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Abstract

This quantitative correlational study explored the effects of different types of dynamic assessment on the
writing proficiency of Iragi female EFL learners. Fifty-four upper-intermediate female students, aged 17-
25, from the Global English Institute in Baghdad, Iraqg, participated in the study. The participants were
selected based on their performance in the Oxford Placement Test (OPT) and were subsequently divided
into three groups: interactionist experimental, interventionist experimental, and control. The study
employed several instruments, including a participation consent form, the OPT, a writing pre-test and
post-test, and writing practices administered during the treatment phase. The intervention covered a full
semester, with each group receiving tailored instructional strategies. The interactionist group focused on
the Dynamic Mediation Process, while the interventionist group employed targeted interventions based on
individual needs. The results, analyzed through pre- and post-tests, demonstrated the efficacy of dynamic
assessment techniques in enhancing writing skills, suggesting their potential for broader application in
EFL contexts.
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Introduction

Learning English or any other language requires the learners to master different skills and sub-
skills including reading comprehension, speaking, listening and writing. The last one attracts
more attention among the teachers and learners specially in academic and EFL (English Foreign
language) contexts. In this vein, Emmons (2003) claims writing is one of the superior skills in
comparison to others in an EFL contexts. As Lee (2003) asserts, writing is one of the essential
and inevitable skills that an EFL learner needs to master on his way to professional and
educational success. Writing varies in different stages ranging from simple single paragraph
writing to writing essays, academic papers and professional articles (Lee, 2003).

Regarding being receptive or productive, writing is categorized as the productive one,
mastery of which can lead to better performance and assist learners to express their ideas in more
fluent and appropriate ways and learn to use the words and rules better (Lee, 2003). According to
Poehner (2009), there are various factors that are needed in a writing process such as content,
structures, semantics, word diction and even social context arrangements that EFL and nonnative
learners need in the process of learning and using their writing skill which is essential to create an
effective piece of writing.

Emmons (2003) claims that writing is among the skills which is usually learned late
owing this feature to its difficulty among learners. In the same vein, Alsamadani (2010) describes
writing as “a challenging and difficult process as it includes multiple skills such as identification
of the thesis statement, writing supporting details, reviewing, and editing” (p. 55). In another
strong claim Nunan (1999) believes that “writing is a skill that even most native speakers can
never master because it requires the production of a long, coherent and fluent piece of writing”
(p.271). He attributes the reason to the fact that creating a good piece of writing requires one to
have good lexical and grammatical knowledge and to take into account the organization,
coherence and cohesion in paragraphs; accordingly, language teachers are in a great demand for
finding or devising advanced methods and techniques that can boost and simplify the writing
process.

Since writing is a difficult task, a majority of learners face sometimes serious and various
problems while learning or doing a writing task (National Report Card from the US Department
of Education, 2008). Marshi and Henatabad (2011) attribute the weak writing performance of
EFL learners to the methods applied and administered by their teachers which they call as
traditional. They also assert that traditional methods lack the required efficacy in teaching writing
to EFL learners since in these very methods, the teachers only “assign a topic, the students write
and the teacher evaluates and (at his/her best) provides feedback™ (p.79).

Ellis (2008), Lantolf and Poehner (2014) and Heidari (2019) believe that the difficulty of
learning writing can be smoothed by applying new techniques, methods and approaches of
teaching and assessing writing. They strongly disagree with continuing just with the traditional
methods, approaches of teaching and evaluation of language skill specially writing, suggesting
that educational authorities, teacher trainers, and teachers should be motivated and encouraged to
look for different approaches of teaching and assessing writing which they can apply in their
classes. In addition to the teaching strategies applied to teach writing to learners successfully, the
assessment of writing as a measure of evaluating the progress as well as finding the erroneous
areas is of great importance.

Lussier and Swanson (2005) highlight the importance of assessment claiming that it is
one of the key elements of every learning environment. Regarding the effective and significant
role of testing and assessment in the process and success of teaching, educational administrative
and school officials have always tried to devise or look for new and more effective evaluation
techniques and tools to equip the teachers with. This importance arises from the fact that
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assessment can significantly assist learners by enabling them to see their progress, help them
realize how they are doing in a class, and assist teachers to determine whether or not their
students have understood the course materials and it further helps to motivate the students.

Among different types of assessment applied by different educational systems, the
traditional assessments are largely criticized for their inability in accurately estimating the
abilities of the learners and their failure in taking the developmental differences of learners into
account (Lidz & Gindis 2003; Poehner, 2007). Additionally, traditional static tests have the
problem of not taking non-intellectual aspects such as self-regulation or perceptions of
competence into account. As a result, researchers have to explore for a broader viewpoint in order
to account for psychological and cognitive aspects.

According to Poehner (2009), dynamic assessment (DA) as one of the newly proposed
assessment methodologies assigns a role of participant to the examiner while the leaner is taken
as the one who receives the mediation. In comparison to a static assessment type, the dynamic
assessment method concentrates on the process rather than the product. In static assessment, the
examiner is assigned the role of an observer and the learners get no mediation (Poehner, 2009).

Dynamic assessment is theoretically rooted in the zone of proximal development (ZPD)
proposed by Wgotsky. According to VWgotsky (1978 as cited in Murphy, 2011), zone of proximal
development is “...the distance between the actual developmental level as determined through
independent problem solving and the level of potential development as determined through
problem solving under adult guidance or in collaboration with more capable peers” (p. 86).
According to his claims, guiding the learners and teachers to work in the ZPD framework can be
helpful and effective in exploring both the matured functions and the mental functions. The
former is previously taken as the product while the latter is not yet fully developed.

Hence, the current study strived to study the effect of two types of dynamic assessment in
comparison to nondynamic ones. It is aimed to investigate and report on the results of
implementing two innovative assessment techniques (interactionist and interventionist dynamic
assessment) used for evaluating EFL learners’ academic writing. In order to follow the objectives
of the study and take clear steps to conduct the study, the following research questions were
formulated by the researcher.

RQ1: Does Interactionist Dynamic Assessment have any significant effect on the writing
performance of Iragi advanced EFL learners?

RQ-: Does Interventionist Dynamic Assessment have any significant effect on the writing
performance of Iragi advanced EFL learners?

RQas: Are there any significant differences among the effectiveness of Interactionist
Dynamic Assessment, Interventionist Dynamic Assessment and Non-dynamic assessment on
writing performance of Iraqi advanced EFL learners?

Literature Review

As Poehner (2008) highlighted, DA is opposed to the widely held belief that individuals must be
tested in isolation in order to acquire pure measures of ability, and it challenges such beliefs by
arguing that assessment and teaching should be completely integrated rather than separated. “The
integration of instruction and assessment happens in the form of intervention embedded within
the assessment procedure in order to scrutinize individuals’ abilities and help them increase their
self-regulation in future moves” (Lidz & Gindis, 2003, p. 99). In contrast to traditional techniques
to assessment, DA combines evaluation and teaching in the interest favor of student-teacher unity,
in which they collaborate, and future student development is achieved. Elaborating on DA,
Douglas (2010) explained that “assessing learner individually and on the basis of his previous
knowledge is not enough and the learner needs to be assessed for his future capabilities which
will be unmasked with the help of teacher’s mediation” (p. 79).
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To put it another way, DA is an evaluation of a learner's current abilities as well as his
learning potential. Dynamic evaluation, according to Haywood and Tzuriel (2002), is a type of
collaborative assessment followed by purposeful and planned mediation, with the consequences
of mediation on future performance being investigated. According to Barjesteh and Niknezhad
(2013), the major focus of DA is on the education process rather than the learning results, and it
considers the examiner's engagement in the procedure. Dynamic assessment, in their opinion,
entails assisting learners in realizing their full potential by recognizing their strengths and
challenges, which may be accomplished by prompting, cueing, or mediating within the exam.

The objective of DA is to examine a learner's latent potential or reserve capacity in a
dynamic, process-oriented, and adaptable manner, with teaching and feedback providing aid or
mediation for cognitive skill acquisition (Sternberg & Grigorenko, 2002; Elliott, 2003). The logic
behind this style of evaluation is that if a student can improve on his/her original performance
when mediated, they have the capacity to achieve more (Smit, 2010). According to Davin (2011),
another objective of DA is to make suggestions based on developmental potential that isn't
indicated by regular non-dynamic exams (Davin, 2011). Participants in DA are given instructions
on how to execute certain activities and are given mediated guidance on how to master them. The
progress they've made in solving comparable situations is then tracked (Davin, 2011).

DA is founded on the idea that measuring an individual's current knowledge isnot nearly
as illuminating as assessing that individual's potential; hence, identifying potential performance
takes precedence over examining usual performance in DA. In other words, because it analyzes
the processes of knowledge gain at the time of the exam, DA sees the development process as a
determinant of the test taker's future performance and gives potentially beneficial teaching
suggestions. Language acquisition, according to DA, is a process of knowledge creation that
occurs as a result of interactions between students and teachers (Birjandi, Daftarifard, & Lange,
2011). We have a clearer understanding of learner's skills owing to DA. The use of DA in
mediation assists learners in reconsidering and rethinking difficulties, as well as allowing the
mediator to better recognize the learners' comprehension of key language elements. Its emphasis
on training and intervention within the assessment technique stems from DA's customized
approach to instruction and evaluation, which identifies individual differences and takes
appropriate measures for each learner based on his or her unique ZPD. However, in a non-
dynamic approach, significant disparities among learners are frequently hidden.

Lantolf and Poehner (2004) suggest the words interventionist and interactionist to
describe the two broad forms of mediation that DA researchers can provide, based on the many
types of mediation supplied by researchers so far. Interactionist DA is concerned with helping a
learner without attention to predefined endpoints, whereas interventionist DA is concerned with
measuring the amount of assistance necessary for a learner to attain a predetermined objective
(Poehner, 2008). These terms are briefly explained in the following parts.

Interactionist Dynamic Assessment

The interactionist approach to DA, according to Lantolf and Poehner (2013), indicates that
mediation emerges through interaction between examiner and examinee. This kind of DA refers
to a dialogic or collaborative contact in which the examiner responds quickly to the requirements
of the examinee and learners are free to ask questions and receive prompt response. Leading
questions, clues, or reminders are not prepared in advance, they are provided during interactionist
DA sessions, and teacher-learner exchanges are fine-tuned to the learner's ZPD. Any investigation
of variance between learners or for the same student over time in an interactionist approach to
DA would have to consider both the quality and amount of guidance.
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An interactionist DA perceives the ZPD qualitatively in order to get better understanding
of the forms of mental processes that the learner may be able to render in the next or proximal
phase of development, as well as to understand the type of teaching or assistance that will be
required if the learner is to realize these potentials (Poehner, 2008). In other words, Interactionist
DA is highly sensitive to the learner's ZPD because it reflects WWgotsky's preference for
collaborative dialoging in which help emerges from the interaction between the learner and the
mediator. It focuses on the development of a single student or even a group of students,
independent of the amount of work necessary or preset objectives. The communication between
the mediator and the learner provides help in this technique (Lantolf and Poehner, 2004).

DA's interactionist perspective is practical. That is, supporters of this paradigm reject a
quantitative approach to DA in favor of a qualitative one. Proponents of interventionist DA say
that interventionist DA gives a picture of present development rather than prospective or future
improvement. As a result, examinees and practitioners in interactionist DA work together in an
unplanned unity throughout evaluations to ensure student achievement. The mediator's firsthand
understanding of the student's conduct determines the student's needs based on the student's
responsiveness to mediation, the accuracy of their replies, and the mediator's personal
understanding of the student's behavior (Summers, 2008).

Interventionist Dynamic Assessment
Interventionist DA employs standardized types of assessment to have measurable outcomes to
compare and contrast with other evaluations or make predictions on future performance since it
tends to define the amount of support necessary for a learner to attain the pre-determined ultimate
objective (Lantolf & Poehner, 2004; Poehner, 2008). In other words, according to Leung (2007),
measurable help and evaluation are intertwined, that guidance takes the shape of standardized
assistance, which is designed to quantifiably test learners' capacity to apply predefined
intervention to achieve a pre-specified objective. The learner's ZPD is measured as the difference
between students' scores before and after the instructor's involvement in an interventionist
method, which is often in the form of test — mediation — retest (Tabatabaei & Bakhtiarvand,
2014). Learners are provided with standardized mediation. Mediators are not permitted to
respond to students' needs as they emerge throughout the procedure; instead, they must adhere to
a highly scripted approach to mediation, in which all cues and clues are placed in a hierarchical
order, from implicit to explicit, and are frequently given a numerical value (Poehner, 2008).
Poehner and Lantolf (2005) believe that psychometricians propose standardized
methodology in DA in order to maintain validity and reliability. This enables individual measures
to be compared to those of a general community. This is predicated on the assumption that the
ZPD can be measured rather than being a description of a person's developmental level.
Interventionist DA refers to research in which a pre-determined set of clues is devised and
implemented strictly throughout assessment activities in order to establish a weighted score.
Wagotsky's early work on the use of IQ testing in schools, which includes a numerical
explanation of the ZPD as a "difference score,” is where interventionist DA gets its start. This
approach stems from a desire to improve the assessment's impartiality, as described by standard
psychometric criteria. In assessment contexts that are habituated to psychometric testing,
interventionist methods may be more readily accepted than interactionist DA. Sandwich and cake
are two metaphors used to illustrate how mediation is provided to learners (Sternberg &
Grigorenko, 2002) According to Poehner and Lantolf (2005), interventionist DA is presently
implemented in two ways: an item-by-item approach (or layer-cake format), in which mediation
is based on a prefabricated recipe of clues, and a pre-test, treatment, post-test (or sandwich
format) experimental approach (e.g. Budoff's approach to DA).
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Methodology

Design of the Study

The study utilized a quantitative experimental design to examine the impact of different dynamic
assessment techniques on the writing proficiency of upper-intermediate EFL learners. The
participants comprised 54 female students aged 17-25, selected from three intact classes at the
Global English Institute in Baghdad, Iraq. The selection process began with the administration of
the Oxford Placement Test (OPT) to ensure the participants' proficiency level. Based on their
OPT scores, participants were randomly assigned to three groups: the interactionist experimental
group (N=21), the interventionist experimental group (N=17), and the control group (N=16).

Participants
The participants of the study included 54 upper-intermediate female students within the
age range of 17-25 selected from three intact classes of Global English Institute in Baghdad, Iraqg.

Instruments
In order to conduct this quantitative correlational study, the researcher used the following
instruments and materials for the purpose of examining the differential effects of different types
of dynamic assessment of writing proficiency of Iraqi female EFL learners.
1. Participation Consent Form
Oxford Placement Test (OPT) Language Proficiency Test
A Writing Pre-test and Post-test
Writing Practices given during Treatments
Scoring rubrics by Jacobs, Zinkgraf, Wormuth, Hartfiel, Hughey (1981)

arown

Procedures

To detail the data collection process used in this study, the following steps were
undertaken:

Participant Selection: The study began by selecting 63 female upper-intermediate students
from the Global English Institute, aged between 17 and 25. Participants were informed that their
identities would be kept confidential and that no identifying information would be used in the
study. To ensure voluntary participation, each participant signed a consent form.

Oxford Placement Test: Participants were then required to complete the Oxford
Placement Test, which consisted of 60 questions and was administered by the researcher. They
were given 70 minutes to complete the test. The results determined that participants who
answered between 41 and 60 questions correctly were considered true advanced-level learners,
based on scores within one standard deviation of the mean. These individuals were then
randomly divided into three groups: the interactionist experimental group (N=21), the
interventionist experimental group (N=17), and the control group (N=16).

Pre-Test for Writing Ability: To assess the participants' initial writing abilities and ensure
a baseline level of proficiency, a writing pre-test was administered. To standardize the writing
task, teachers familiarized students with the general rules and standards based on specific rubrics.
In the following session, participants wrote an essay on a given topic following these guidelines,
without drafting or revising. They submitted their essays via email to their teachers, who then
forwarded them to the researcher. This phase was conducted in Summer 2023, with 40 minutes
allocated for writing the essay.

Treatment Phase: During a full semester, classes were held three times a week for 75
minutes per session. All groups used the same course materials, including "Summit 2" by Allen
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Ascher and Joan Saslow (2004), the workbook, and additional resources provided by the
teachers.

Interactionist Experimental Group: This group underwent a three-step treatment process
involving topic selection, idea generation, and revision. The Dynamic Mediation Process
framework, as suggested by Elliott (2000) and Xiaoxiao and Yan (2010), was employed. The
stages included a topic-choice stage, an idea-generation and structuring stage, and a macro-
revising stage, with tasks being framed as pre-task, mediation, and post-task.

Interventionist Experimental Group: Participants in this group received interventions
aimed at both assessing and improving their writing abilities, based on the scale by Lantolf and
Poehner (2011). If errors were found in their writing, various mediation techniques were applied,
such as highlighting errors, providing choices, or directly explaining mistakes. These
interventions were tailored to each student's needs to enhance their writing skills.

Post-Test: After implementing the different treatments, a writing post-test was
administered to all groups. This final assessment evaluated the improvement in writing
performance following the intervention phase.

Data Analysis Procedure

In order to check the writing proficiency of the participants in all groups to see whether
there is any significant difference between the participants prior to the study, a pre-test was given
to them. Before analyzing the data obtained from pre-test, to get assured of the reliability of the
scoring process, 10 percent of the papers were scored by another experienced teacher. Hence, an
inter-rater reliability was calculated between the scores. The results are shown in Table 1 below.

Results

Table 1
Inter-rater reliability for Pre-test Scores

Correlations

Rater one Rater two
Rater one Pearson Correlation 1 793"
Sig. (2-tailed) .020
N 6 6
Rater two Pearson Correlation 793" 1
Sig. (2-tailed) .020
N 6 6

According to Table 1 it was observed that the scoring procedure enjoyed a significant
desirable reliability which indicates that the score given by the researcher can be used for data
analysis processes. Once, the inter-rater reliability was confirmed, the scores were checked for
distribution normality to decide on the type of analysis procedure. After the confirmation of the
distribution normality of the scores, the scores in all three groups were analyzed to check
participants’ initial writing proficiency to be able to compare to that of post-test in order to
observe the possible differences and also to investigate whether the groups have similar or
different proficiencies.

Table 2
Analysis of Variances of the Writing Pre-test Scores of All the Groups

Pre-test

S
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Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 132.677 2 67.892 .2309 .890
Within Groups 169.485 51 4.278
Total 302.162 53

Based on the statistics revealed in the above table, F (3, 51) = .23, P = 0.89, there was not
any statistically significant difference at the p< .05 level in writing pre-test scores for all groups.
In other words, it is concluded that the writing proficiency of all three groups is similar, hence,
any changes in the post test can be due to the given treatment. After getting assured of similarity
of participants in terms of writing proficiency prior to the treatment, the post-test scores were
analyzed. Similar to the procedure taken to analyze the pre-test scores, first the interrater
reliability was calculated and then the normality of distribution was checked.

Table 3
Interrater Reliability Between the Writing Post-test Scores

Correlations

Rater one Rater two
Rater one Pearson Correlation 1 .832™
Sig. (2-tailed) 012
N 6 6
Rater two Pearson Correlation 832" 1
Sig. (2-tailed) 012
N 6 6

As a result of the data shown in Table 3, a positive strong correlation coefficient of.83 was

observed between the two raters, indicating the scoring procedure's desirable reliability. Later, the
Kolmogorov-Smirnov normality distribution test was used once more to make a proper judgment
on the type of analysis to be performed on the data.
On the confirmation of the normality of the data, the pre- and post-test scores were compared to
see whether there was any impact or possible development to verify the efficacy of the applied
approaches on the learners' skill accomplishments. The tests used for investigation were paired
samples t-tests.

Table 4
Paired Samples T-Test Comparing Writing Pre-test and Post-test Scores of interactionist Group

Paired Samples Test

Paired Differences t df  Sig. (2-
Me  Std. Std. 95% Confidence tailed)
an Deviat  Error Interval of the
ion Mean Difference
Lower Upper
Pair interactionist-pre— 56  3.683 1.494 522 11.4782 5.58 20 .010
1 interactionist-post 8 8

According to the statistical results of t-test run on the scores, the was a significant
enhancement in learners’ writing level in interactionist dynamic assessment group since p
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equaled .01 which was higher than the set level for this study. Therefore, it was included that the
participants’ writing improved from pre- to post-test.

Table 5
Paired Samples T-Test Comparing Writing Pre-test and Post-test Scores of Interventionist Group

Paired Samples Test

Paired Differences t df  Sig. (2-
Mean Std. Std. 95% Confidence tailed)
Dev Error Interval of the
jiatio  Mean Difference
n Lower Upper
Pair interventionist-pre — 4.00 254 1.464 6.564  10.564 4.53 16 .031
1 interventionist-post 9 5

A quick glance at Table 5. Revealed that the increase in the mean scores of interventionist
group participants from writing pre to post-test according to the data obtained from t-test was
statistically significant since p= .03 which showed that interventionist dynamic assessment had
significant effect on writing performance of EFL learners. Accordingly, an ANOVA test was done
to spot the significance of the difference and in case of need spot the group(s) which have
outperformed others.

Table 6
Analysis of Variances of the Writing Post-test Mean Scores of All the Groups

ANOVA

Post-test

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 190.458 2 130.153 6.964 .000
Within Groups 237.880 51 4.627
Total 428.338 53

According to the data in Table 6, F (3, 51) = 6.96, P =.00, there was a statistically
significant difference in writing post-test scores for the three groups at the p = 05 level. The
statistics in Pairwise Comparison (Table 7) were analyzed to see which group(s) in this context
(interactionist, interventionist, and control) outperformed the others considerably.

Table 7

Multiple Comparisons of Groups Using Tuckey Post-Hoc Test in writing Post-test

) (@)] Mean Sig. 95% Confidence Interval

feedbacktype  feedbacktype Difference (I- Lower Bound  Upper Bound

J)

Interactionist ~ Control 3.543" .000 3.8116 4.6153
Interventionist  2.243" .004 3.2326 7.0364

Control Interactionist ~ -3.543" .000 -4.6153 -3.8116
Interventionist  -1.301" .036 4.5451 4.2970

Interventionist Interactionist -2.243" .004 -7.0364 -3.2326
Control 1.301" .036 4.2970 4.5451

As it is clear from the above table, regarding the fact that the difference among all the
groups was statistically significant, comparing the groups mean scores and mean differences in
W
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pairs revealed that interactionist and interventionist groups outperformed the control group in the
post-test. Comparing mean scores and mean differences of the groups was also indicator of the
superiority of the interactionist dynamic assessment over interventionist one in terms of writing
improvement since the difference was significant.
Discussion

Regarding the shift toward new assessment techniques such as dynamic assessments and also
based on the results of current study, it can be concluded that dynamic assessment can function as
a part of every teaching system and be of great importance and significance in helping the
method to achieve its objectives and success. Hence, applying dynamic assessment technique
along with an effective teaching strategy can lead to writing accomplishments on behalf of
learners. It can be claimed that the dynamic assessment processes can contribute to better
teaching and learning and facilitate the process of education providing useful feedback.

In terms of the function of assessment in education and its impact on student
achievement, Struyven, Dochy, and Janssensthe (2005) emphasize the impact of evaluation,
claiming that it has a major impact on student performance. In the same vein, Irons and Elkington
(2021) believe that assessment enhances learning, provides feedback about student progress,
builds self-confidence and self-esteem, and develops skills in evaluation. Furthermore, they claim
that successful learning happens when instruction, assessment, and outcomes are all in
synchronization. As a result, it can be stated that assessment plays an important role in learning
because of its strong relationship with instruction and learning outcomes. The core of dynamic
assessment, according to the developers and advocates of dynamic assessment and sociocultural
theory (e.g. Kozulin & Garb, 2002; Poehner, 2007, 2008a; Poehner & Lantolf, 2013), is
substantial interaction between L2 learners and the instructor. More extended interactions,
according to the research (e.g., Felix-Brasdefer, 2007; Kasper & Roever, 2005; Taguchi, 2007),
prepare the foundation for richer and better input and hence greater performance.

Interactionist dynamic assessment, according to Pohner and Lantolf (2005), relies on a

characterization of ZPD. ZPD is defined by Wgotsky (1978) as "the difference between actual
developmental level as measured by individual problem solving and prospective developmental
level as determined by problem solving under adult direction or in partnership with more capable
peers” (p. 86). As a result, Interactionist dynamic assessment may be claimed to assist learners in
realizing their full potential, which may be limited due to a variety of factors.
The interventionist dynamic assessment approach, according to Lantolf and Poehner (2014), is
interested in determining the overall amount of support that a learner needed to successfully
achieve a pre-determined goal. In the context of dynamic assessment, assessments about a
learner's potential performance are formed based on the type and amount of intervention needed
by the learners, rather than the learner's existing dependent performance. The objective of
interventionist dynamic assessment is to determine at what degree of support the learner can
attain the intended point by providing step-by-step mediation, progressing from the most implicit
to the most explicit. As a result, it is obvious that interventionist dynamic assessment supports
learners in improving their writing abilities (Poehner, 2008).

The findings of current study regarding the effectiveness of interventionist dynamic
assessment were in line with the findings of the study carried out by Kéroglu (2019) who aimed
at investigating the effectiveness of the interventionist model of dynamic assessment in the
assessment of student teachers’ speaking skills performance. Similarly, the interventionist
strategy was found to maintain and improve the oral skills performance of student teachers. In
addition, the findings of the study conducted by Abdolrezapour (2017) were confirmed by the
results of current study stating that interactionist dynamic assessment had a positive significant
effect on second language learning.
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Conclusion

The results of this study underscore the efficacy of dynamic assessment (DA) techniques in
enhancing learners' writing abilities. Both interactionist and interventionist dynamic assessments
demonstrated significant positive effects on student performance, aligning with previous research
in the field. The core strength of dynamic assessment lies in its interactive nature, which fosters a
deeper connection between learners and instructors, thereby enriching the learning experience.
This study supports the assertion that dynamic assessment not only facilitates improved
educational outcomes but also provides meaningful feedback, which is critical for student
development. The findings align with the broader literature, suggesting that assessment practices
are integral to the educational process, as they influence student achievement and skill
development by aligning instruction, assessment, and learning outcomes.

The implications of this study are far-reaching for educators, curriculum designers, and
policymakers. Firstly, incorporating dynamic assessment into standard teaching practices can
significantly enhance the quality of education by providing tailored feedback and scaffolding that
meet individual learner needs. This approach helps in identifying the students' Zone of Proximal
Development (ZPD), allowing educators to offer appropriate levels of support and challenge.
Consequently, this can lead to better learner engagement and improved academic performance.

Furthermore, the study suggests that both interactionist and interventionist DA methods
can be successfully integrated into language education, particularly in writing instruction.
Educators should consider utilizing these techniques to provide continuous and formative
feedback, which is crucial for skill development. The nuanced approach of interventionist DA, in
particular, can help educators understand the specific support each learner requires to reach
predetermined learning goals.

For policymakers, the study advocates for the inclusion of dynamic assessment
frameworks in educational standards and assessment policies. This can help shift the focus from
traditional, summative assessments to more formative, learner-centered approaches. By doing so,
educational systems can better support diverse learning needs and promote a more holistic
understanding of student capabilities.
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