offering a choice, providing correct 

response, providing explanation, asking for explanation). The mediator was not free to skip any 

moves, and the learners were not allowed to ask any questions in the course of mediation. 

Moreover, the mediator offered the same mediational moves for the learners, and the mediational 

moves were also administered in the same order for the learners. 
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Similar to the interactionist group, the learners, in their tasks, received interventions from the 

instructor to both assess and improve the learners’ ability. If the student’s answer was correct, no 

mediation was provided. But if the student’s answer was not correct, the instructor selected one of 

the 8 forms offered by Lantolf and Poehner’s (2011) scale namely: (1) Teacher pauses; (2) Teacher 

repeats the whole phrase questioningly; (3) Teacher repeats just the error part of the sentence; (4) 

Teacher asks a question, for example: what is wrong with this sentence; (5) Teacher points out the 

incorrect word; (6) Teacher asks either…or… questions; (7) Teacher identifies the correct  answer; 

(8) Teacher explains why. It can be observed that the list moves from most implicit to most explicit 

form in offering the mediation for the participants in the DA group. This approach is similar to 

specific types of static assessment, that is, the types of help offered are standardized which focus 

on the psychometric features of assessment procedures. Finally, the posttests for each variable 

under study were administered.  

Data Analysis Procedure 

Once the raw data were collected the researcher transferred them into Excel and codes them. After 

coding the data, they were exported into SPSS for analysis. The IBM SPSS software, version 26, 

was employed to analyze the data. The proposed research questions were addressed using both 

descriptive and inferential statistics. The analysis of variance (ANOVA) and Scheffe post-hoc test 

was used for each research question because in each research question three groups of the study 

were compared and analyzed for one variable.  

 

Results 

Addressing the Second Research Question 

 The first research question examined the difference in the role of the interventionist DA, 

interactionist DA, and conventional non-DA models of instruction on Iranian EFL learners’ 

pragmatic comprehension. To this end, first, the descriptive statistics of the pretest and posttest 

were calculated and reported in Table 2. 
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics of Pragmatic Comprehension Pretest and Posttest 

 

Then, ANOVA was run to find out the differences among three groups of the study in the pretest 

and posttest. Table 3 presents the results.  

 

Table 3. Results of ANOVA in the Pretest 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

 Between Groups 1170.900 2 130.100 1.186 .985 

Within Groups 3495.500 160 699.100   

Total 4666.400 162    

 

According to Table 3, there is no significant difference among three groups’ pragmatic 

comprehension in the pretest since p>0.05 and F (3, 160) =1.186. Finally, their performance was 

calculated and compared after the treatments in the posttest. Table 4 presents the posttest results. 

 

Table 4. Results of ANOVA in the Posttest 
 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 639.467 2 91.352 3.093 .000 

Within Groups 3308.400 160 29.539   

Total 3947.867 162    

 

As illustrated in Table 4, a significant difference was found among the three groups due to the fact 

that p<0.05 and F (3, 160) =3.093. Accordingly, the first null hypothesis is rejected. In order to 

determine the location of difference among groups and due to the fact that the first null hypothesis 

was rejected Scheffe post-hoc analysis was conducted. Table 5 reports the results of Scheffe 

analysis.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Interv-pre 10.94 54 1.510 .205 

Interv-post 13.02 54 1.631 .222 

Interac-pre 10.09 54 1.640 .223 

Interac-post 12.37 54 1.825 .248 

Cont-pre 10.33 54 1.213 .165 

Cont-post 11.43 54 1.573 .214 
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Table 5. Scheffe Analysis of the Three Groups’ Pragmatic Comprehension 
 

(I) 

Group 

 

(J) 

Group 

 

Mean 

Difference 

 

Std. 

Error 

 

Sig. 

95% 

Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper 

Bound 

 

EG1 

EG2 

CG 

.0000 

-5.0000* 

1.1547 

1.1547 

1.000 

.011 

-3.698 

-8.698 

3.698 

-1.302 

 

EG2 

EG1 

CG 

.0000 

-5.0000* 

1.1547 

1.1547 

1.000 

.011 

-3.698 

-8.698 

3.698 

-1.302 

 

CG 

EG1 

EG2 

.0000 

-3.0000 

1.1547 

1.1547 

1.000 

.117 

-3.698 

-6.698 

3.698 

.698 

EG1= First Experimental Group (Interventionist), EG2= Second Experimental Group (Interactionist), CG= Control Group 

 

As it is presented in Table 5, Scheffe post hoc test indicated that the two experimental groups 

(p<0.05) outperformed significantly than the control group, and there were no significant 

differences among experimental groups due to the mode of DA instructions on students’ pragmatic 

comprehension.  

Addressing the Second Research Question 

The second research question investigated the difference in the role of the interventionist DA, 

interactionist DA, and conventional non-DA models of instruction on Iranian EFL learners’ 

writing CAF. The descriptive statistics of the three groups’ pretest are provided in Table 6.  

 

Table 6. Descriptive Statistics for the Pretest Groups 

  Interventionist- DA Interactionist-DA Control 

Measure  Mean Mean Mean 

Complexity MLS 2.48 2.54 2.32 

 C/T 0.9 0.7 0.11 

 T/S 0.11 0.8 0.9 

Accuracy EFCR 0.13 0.11 0.12 

Fluency W/15M 27.16 22.30 24.80 

 

In addition, the results obtained from the three groups’ posttests are calculated and reported (Table 

7).  

Table 7. Descriptive Statistics for the Posttest groups 
  Interventionist- DA Interactionist-DA Control 

Measure  Mean Mean Mean 

Complexity MLS 2.59 2.75 2.41 

 C/T 0.13 0.17 0.15 

 T/S 0.14 0.10 0.13 

Accuracy EFCR 0.16 0.14 0.15 

Fluency W/15M 28.16 27.30 27.80 
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 After conducting the descriptive statistics, ANOVA was administered to compare the three groups 

in the pretest and posttest. Table 8 shows the results of writing CAF pretest.  

 

Table 8. ANOVA Results of Writing CAF Pretest 
 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 106.133 2 132.067 8.402 .603 

Within Groups 520.850 160 90.962   

Total 606.983 162    

 

According to Table 8, since F (2, 160) = 8.402, and p>.05 (Gass & Mackay, 2008) there is no 

significant difference among three groups’ writing CAF in the pretest with respect to the 

implementation of the treatments. Then, the three groups were compared via another ANOVA in 

the posttest.  

 

Table 9. ANOVA Results of Writing CAF 
 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 102.148 2 118.083 5.721 .000 

Within Groups 531.822 160 89.557   

Total 619.001 162    

 

 Regarding Table 9, because F (2, 160) = 5.721, and p<.05 (Gass & Mackay, 2008) there is a 

significant difference among three groups’ writing CAF in the posttest. However, to find out the 

location or the source of variance Scheffe post-hoc analysis was administered. Table 10 illustrates 

the results. 

 

Table 10.  Scheffe Analysis of the Three Groups’ Writing CAF 

(I) Group (J) Group 
Mean Difference 

(I-J) 
Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

EG1 
EG2 -2.900* .947 .009 -5.18 -.62 

CG -3.000* .947 .007 -5.28 -.72 

EG2 
EG1 2.900* .947 .009 .62 5.18 

CG -.100 .947 .994 -2.38 2.18 

CG 
EG1 3.000* .947 .007 .72 5.28 

EG2 .100 .947 .994 -2.18 2.38 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 

EG1= First Experimental Group (Interventionist) 

EG2= Second Experimental Group (Interactionist) 

CG= Control Group 

           

As Table 10 shows, the difference was found between CG with EG1 since p=.009. Moreover, the 

results indicate the difference between group EG1 with the EG2 due to the fact that p=.007. 

Therefore, it is argued that, compared to CG, both EG1 and EG2 had a better performance. 
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However, EG2 outperformed their counterparts in EG1 (Mean Difference=-2.900*, Std. 

Error=.947, Sig=.000). That is, interactionist DA was more effective than interventionist treatment 

on EFL learners’ writing CAF.  

 

Discussion  

The current study examined the difference in the role of the interventionist DA, interactionist DA, 

and conventional non-DA models of instruction on Iranian EFL learners’ pragmatic 

comprehension and writing CAF. The findings revealed that both interventionist and interactionist 

DA instructions had a positive significant effect on pragmatic comprehension and writing CAF. 

However, no significant difference was found between interventionist and interactionist DA 

instructions with respect to pragmatic comprehension. Moreover, the results indicated that 

interactionist DA instruction was more effective then interactionsit DA in terms of writing CAF.  

The findings support the claim that DA can function not merely as an assessment approach but as 

an instructional and developmental framework capable of fostering both language-related and 

affective growth. More specifically, both forms of DA led to significant improvement across the 

target variables, while the conventional non-DA approach was comparatively less effective. At the 

same time, important differences emerged between the two DA formats: although interventionist 

and interactionist DA did not differ significantly in pragmatic comprehension, interactionist DA 

produced stronger gains in writing CAF. These results are theoretically meaningful because they 

suggest that the kind of mediation provided during instruction matters, and that the dialogic, 

contingent, and individualized nature of interactionist mediation may be especially beneficial for 

outcomes that depend on sustained noticing, self-regulation, and affective support. 

These findings can be interpreted through the lens of Vygotskian sociocultural theory, which views 

learning as a socially mediated process occurring through interaction, scaffolding, and the 

internalization of higher mental functions (Lantolf & Poehner, 2014; Vygotsky, 1978). From this 

perspective, assessment and instruction are not separate activities. Rather, assessment can be 

embedded within instruction so that the teacher actively mediates learners’ performance in real 

time, helping them operate within their ZPD. DA is grounded precisely in this principle, as it seeks 

to reveal not only what learners can do independently but also what they can accomplish with 

mediation (Lantolf & Poehner, 2011, 2014). The current study’s results align closely with this 
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view because learners in both DA conditions improved more than those receiving non-DA 

instruction, implying that mediation facilitated development beyond what ordinary instruction 

alone could produce. 

The superiority of DA over non-DA instruction is consistent with a growing body of research 

showing that mediated learning can promote language development more effectively than 

traditional one-shot testing or teacher-centered explanation. In language classrooms, learners often 

benefit when feedback is not merely corrective but adaptive, contingent, and developmentally 

oriented (Poehner, 2008; Poehner & Lantolf, 2013). Rather than treating errors as evidence of 

deficiency, DA treats them as opportunities for mediation and growth. Such an approach is likely 

to be particularly effective in foreign language settings where learners may have limited exposure 

to meaningful input and fewer opportunities for authentic interaction outside the classroom. In 

these contexts, mediation can help learners reorganize their emerging linguistic and strategic 

resources, thereby improving both performance and long-term development (Ableeva, 2010; 

Sternberg & Grigorenko, 2002). 

One of the main findings of the study was that both interventionist and interactionist DA 

significantly improved pragmatic comprehension, with no significant difference between them. 

This suggests that for pragmatic understanding, the crucial factor may be the presence of mediation 

itself rather than the specific format in which it is delivered. Pragmatic comprehension requires 

learners to interpret speech acts, infer speaker intentions, recognize contextual cues, and connect 

linguistic form with sociocultural meaning. 

These are cognitively and socially demanding tasks, and learners often struggle to perceive the 

relationship between literal utterances and intended pragmatic force (Taguchi, 2011; Rose & 

Kasper, 2013). DA appears well suited to this domain because it can make learners’ implicit 

misunderstandings visible and then guide them toward more appropriate interpretation through 

scaffolded support. 

The comparable success of interventionist and interactionist DA in pragmatic comprehension may 

indicate that both forms provide sufficient mediation for learners to notice pragmatic cues and 

revise their interpretations. Interventionist DA, which typically relies on predefined prompts 

arranged in a graduated hierarchy, can efficiently direct attention to relevant features of pragmatic 

meaning. Interactionist DA, by contrast, allows the mediator to respond flexibly to the learner’s 

 [
 D

ow
nl

oa
de

d 
fr

om
 ij

er
.h

or
m

oz
ga

n.
ac

.ir
 o

n 
20

26
-0

8-
29

 ]
 

                            15 / 26

https://ijer.hormozgan.ac.ir/article-1-603-en.html


 

 
 

Iranian Journal of Educational Research, Volume 5, Issue 3, 2026 

 

16 

immediate needs and to co-construct understanding through dialogue. The absence of a significant 

difference between the two formats in this domain may reflect the fact that pragmatic 

comprehension tasks are often text- or scenario-based, making them amenable to both structured 

prompting and contingent conversational support. In other words, when the instructional goal is to 

help learners recognize the intended meaning of pragmatic situations, both standardized and 

individualized mediation may be adequate if they target the appropriate level of difficulty. 

This result is in line with prior scholarship suggesting that pragmatic competence is developable 

through focused instruction and mediation. Research on second language pragmatics has 

repeatedly shown that explicit teaching, feedback, and guided reflection improve learners’ ability 

to interpret and produce appropriate pragmatic behavior (Taguchi, 2013). DA extends this line of 

work by adding a developmental dimension: it not only teaches pragmatic features but also probes 

how learners respond to mediation and whether they can internalize the targeted pragmatic 

concepts. The present findings therefore reinforce the claim that pragmatic comprehension is not 

a fixed trait but a teachable and assessable ability that can be enhanced through guided 

sociocultural intervention. 

 A particularly interesting pattern in the current study is that interactionist DA was more effective 

than interventionist DA in improving writing CAF. This outcome is theoretically plausible because 

writing is a complex, recursive, and deeply individualized process. Unlike pragmatic 

comprehension tasks, which often involve selecting or interpreting meaning in relatively bounded 

situations, writing requires learners to generate ideas, organize discourse, manage lexical and 

grammatical resources, monitor accuracy, and sustain fluency over extended production. Such a 

multifaceted process may benefit more from the flexible, dialogic, and contingent support that 

interactionist DA offers. In interactionist mediation, the teacher can respond to the learner’s 

specific breakdowns as they emerge, provide tailored prompts, and help the learner regulate the 

composing process in real time (Poehner, 2008; Lantolf & Poehner, 2014). The improvement in 

writing CAF under interactionist DA suggests that learners may have been better able to notice 

and repair weaknesses in content development, sentence structure, grammatical accuracy, and 

lexical choice when mediation was responsive to their immediate composing needs. Writing 

development often depends on learners’ ability to reflect on their output, revise meaningfully, and 

coordinate multiple linguistic subskills simultaneously. Because interactionist DA allows for 
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negotiated assistance, it may create a more powerful environment for such self-regulatory growth 

than interventionist DA, which is necessarily more standardized and less able to track the dynamic 

unfolding of each learner’s text. This interpretation is compatible with research emphasizing that 

writing improvement is fostered by collaborative dialogue, feedback negotiation, and scaffolded. 

In addition, writing CAF gains may be linked to the fact that interactionist mediation can reduce 

cognitive overload. By supplying support at the exact moment, a learner experiences difficulty, 

the instructor helps the learner preserve working memory resources for higher-level planning and 

revision. This can lead to richer content, more accurate language, and more fluent production. 

Sociocultural researchers have long argued that mediated performance should be examined not 

only in terms of immediate correctness but also in terms of how support helps learners’ appropriate 

linguistic resources for future independent use (Lantolf, 2005). The present findings suggest that 

interactionist DA may be especially effective in this regard for writing, because its contingent 

nature supports both micro-level form control and macro-level discourse organization. 

The overall pattern of findings suggests that interactionist DA has a broader developmental reach 

than interventionist DA, particularly for writing CAF. This may be because interactionist DA more 

fully realizes the sociocultural principle of mediation as joint activity. Unlike interventionist DA, 

which typically uses a standardized sequence of prompts, interactionist DA allows the teacher to 

diagnose the learner’s immediate needs and tailor support accordingly. This flexibility is likely to 

be beneficial when the target outcome is complex, multifaceted, and influenced by both cognition 

and emotion. Writing performance, for example, unfolds dynamically and requires simultaneous 

management of planning, formulation, and revision.  

The current study’s finding of no significant difference between the two DA modes for pragmatic 

comprehension may therefore indicate that pragmatic interpretation is sufficiently amenable to 

structured support. However, when development involves writing output and psychological 

variables, the richer contingency of interactionist DA may provide an advantage. This aligns with 

the broader literature suggesting that the appropriateness of a DA format depends on the nature of 

the target construct and the instructional context (Lidz, 1991; Poehner, 2011). 
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  The DA perspective stands in stark contrast to traditional testing methods that prioritized 

assessment in a conventional and standardized way and separated instruction from assessment 

(Haywood & Lidz, 2007). Some experts, such as Douglas (2010), view DA as an alternative 

assessment method; however, they differ in that the fundamental idea of DA is the construction of 

the unknown from the known through the mediation of a more knowledgeable individual. As such, 

a few published DA studies (e.g. g. Poehner & Lantolf, 2010; Rahimi et al. 2015) have taken into 

consideration private mediation sessions where a teacher and learner collaborate dialogically to 

resolve a difficult language issue that the learner cannot resolve on their own.  

The misconception that DA is inappropriate for entire classes has arisen from this. "DA procedures 

are ideally administered individually, which makes this type of assessment time-consuming," 

according to Anton (2009, p. 579). Consequently, DA was seen by many educators as an unrealistic 

idea (Guk & Kellog, 2007). Poehner (2009) developed G-DA to address this issue. In this method, 

the mediator views each individual ZPD as a component of the group ZPD and uses interaction to 

move them all forward. Activities in the classroom therefore center on group ZPD rather than 

individual ZPD. Vygotsky himself notes that the "best time for teaching both the group and 

individual ZPD" is the group ZPD (1998, p. 204). Therefore, GDA seeks to engage learners in and 

address the group's ZPD. 

The obtained findings are in also line with the results of studies by Hassaskhah and Javan 

Haghparast (2012), Nassaji and Swain (2000), Rahimi et al. (2015), and Shrestha and Coffin 

(2012), and many others who came to realize that dynamic assessment can contribute substantially 

to development in learners’ writing ability. All in all, in accordance with the robust literature on 

the implementation of modalities of dynamic assessment, the present study found that establishing 

authoritative and facilitative intervention with learners in the form of interactionist dynamic 

assessment can yield fruitful results in the area of L2 writing. Significant growth was seen in the 

participants’ pragmatic comprehension and the amount of mediation given to the students 

substantially decreased across the sessions throughout the DA intervention. More specifically, the 

study highlighted that mediating learner on how to revise their essays assisted them recognize and 

overcome their errors more efficiently and enhance their overall level of performance. The 

dynamic procedure employed in this study assisted the learners develop the ability to internalize 

the learned concepts and structures and reach the point of self-regulation needing less help from 
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the mediator/instructor and finally it resulted in the transcendence of learning from the DA sessions 

to more novel and complex settings. Moreover, the study indicated that DA can be conducted 

through other delivery modes if time and space limitations of educational contexts do not allow 

for its realization in the classroom; other modes and media can be equally fruitful. This is 

particularly promising for writing instructors who often argue against dynamic feedback criticizing 

its feasibility in educational contexts.  

The results also provided evidence in support of the previous studies such as Feuerstein et al. 

(1979) and Poehner and Infante (2015) in which they confirmed that giving mediation during 

testing procedure can result in development through the assessment process itself. The results 

supported the argument made by Vygotsky (1986) that the goal of instruction should be to bring 

to light the invisible and maturing abilities.  

Additionally, such findings support when one considers the quality of instruction and type of 

mediations and feedbacks offered during interactionist assessment. Our claim in this respect are in 

line with that of Ahmadi Safa et al. (2015), who confirmed the positive effect of DA on second 

language learning, with interactionist approaches to DA being more effective than interventionist 

approaches to DA. Another explanation for the findings seems to be related to the fact that the 

interactionist assessment is more sensitive to individual's ZPD (Fulcher, 2010) and, as a result, 

might be more efficient means to account for psychological processes involved in learning and 

more powerful means for diagnosing suitable kinds of mediation and instruction (Poehner, 2008). 

Interactionist assessment may assist teachers to offer students appropriate kinds of feedback, and 

help learners to find sources of their linguistic problems through negotiation of meaning and 

mediation. Additionally, getting the whole class involved as secondary interactants and do a series 

of one-to-one interactions, interactionist dynamic assessment might give learners the opportunity 

to receive graduated and emergent instruction finely tuned to their particular needs. 

Conclusion and Implication 

This study investigated the effects of interventionist dynamic assessment (DA), interactionist DA, 

and conventional non-dynamic instruction on Iranian EFL learners’ pragmatic comprehension and 

writing complexity, accuracy, and fluency (CAF). The findings demonstrated that both forms of 

DA significantly improved learners’ performance compared with traditional instruction. While 

interventionist and interactionist DA were equally effective in enhancing pragmatic 
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comprehension, interactionist DA produced stronger gains in writing CAF. These findings indicate 

that integrating assessment with instruction through mediation and scaffolding is more effective 

than approaches that separate assessment from learning. 

The results support sociocultural theory, which views language learning as a socially mediated 

developmental process. The success of both DA approaches suggests that learners benefit from 

guided support that helps them interpret meaning, understand context, and develop communicative 

competence. The stronger impact of interactionist DA on writing performance highlights the value 

of flexible, dialogic, and individualized mediation. Because writing requires the coordination of 

multiple linguistic and cognitive processes, learners appear to benefit from immediate and 

responsive support tailored to their specific needs during task completion. 

The findings also reinforce the theoretical claim that assessment and instruction should be treated 

as interconnected components of a single developmental process. Rather than simply measuring 

existing knowledge, assessment can be used to reveal learner potential and promote further 

development. The study demonstrates that when mediation is embedded within instruction, 

learners can achieve higher levels of performance and gradually develop greater independence in 

language use. 

Several pedagogical implications emerge from these findings. Dynamic assessment should be 

viewed not only as an assessment technique but also as an instructional framework that can 

enhance language development. Teachers can use mediation to identify learners’ needs more 

accurately and provide targeted support during learning. The results further suggest that different 

instructional goals may require different forms of mediation. While either interventionist or 

interactionist DA can effectively support pragmatic comprehension, interactionist DA appears to 

be particularly beneficial for improving writing performance because of its responsiveness and 

personalized nature. More broadly, the findings encourage a shift from product-oriented evaluation 

toward development-oriented assessment, where learner errors are viewed as opportunities for 

growth rather than merely indicators of failure. 

In Iranian EFL contexts, where English instruction is often examination-oriented and opportunities 

for authentic language use may be limited, dynamic assessment offers a valuable alternative. By 

integrating assessment and instruction, teachers can create more supportive and collaborative 

learning environments that encourage active engagement and continuous development. The 

 [
 D

ow
nl

oa
de

d 
fr

om
 ij

er
.h

or
m

oz
ga

n.
ac

.ir
 o

n 
20

26
-0

8-
29

 ]
 

                            20 / 26

https://ijer.hormozgan.ac.ir/article-1-603-en.html


 
 
 Effects of Interventionist and Interactionist Dynamic Assessments on …| Zendehboudi et al. 

 

21 

teacher’s role shifts from evaluator to mediator, fostering greater interaction and learner 

participation. The study also highlights the importance of teacher education programs and 

professional development initiatives that equip instructors with the knowledge and skills needed 

to implement DA effectively. 

Despite its contributions, the study has several limitations. First, the participants were drawn from 

a specific population of Iranian EFL learners, which may limit the generalizability of the findings 

to other contexts, age groups, or proficiency levels. Second, the duration of the intervention was 

relatively short, making it difficult to determine the long-term effects of dynamic assessment. 

Third, the study focused primarily on learning outcomes and did not closely examine the 

interactional processes through which mediation contributed to development. 

Future research should investigate the application of dynamic assessment in a wider range of 

educational settings, including schools and universities, and with learners of different proficiency 

levels. Studies with larger sample sizes would further strengthen the evidence base. Researchers 

may also explore teachers’ perspectives on computerized and group forms of dynamic assessment, 

as well as the use of DA for other language skills and subskills. In addition, mixed-methods and 

action research designs could provide a deeper understanding of how mediation operates in 

classroom contexts. Future studies should also examine the influence of individual learner 

characteristics, such as motivation, critical thinking, self-efficacy, and personality traits, on the 

effectiveness of dynamic assessment. 

Overall, the study demonstrates that dynamic assessment is a powerful instructional approach that 

can enhance language learning outcomes, particularly in pragmatic comprehension and writing 

development. While both interventionist and interactionist forms of DA support learner growth, 

interactionist DA appears especially effective in promoting writing performance through its 

flexible and individualized mediation. The findings emphasize the importance of integrating 

assessment and instruction in ways that support learner development and create more meaningful 

and effective language learning experiences. 

 

 

 

 [
 D

ow
nl

oa
de

d 
fr

om
 ij

er
.h

or
m

oz
ga

n.
ac

.ir
 o

n 
20

26
-0

8-
29

 ]
 

                            21 / 26

https://ijer.hormozgan.ac.ir/article-1-603-en.html


 

 
 

Iranian Journal of Educational Research, Volume 5, Issue 3, 2026 

 

22 

Data availability statement 

The original contributions presented in the study are included in the article/supplementary material, further inquiries 

can be directed to the corresponding author. 

Ethics statement  

The studies involving human participants were reviewed and approved by the ethics committee of Islamic Azad 

University. The patients/participants provided their written informed consent to participate in this study. 

Author contributions 

All authors contributed to the study conception and design, material preparation, data collection, and analysis. All 

authors contributed to the article and approved the submitted version. 

Funding 

This study did not receive any financial support from governmental, private, or nonprofit organizations. 

Conflict of interest 

The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that 

could be construed as a potential conflict of interest. 

 

References 

Ableeva, R. (2010). Dynamic assessment of listening comprehension in second language learning. 

Unpublished doctoral dissertation. The Pennsylvania State University, University Park https:// 

etda. libra ries. psu. edu/ catal og/ 11063. 

Ahmadi Safa, M., Donyaie, S., & Malek Mohammadi, R. (2015). An investigation into the effect 

of interactionist versus interventionist models of dynamic assessment on Iranian EFL learners’ 

speaking skill proficiency. Teaching English Language, 9(2), 146–166. https:// doi. org/ 10. 

22132/ tel. 2015. 53728. 

Alsaadi, H.M.A. (2021). Dynamic Assessment in Language Learning; An Overview and the 

Impact of Using Social Media. English Language Teaching, 14(8)73-82. 

Anton, M. (2009). Dynamic assessment of advanced second language learners. Foreign Language 

Annals, 42(3), 576-598. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1944-9720.2009.01030.x 

Davin, K. J. (2013). Integration of dynamic assessment and instructional conversations to promote 

development and improve assessment in the language classroom. Language Teaching 

Research, 17(3), 303–322. https://doi.org/10.1177/1362168813482934 

Douglas, D. (2010). Understanding language testing. Hodder Education. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0265532210373604 

 [
 D

ow
nl

oa
de

d 
fr

om
 ij

er
.h

or
m

oz
ga

n.
ac

.ir
 o

n 
20

26
-0

8-
29

 ]
 

                            22 / 26

https://ijer.hormozgan.ac.ir/article-1-603-en.html


 
 
 Effects of Interventionist and Interactionist Dynamic Assessments on …| Zendehboudi et al. 

 

23 

Felix-Brasdefer, J. C. (2008). Data collection methods in speech act performance: DCTs, role 

plays, and verbal reports. In A. Martinez-Flor, & E. Uso-Juan (Eds.), Speech act performance: 

Theoretical, empirical and methodological issues (pp.41–56). John Benjamins Publishing.  

Feuerstein, R., Feuerstein, R., & Gross, S. (1997). The learning potential assessment device. In D. 

P. Flanagan, J. L. Genshaft, & P. L. Harrison (Eds.), Contemporary intellectual assessment: 

Theories, tests, and issues (p. 297–313). London: The Guilford Press.  

Fulcher, B. (2010). Interactive models for second language reading: Perspectives on instruction. 

In P. L. Carrell, J. Devine & D. E. Eskey (Eds.), Interactive approaches to second language 

reading (pp. 223-238). New York, NY: Cambridge University Press.  

Garcia, P. (2004). Developmental differences in speech act recognition: A pragmatic awareness 

study. Language Awareness, 13(1), 96–115.  

Guk, I., & Kellogg, D. (2007). The ZPD and whole class teaching: Teacher-led and learnerled 

interactional mediation of tasks. Language Teaching Research, 11(3), 281-299. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1362168807077561 

Hassaskhah, J., & Javan Haghparast, M. (2012). A comparative study of the impact of DA models 

on the writing ability and attitude of Iranian EFL learners. The Buckingham Journal of 

Language and Linguistics, 5, 38-51.  

Haywood, H. C., & Lidz, C. (2007). Dynamic assessment in practice. Clinical and educational 

applications. Cambridge University Press. 

Kozulin A., Garb E. (2002). Dynamic assessment of EFL text comprehension. School Psychology 

International, 23, 112–127. 

Lantolf, J. P. (2005). Sociocultural and second language learning research: An exegesis. In 

Handbook of research in second language teaching and learning (pp. 359-378). Routledge. 

https://doi.org/10.1558/japl.1.1.49.55872  

Lantolf, J. P. (2009). Dynamic assessment: The dialectic integration of instruction and assessment. 

Language Teaching, 42(3), 355-368.  

Lantolf, J. P., & Poehner, M. E. (2004). Dynamic assessment: Bringing the past into the future. 

Journal of Applied Linguistics, 1, 49–74.  

Lantolf, J. P., & Poehner, M. E. (2011). Dynamic assessment in the classroom: Vygotskian praxis 

for second language development. Language Teaching Research, 15(1), 11-33.  

 [
 D

ow
nl

oa
de

d 
fr

om
 ij

er
.h

or
m

oz
ga

n.
ac

.ir
 o

n 
20

26
-0

8-
29

 ]
 

                            23 / 26

https://doi.org/10.1558/japl.1.1.49.55872
https://ijer.hormozgan.ac.ir/article-1-603-en.html


 

 
 

Iranian Journal of Educational Research, Volume 5, Issue 3, 2026 

 

24 

Lantolf, J. P., & Poehner, M. E. (2014). Sociocultural theory and the pedagogical imperative in 

L2 education. Vygotskian praxis and the research/practice divide. London: Routledge.  

Larsen-Freeman, D. (2006). The emergence of complexity, fluency, and accuracy in the oral and 

written production of five Chinese learners of English. Applied linguistics, 27(4), 590-619. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/applin/aml029 

Larsen-Freeman, D. (2009). Adjusting expectations: The study of complexity, accuracy, and 

fluency in second language acquisition. Applied linguistics, 30(4), 579-589. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/applin/amp043 

Lidz, C. S. (1991). Practitioner's guide to dynamic assessment. Guilford Press. 

https://doi.org/10.4135/9781473957770.n2 

Liu, X., & Hu, M. (2023). Mediation through computerized dynamic assessment (C-DA) for 

second and foreign language learning: A literature review. Frontiers in Education Technology, 

6(3), 62–73. https://doi.org/10.22158/fet.v6n3p62 

Lu, X. (2010). Automatic analysis of syntactic complexity in second language 

writing. International Journal of Corpus Linguistics, 15(4), 474-496. 

Malmir, A. (2020). The Effect of interactionist vs. interventionist models of dynamic assessment 

on L2 learners’ pragmatic comprehension accuracy and speed. Issues in Language Teaching, 

9(1), 279-320.  

Michel, M. C. (2017). Complexity, accuracy and fluency in L2 production. In S. Loewen & M. 

Sato (Eds.), The Routledge handbook of instructed second language acquisition (pp. 50-68). 

Routledge. https://doi.org/9781138936232 

Nassaji, H., & Swain, M. (2000). A Vygotskian perspective on corrective feedback in L2: The 

effect of random versus negotiated help on the learning of English articles. Language 

Awareness, 9(1), 34-51 

Nazari, B., & Mansouri, S. (2014). Dynamic assessment versus static assessment: A study of 

reading comprehension ability in Iranian EFL learners. Dil ve Dilbilimi Çalışmaları Dergisi, 

10(2).https://doi.org/10.7575/aiac.alls.v.5n.3p.191 

Norris, J. M., & Ortega, L. (2009). Towards an Organic Approach to Investigating CAF in 

Instructed SLA: The Case of Complexity. Applied linguistics, 30(4), 555-578. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/applin/amp044 

 [
 D

ow
nl

oa
de

d 
fr

om
 ij

er
.h

or
m

oz
ga

n.
ac

.ir
 o

n 
20

26
-0

8-
29

 ]
 

                            24 / 26

https://doi.org/10.1093/applin/aml029
https://doi.org/10.1093/applin/amp043
https://doi.org/10.1075/ijcl.15.4.02lu
https://doi.org/10.1075/ijcl.15.4.02lu
https://doi.org/9781138936232
https://doi.org/10.1093/applin/amp044
https://ijer.hormozgan.ac.ir/article-1-603-en.html


 
 
 Effects of Interventionist and Interactionist Dynamic Assessments on …| Zendehboudi et al. 

 

25 

Poehner, M. E.  (2009). Group dynamic assessment: Mediation for the L2 classroom. TESOL 

Quarterly, 43(3), 471–491. 

Poehner, M. E. (2008). Both sides of the conversation: The interplay between mediation and 

learner reciprocity in dynamic assessment. In J. P. Lantolf, & M. E. Poehner (Eds.), 

Sociocultural theory and the teaching of second languages (pp. 33–56). London: Equinox 

Publishing.  

Poehner, M. E., & Infante, P. (2015). Mediated development as inter-psychological activity for L2 

education. Language and Sociocultural Theory, 2, 161–183. 

Poehner, M. E., & Lantolf, J. P. (2005). Dynamic assessment in the language classroom. Language 

Teaching Research, 9(3), 233-265.  

Poehner, M. E., & Lantolf, J. P. (2010). Vygotsky’s teaching-assessment dialectic and L2 

education: The case for dynamic assessment. Mind, Culture, and Activity, 17(4), 312-330.  

Poehner, M. E., & Lantolf, J. P. (2013). Bringing the ZPD into the equation: Capturing L2 

development during computerized dynamic assessment (C-DA). Language Teaching Research, 

17(3), 323-342.  

Rahimi, M., Kushki, A., & Nassaji, H. (2015). Diagnostic and developmental potentials of 

dynamic assessment for L2 writing. Language and Sociocultural Theory, 2(2), 185-208. 

https://doi.org/10.1558/lst.v2i2.25956 

Ross, S. J., & Kasper, G. (Eds.) (2013). Assessing second language pragmatics. Basingstoke: 

Palgrave Macmillan. 

Shrestha, P., & Coffin, C. (2012). Dynamic assessment, tutor mediation and academic writing 

development. Assessing Writing, 17(1), 55-70.  

Skehan, P. (2009). Modelling second language performance: Integrating complexity, accuracy, 

fluency, and lexis. Applied linguistics, 30(4), 510- 532. https://doi.org/10.1093/applin/amp047 

Sternberg, R. J., & Grigorenko, E. L. (2002). Dynamic testing: The nature and measurement of 

learning potential. Cambridge University Press.  

Taguchi, N. (2013). Comprehension of conversational implicature in L2 Chinese. Pragmatics & 

Cognition, 21(1), 139–157.  

Taguchi, N. (2019). The Routledge handbook of second language acquisition and pragmatics. 

New York, NY: Routledge.  

 [
 D

ow
nl

oa
de

d 
fr

om
 ij

er
.h

or
m

oz
ga

n.
ac

.ir
 o

n 
20

26
-0

8-
29

 ]
 

                            25 / 26

https://doi.org/10.1558/lst.v2i2.25956
https://doi.org/10.1093/applin/amp047
https://ijer.hormozgan.ac.ir/article-1-603-en.html


 

 
 

Iranian Journal of Educational Research, Volume 5, Issue 3, 2026 

 

26 

Taguchi, N., & Roever, C. (2017). Second language pragmatics. Oxford: Oxford University Press.  

Timpe V., Wain J., Schmidgall J. (2015). Defining and operationalizing the construct of pragmatic 

competence: Review and recommendations (ETS Research Report No. RR-15-06). Educational 

Testing Service. 

Vygotsky, L. (1978). Mind in society: The development of higher psychological processes. 

Cambridge: Harvard University Press. 

 [
 D

ow
nl

oa
de

d 
fr

om
 ij

er
.h

or
m

oz
ga

n.
ac

.ir
 o

n 
20

26
-0

8-
29

 ]
 

Powered by TCPDF (www.tcpdf.org)

                            26 / 26

https://ijer.hormozgan.ac.ir/article-1-603-en.html
http://www.tcpdf.org

