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Abstract  
This study evaluated the validity of group dynamic assessment (G-DA), grounded in Vygotsky’s (1987) 

Sociocultural Theory, implemented in a class of intermediate learners to assess and promote L2 listening 

comprehension. To navigate the dual goals of assessment and instruction, flexible mediation attuned to the zone of 

proximal development of the learners was provided within the G-DA interactions. This led to the detection of nine 

mediational strategies. The validity of these G-DA interactions was explored by extending Poehner’s (2011) 

validation model to classroom setting. Poehner’s (2011) model includes two interrelated foci for DA validation: 

micro and macro-validity. Following Kane's (2021) argument-based approach to validation, evidence-based 

arguments were developed to explore the appropriateness of each mediational strategy given to the learners (micro-

validity) as well as the success of that mediational strategy and the entire G-DA procedure in promoting learners’ L2 

listening comprehension (macro-validity). Class transcripts were analyzed to gain evidence for the micro- and 

macro-validity of the G-DA interactions. The findings supported the usefulness of Poehner’s validation model in 

developing validity arguments to determine the appropriateness of the interpretations made about learners’ abilities 

and the effects of the G-DA procedure on their development. Moreover, the study concluded that the analysis of 

learners’ independent performance needed to be added to Pohener’s macro-validation model so that it becomes 

applicable to G-DA.   

Keywords: Group dynamic assessment, Micro-validity, Macro-validity, Learner L2 development, validity arguments, 

and Mediation 

 

 

از زبان   یکه در کلاس  مورد مطالعه قرار داده است( را  1987)  یگوتسکیو  یفرهنگ  یاجتماع  هیبر نظر  ی( مبتنG-DA)  یگروه  یایپو  یابیارز  رواییمطالعه    نیا

  طقه منعطف هماهنگ با من  یگریانجیو آموزش، م   یابیاهداف دوگانه ارز  تیهدا  یاجرا شد. برا  زبان دوم  یداریدرک شن  یو ارتقا  یابیارز  یبراآموزان متوسط  

-Gتعاملات    روایی  در این تحقیق،شد.  یگری انجیم  ینه استراتژ  ییمنجر به شناسا  نی. ابه زبان آموران ارایه داده شد  G-DAدر تعاملات    رانیفراگ  کیتوسعه نزد
DA  است:  ایپو یابیارز سنجش روایی برای انون مرتبط( شامل دو ک2011شد. مدل پونر ) یکلاس درس بررس طی( به مح2011پوهنر ) سنجش رواییبا بسط مدل

  ی مناسب بودن هر استراتژ   یبررس  یبر شواهد برا  یمبتن  یاستدلال ها  سنجش روایی،  ی( برا2021)  نیاستدلال کر  ب  یمبتن   کردیخرد و کلان. به دنبال رو   روایی

زبان آموزان )اعتبار    زبان دوم یداریدرک شن  ی ارتقادر     G-DAو کل    یانجیم  ی تژآن استرا  ت یموفقبررسی    نیخرد( و همچن روایی)  رانیبه فراگ  ارایه شده  یانجیم

 ها افتهیشد.    لیو تحل  هیتجزانجام شده در کلاس     G-DAرونوشت تعاملات    ،خرد و کلان  سنجش روایی یبرا  یبه دست آوردن شواهد  ی برا.  به کار گرفته شد  کلان(

 رات یو تأث  رانیفراگ  یهاییشده در مورد توانا   انجام  ریتفاس  مناسب بودن  نییتع  یبرا  سنجش روایی  یهاستدلالپوهنر در توسعه ا  سنجش رواییمدل    یاز سودمند

کلان پوهنر   سنجش رواییبه مدل    دی با  رانیعملکرد مستقل فراگ  لیو تحل  هیکه تجز  نشان دادتحقیق    نی ا  ن،ی. علاوه بر اکندیم  تیها حمابر توسعه آن  G-DAروش  

 .قابل استفاده باشد G-DA یا برااضافه شود ت
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 Introduction 

Unlike standardized testing, the development-oriented assessment, known as Dynamic 

Assessment (DA, does not seek to describe learners’ performance consistencies (Lantolf & 

Poehner, 2004). Rather, this approach to assessment which originated in Vygotskian 

Sociocultural Theory (SCT) reflects the dynamism and ongoing nature of development and 

prescribes examiner-examinee dialogue during the assessment procedure (Davin, Herazo, & 

Sagre, 2017). To illuminate processes of learner development, DA draws on Vygotsky’s (1978) 

Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD). This zone is commonly described as the difference 

between an individual’s independent functioning and the level of performance she/he may reach 

in co-operation with others (Vygotsky, 1978).  Therefore, assessing learners through DA could 

lead to the diagnosis of not only the developed abilities of the learners but also the abilities that 

are in the process of forming (Haywood & Lidz, 2007; Sternberg & Grigorenko, 2002).  

In DA, mediation is assumed to play a key role in guiding learner development since 

according to Vygotsky, development occurs within a learner’s ZPD under appropriate mediation. 

The form of the mediation in DA can be pre-scripted, i.e. interventionist approach, or flexible, i.e. 

interactionist approach (Lantolf & Poehner, 2004). In both approaches, mediation is the support 

given to learners in a systematic way. This is carefully calibrated to learners’ emerging needs and 

responsiveness (Lantolf & Poehner, 2013). 

To avoid purely impressionistic interpretations about learners’ abilities diagnosed through DA, 

as with any assessment, it is imperative to address the matter of validity in this type of assessment 

(Poehner, 2011). Validity in testing has primarily been conceptualized as discovering whether a 

test “measures accurately what it is intended to measure” (Hughes, 1989, p. 22). In other words, it 

determines how much the assessment procedure uncovers what it is intended to uncover about the 

individuals’ knowledge and abilities. Therefore, one aspect of validity investigations is to focus 

on interpreting the assessment outcomes and the appropriateness of decisions based on the 

assessment results (Bachman, 2000). Most of the research into validity has addressed 

standardized tests (e.g. Baird et.al., 2017; Chapelle, Enright, & Jamieson, 2008; Mislevy, 2009;) 

rather than classroom-based assessments. Validity in DA is likened to validity in classroom-

based assessment on the grounds that DA like some of the classroom-based assessment aims to 

help individuals move beyond their current capabilities (Poehner, 2008b). To illuminate how the 

concept of validity differs in a psychometric approach to assessment, i.e. standardized testing, 

and classroom-based assessment, the notion of validity is briefly described within each approach. 

 

Validity in a psychometric approach to assessment 

There was no model of validity till about 1920; at the time, the main concern was with the 

precision and cohesion of the measurements (Kane, 2012). In the 1920s, language testers began 

to show interest in validating their tests; therefore, the notion of criterion validity was developed 

and the test was validated against a plausible criterion measure (Cureton, 1951). Although this 

was a major milestone in the process of test validation, there was, sometimes, no way to validate 

a test when there was no other more plausible criterion (Ebel, 1961). To overcome this problem, 

the content validity model was developed. In this model of validation, attempts were made to 

show the content of the test was a representative from a larger universe of tasks of which the test 

was assumed to be a sample (Cureton, 1951). However, content-based claims for validity faced 

criticisms. One criticism was that content-based claims tended to be subjective. Another was that 

content-related evidence supported claims that went beyond content and provided judgments 

about the test takers internal processes (Cronbach, 1971).  

By early 1950s, the language test developers realized that the criterion and content validity 

models were not enough to provide interpretations about the test takers psychological processes. 
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To compensate for the shortcomings of the criterion and content validity models, Cronbach and 

Meehl (1955) presented the construct validity model as an alternative. Cronbach and Meehl 

(1955) claimed the construct validity model could be applied “whenever a test is to be interpreted 

as a measure of some attribute or quality which is not operationally defined” (p. 282), and “for 

which there is no adequate criterion” (p. 299). Moreover, they went on to say that construct 

evidence “is desirable for almost any test” (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955, p. 282).  Cronbach and 

Meehl (1955) assumed that measures of the construct could be validated as a result of validating 

the theory from which some attribute or quality is derived. At the time, none of the mentioned 

validity models was considered more comprehensive and the choice of model depended mainly 

on the availability of data (Guion, 1977).  

Further Messick (1988) claimed that construct validity could be considered as a unifying 

framework within which criterion and content validity were embedded. Messsick’s (1988) 

unitary framework of validity made a revolution in the definition of validity. Despite its 

appealing conceptual framework, Messsick’s unified version of validity seemed not to provide a 

clear guidance on how to validate score interpretations or uses. This caused House (1980) and 

Cronbach (1988) to address these limitations. They suggested an argument -based approach for 

validation was required to specify the intended interpretation and use of test scores. Kane (1992) 

introduced an argument-based approach to validation that included interpretive and validity 

arguments. This was later refined in Kane (2013). Furthermore, to validate the uses of score 

interpretation, Bachman (2005) proposed a framework to test validation, i.e. Assessment Use 

Argument (refined in Bachman & Palmer, 2010). In his framework, Bachman argued that a 

validity argument could be supplemented by a utilization argument (which was formulated to 

address the relevance and usefulness of the score meaning).  

 

Validity in Classroom-based Assessment 

In recent years, there has been a growing recognition among second language (L2) scholars that 

transferring the validation processes of standardized tests to the classroom assessment is 

problematic on the grounds that these two types of assessment differ in fundamental ways (e.g. 

Fulcher & Davidson, 2007; Kane & Wools, 2019; Moss, 2003, Stobart, 2012). Moss (2003), for 

example, asserts that the theoretical underpinnings of standardized tests and classroom 

assessment vary in the way they consider assessment and teaching. Standardized testing 

postulates assessment as a discrete activity which is distinct from teaching and learning (Cheng, 

2005; Cheng, Watanabe, & Curtis, 2004). Drawing on socio-cultural theory and hermeneutics, 

Moss declares that unlike standardized testing practices, the purpose of classroom assessment is 

not only to identify learners’ abilities but also to inform better teaching and more efficient 

learning. Brookhart (2003) also argues assessment and teaching are integrated within the 

classroom. She sees this in terms of Vygotsky’s ZPD and claims classroom teachers are 

constantly assessing learners to identify where additional teaching is needed. Likewise, Fulcher 

and Davidson (2007) contend the main difference between standardized tests and classroom 

assessment is the context of classroom. They maintain that in the psychometric approach to test 

validation, context is usually referred to as one part of construct-irrelevant variance whereas in 

classroom assessment, context, i.e. the learning environment, is part of the construct, and is 

therefore directly related to the assessment of the learners.    

Furthermore, some researchers have warned against transferring statistical analyses and 

technical approaches of test validation of standardized testing to classroom assessment (e.g. 

Kane, 2017; Poehner, 2011; Teasdale & Leung, 2000; Torrance, 1995). In standardized tests, the 

interpretation of test performance often relies on advanced statistical analyses which tend to be 

highly technical. These analyses are not applicable to classroom assessments which unlike 

standardized tests do not yield hundreds or thousands of scores. More importantly, standardized 
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 tests and classroom assessment have completely divergent assumptions about assessment. As 

Moss (2003) points out, standardized testing considers assessment as a discrete activity, 

administrated to the test-takers in isolation, the result of which is usually reduced to a score or 

ranking. In contrast, assessment in classroom-based practices, is an ongoing and dynamic 

activity, typically done collaboratively which culminates in a detailed profile of the abilities of 

test-takers (Kane & Wools, 2019; Moss 2003). 

As noted above, due to the purpose and context of testing, the validation processes of 

standardized tests and classroom assessment are quite different. However, in both types of 

assessment, it is important to collect evidence that justifies the appropriateness of the decisions 

made (Fulcher & Davidson, 2007; Moss 2003; Poehner, 2011). In a psychometric approach, 

evidence has to be amassed to support the claims about the proposed interpretations and uses of 

scores gained (Kane, 2012). Likewise, in classroom-based assessment evidence is collected to 

show this type of assessment has resulted in improved learning. This in turn attests to the 

usefulness of the assessment and the validity of the interpretation of evidence (Fulcher & 

Davidson, 2007). 

 

Validity research in classroom-based assessment 

Literature of test validation reveals a few studies addressing validity in classroom assessment 

(e.g. Moss, 2003; Stobart, 2012). In her study, Moss (2003) explores the shortcomings of 

psychometric validity for classroom assessment practices. By providing additional theoretical 

resources from the sociocultural theory and hermeneutics, she questions the value of the validity 

paradigm of psychometric approaches to assessment to classroom practices. In addition, Moss 

seeks to delineate how teachers should look at their own aims within a particular learning context 

to determine what constitutes valid assessment for that context. Hence, she suggests classroom 

assessment validity procedures should be built within a “framework to guide thinking and action” 

(Moss, 2003; p.15). 

Moreover, Stobart (2012) suggests the validity of any classroom-based assessment is 

demonstrated through how well it meets its purpose of improving learning. Stobart further claims 

that a strict adhesion to determining whether a specific type of classroom assessment has led to 

further learning is not sufficient for a validity inquiry of classroom assessment. A validity inquiry 

should also seek to find what hinders the underlying intention of assessment to be realized. Thus, 

Stobart (2012) suggests in order to examine the validity of classroom assessment, “the cultural 

and learning context, the quality of classroom interaction, the teacher’s and learners’ clarity about 

what is being learned, and the effectiveness of feedback” (p. 235) should be analyzed. This, he 

believes, can help find out what supports or threatens effective classroom assessment.     

 

Validity research in dynamic assessment 

Studies on the validity of DA seem also to be scarce (e.g. Poehner, 2008b & 2011). Lantolf and 

Poehner (2004), in an article in which they outline a theoretical framework for the application of 

DA procedures to L2 assessment and pedagogy, assert “DA derives its validity not from the 

assessment instruments but from the procedures followed in the administration of the instrument” 

(p. 67). They claim the validity of DA is established to the extent that DA is able to achieve its 

purpose, namely pushing the learner’s language abilities forward. In another paper on 

fundamentals of DA, Lantolf and Poehner (2007) propose when the validity of the activity of 

teaching-assessment is in focus, it is necessary to interpret its impact on learner development. 

Moreover, they assert considering that the process of teaching and assessment in the classroom is 

ongoing, its validation should have the same nature. It is worth noting that according to Aljaafreh 

and Lantolf (1994) and Poehner (2008a) a learner’s development is not always manifested in 
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his/her independent performance, rather subtle changes in a learner’s responsiveness to mediation 

may also indicate development. 

Further Poehner (2008b) addresses the issue of validity in DA within a validity framework. He 

maintains when assessment is reoriented from a measurement activity (as in standardized tests) to 

one focused on learner development (as in DA) a theoretical framework is needed that fosters 

cooperation with learners and intervention. He, therefore, proposes that the theoretical framework 

articulated in Vygotsky’s (1987) Sociocultural theory for development-oriented assessment can 

serve as the kind of “robust validity framework to guide thinking and action” (Moss, 2003, p. 15) 

in classroom assessment which Moss has called for. More importantly, Poehner (2008b) asserts 

the core argument to establish validity in DA is to determine the extent to which the assessment 

procedure can support learner development. Poehner (2008b) also remarks in DA, the constructs 

or abilities assessed are always in flux; i.e. the focus is on changes in the learner abilities. In 

addition, he claims the interpretations of evidential basis for learner abilities are more complex in 

DA since the evidence itself is dynamic rather than stable. This means during the interactions, the 

mediator should have moment-by-moment interpretation of learner abilities to provide the 

learners with appropriate types of mediation.  

In another study on DA validity, Poehner (2011) refers to Messick’s (1989) approach to 

validity and suggests the argumentation in Messick’s model is more likely relevant to validating 

classroom assessment. Poehner, further, asserts in order to determine the appropriateness of 

diagnoses of learner abilities and the instruction informed by them, evidence-based arguments 

seem inevitable. He, therefore, proposes two interrelated foci for validating L2 DA: micro- and 

macro-validity. Micro-validity, in Poehner’s terms, examines specific mediation or mediating 

strategies given by a mediator during DA. It comprises the stages of developing logical 

arguments about the appropriateness of the interpretations of learners’ abilities and how they end 

in offering mediational support. Poehner explains that the micro-validation process begins with a 

learner’s initial action. Then based on that action, the mediator makes a provisional interpretation 

of the learner’s ability and hence provides mediational support. However, the interpretation made 

is tentative and the learner’s responsiveness to that mediation will result in either accepting or 

rejecting that interpretation. Vygotsky (1987) emphasizes the important role of learners’ 

responsiveness to mediation in revealing what is in the learners’ ZPD. If the interpretation is 

rejected then the process of making interpretation is repeated. 

Macro-validity, on the other hand, focuses on the entire DA procedure to determine the 

success of the interactions in revealing and guiding learner development (Poehner, 2001). The 

macro-validation process includes detecting three forms of evidence: changes in mediation, 

changes in learner responsiveness, and learner verbalization. By identifying changes in the 

quality of mediation required by a learner as well as changes in learner responsiveness to 

mediation (how learners respond to a mediation), Poehner claims evidence can be accrued to 

argue for a particular diagnosis of a learner’s ZPD. He, further, suggests the commentaries 

verbalized by the learner ascertain the diagnosis made about his/her abilities. Finally, Poehner 

recommends his model to classroom teachers, suggesting that it helps them form and verify the 

interpretations of their interactions with learners and minimizes purely subjective statements 

about learners’ abilities. 

It needs to be mentioned that Poehner's (2011) model, detects validity evidence for the 

interactions made between one mediator and one learner, and hence supports an individual's 

development through his/her ZPD. The question whether this model of validation could also be 

extended to Poehner’s (2009) group dynamic assessment (G-DA) motivated the present study. In 

GDA, the focus is not on one individual but on the entire class. Poehner (2009) bases G-DA on 

Vygotsky’s (1998) description of ZPD as “the optimum time for teaching both the group and 

each individual” (Poehner, 2009, p. 204).  He believes through offering mediation to a group of 
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 learners, it is possible to construct a group's ZPD. Therefore, in G-DA, by attuning the 

mediational support to the group’s ZPD, the group could become a psychological entity within 

which the development of the group and each group member would be interrelated. Poehner 

(2009) introduces cumulative and concurrent approaches in G-DA. In the cumulative approach, 

when a student produces an incorrect answer, mediation prompts are provided to that particular 

student until he or she finds the correct answer. Thus, in cumulative G-DA, through co-

constructing ZPDs with individuals, the aim is to move the group forward in its ZPD. On the 

contrary, in the concurrent approach, the mediator opens dialog with the entire group and 

provides mediation upon realizing that a learner has faced a problem. However, that same learner 

is not required to provide an answer in response to the mediation received. As a result, in 

concurrent G-DA, the goal is to support the development of each individual by working within 

the group’s ZPD. It seems possible to determine the validity of cumulative and concurrent G-DA 

through Poehner’s (2011) validity model.  

 

Current study 

In this study, attempts were made to extend Poehner’s (2011) validity model to G-DA. In so 

doing, the aim is to develop validity arguments, following Kane (2021), to explore the validity of 

the G-DA procedures carried out to enhance L2 listening comprehension ability through utilizing 

Poehner's (2011) validation model. In other words, the purpose has been to identify validity 

evidence for the teacher interpretations about learners’ abilities and thereby the mediation which 

addresses learner development in G-DA. To create evidence-based validity arguments, according 

to Kane (2021) the inferences and interpretations made by the teacher should be supported by 

warrants. These warrants themselves are based on assumptions which require backing or 

support. Thus, the aim is to provide an explicit statement concerning the teacher interpretations 

and supporting assumption that gets us from the observed performances to the claims made about 

these performances. The study, therefore, will address the following questions: 

Q1. What evidence is observed in determining the micro-validity of G-DA of intermediate EFL 

listening comprehension? 

Q2. What evidence is observed in determining the macro-validity of G-DA of intermediate 

EFL listening comprehension? 

 

Method 

The current study has revisited the finding of prior project (Hashemi Shahraki, Ketabi, & Barati, 

2015) examining the applicability of G-DA to L2 listening comprehension. The project aimed to 

organize classroom interactions in terms of the learners’ ZPD. The principal purpose of 

employing G-DA was to diagnose the sources of L2 listening comprehension difficulty in 

intermediate learners and to promote their emerging capacities in this skill. 

 

Participants 

The sample under study was EFL learners at a language institute in Iran. Two upper-intermediate 

(based on the Oxford Placement Test, Geranpayeh, 2003) intact classes were selected to 

participate in this study. One of the classes was randomly assigned as the experimental group 

(N=24) while the other as the control group (N=26). The 50 participants were Persian females (14 

-18yrs.) who had taken English courses for three years in that institute. Students from both 

groups were asked to avoid any additional English input during the course of this study. All the 

participants were asked to sign a consent form for taking part in this study as well as for being 

audio-visually recorded. 

 



 

International Journal of Foreign Language Teaching and Research, 12 (49), 2024 Islamic Azad University of Najafabad 

                 

135 Evaluating the Validity of a Socially-situated Assessment … 

Materials 

This study included a pretest/posttest and seven listening tests (LT).  Given the level of the 

participants and the expert judges’ analyses, the listening material and comprehension questions 

of the tests were chosen. The pretest/posttest was extracted from Interaction/Mosaic placement 

test (Tarver Chase, Hanreddy, & Whalley, 2013). The test included fifty four-option multiple 

choice (MC) items. The test was to measure test takers' listening ability in extracting the gist of 

what they heard, getting particular details, identifying speaker's opinion, and making inferences. 

The reliability of the test was estimated 0.93 (Cronbach's Alpha). The listening material of the 

pretest/posttest consisted of question and statement items as well as dialogic and monologic texts.  

Based on the learners’ independent and mediated performance on the pretest, the listening 

material of the seven LTs along with their comprehension questions was selected from Mosaic 1 

Listening/Speaking (Hanreddy & Whalley, 2008). Each LT had 6-8 four-option MC questions. 

The listening material of each LT was either a part of a longer conversation or a number of short 

conversations with a focus on implied meanings all at the same difficulty level. The listening 

texts of the pretest/posttest and the LTs were at normal speech rate, i.e. 140 words per minute 

(Buck, 2001), all in standard American accent. Necessary modifications were made to the items 

and choices of the pretest/posttest and LTs as a result of their piloting.   

The rationale for using MC items as comprehension questions in the present study was that 

they could easily be scored. More importantly, MC items could assess a variety of listening sub-

skills. The time required for completing the non-dynamic pretest/posttest and each non-dynamic 

LT was 40 minutes and 10-15 minutes, respectively. However, the dynamic implementation (see 

‘procedure’ below) of the tests took longer: the dynamic pretest=80 minutes, the dynamic 

posttest=60 minutes, and each dynamic LT= 15-25 minutes. An example of one of the question 

items of the pretest/posttest is provided below.     

Narrator: Couldn’t you have arrived an hour later? 

a) I’m sorry I was late. 

b) I couldn’t have come earlier. 

c) Would you like me to come back in a while? 

d) Sorry we left so late.  

(Source: Item10, p. T39, the Interactions/Mosaic Listening Placement Test, Tarver Chase et 

al., 2013). 

 

Procedure 

The G-DA procedures in this study comprised non-dynamic and dynamic pretest- enrichment 

phase- non-dynamic and dynamic posttest (following Ableeva, 2010) for a time span of 10 weeks 

as shown below: 

Week 1      → The Oxfords’ Placement Test  

Week 2      → Non-dynamic and dynamic pretest  

Weeks 3-9 → Enrichment phase (7 Listening Tests: Non-dynamic and dynamic assessments)  

Week 10    → Non-dynamic and dynamic posttest  

From week2 to week10, initially the learners of the experimental and control groups took the 

test relevant to that session in a non-dynamic format. The non-dynamic administration of the tests 

was the same for both groups. It means they listened to the text or texts once and answered 

comprehension questions. Then the test sheets were collected, and only the experimental group 

took each test dynamically. In the dynamic administration of each test, the mediator, who was 

one of the researchers, replayed the listening material portion by portion for the class to provide 

their recalls either in their L1, Persian, or English. Upon the learners’ failure to provide an 

acceptable recall, the mediator intervened and offered mediation. The mediation provided was 

not pre-specified but emerged from the mediator’s ongoing collaborations with learners, i.e. the 
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 interactionist approach (Lantolf & Poehner, 2004). Moreover, to mediate a learner’s problem, the 

mediator opened dialog with the entire group and provided mediational support, i.e. the 

concurrent approach (Poehner, 2009). In this approach, the interaction shifts rapidly between the 

primary and secondary interactants since a learner’s question or comment set the stage for other 

learners’ contribution. To ensure the active participation of the learners’, before each dynamic 

test, the learners were told their silence would be construed as their lack of understanding of the 

listening texts.  

 

Data Analysis 

The audio- and video-recorded mediator-learner interactions were transcribed. Thematic analysis 

(Guest, 2012) was used to analyze the transcript data. This would help to identify the mediational 

strategies offered and to support evidence for micro- and macro-validation.  

To detect the mediational strategies, the transcribed data were analyzed to identify instances of 

mediation support given to the learners. The data were then coded and categorized by two expert 

judges (inter-rater reliability=0.79). A taxonomy of nine mediational strategies emerged from the 

analyzed data (Figure 1). Following Aljaafreh and Lantolf (1994) and Ableeva (2010), the 

strategies were arranged from the most implicit to the most explicit. 

 

Figure 1 

Typology of mediational strategies 

 
 

To address the first research question, we applied Poehner’s (2011) model for micro-

validation to the data. During every G-DA session, the mediator deployed the micro-validation 

process and searched for evidence to support the interpretations on learner abilities. The mediator 

began the process by formulating a provisional interpretation about what the action might 

indicate about the learners’ abilities. For instance, a provisional interpretation about the learners’ 

inability in providing a recall could mean they did not have access to adequate attentional 

resources to decode the words heard, or had difficulties in word recognition. Then based on her 

interpretation, the mediator provided a mediational strategy. The learners’ responses to the 

mediation provided warrant for the mediator to either accept or reject her provisional 

interpretation (Kane, 2021). The acceptance of the provisional interpretation, in turn meant and 

provided support that the diagnosis made about the learners' abilities and the mediational strategy 

provided were appropriate. On the other hand, the rejection of the provisional interpretation 

signaled the inappropriateness of the diagnosis made and the inadequacy of the mediational 

strategy offered. In this case, the mediator continued the process of observing learners’ actions, 



 

International Journal of Foreign Language Teaching and Research, 12 (49), 2024 Islamic Azad University of Najafabad 

                 

137 Evaluating the Validity of a Socially-situated Assessment … 

developing tentative interpretations of learners’ abilities, providing the required mediational 

strategy and analyzing learners’ responses to the mediation offered. Such a process continued 

until the mediator found evidence for the appropriateness of the diagnosis made and the 

mediational strategy offered.  

As for the second research question, unlike what Poehner's (2011) macro-validation model 

suggests, changes in mediation, changes in learner responsiveness, and learner verbalization did 

not seem to provide adequate evidence for the success of G-DA in promoting each individual 

learner's L2 listening comprehension. In other words, by analyzing the overall pattern of 

mediation required by the learners and their responsiveness to the mediation received, it was only 

possible to determine whether the group had any progress in L2 listening comprehension. Thus, 

individual learner's development within the group would be left unnoticed. In concert with that, 

Poehner (2009) states, “both responsiveness to support as well as independent performance 

(emphasis added)” (Poehner, 2009, p. 489) of the learners need to be analyzed in order to discern 

whether each individual member in a group is also developing. Consequently, the present study 

added learners' independent performance to the macro-validation model (Poehner, 2011). The 

resulting model was then implemented to find evidence for the macro-validation of G-DA. Figure 

2 shows the way the above pieces of evidence function in relation to each other.  

 

Figure 2 

Expanded model of macro-validation 

 
 

To gain evidence for changes in mediation, after the mediating strategies were coded and 

categorized, they were tallied and a frequency count was reported for each G-DA session.  

Moreover, the transcript data was analyzed further to find instances where the mediation offered 

resulted in eliciting the desired response (changes in learners’ responsiveness) and to detect 

learners’ verbalization about their own performance. The changes detected in learners’ 

responsiveness were coded and categorized; their frequency count was then recorded for each G-

DA session. Finally, to analyze the independent performance of the learners in both groups, their 

answers on the pre and post-tests were scored, and then several t-tests were run on the resulting 

data. 

 

Results and Discussion 

The excerpts that follow are randomly selected from among the G-DA interactions of the 

experimental group during the enrichment phase (weeks3-9, see Procedure). They are only to 

demonstrate examples of L2 G-DA interactions in classroom setting and to provide a point of 

reference for the G-DA validity discussion presented below. 
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 Micro-Validation of the G-DA Procedures 

The first research question concerned the detection of evidence for evaluating the micro-validity 

of the G-DA interactions provided to assess and/or promote intermediate learners' L2 listening 

comprehension ability. Excerpt 1, taken from LT3, enrichment phase, week5, illustrates the 

process of the micro-validation of the mediational strategies of replaying, accepting response, 

rejecting response, and offering metalinguistic clues (Figure 3). Put differently, it depicts what 

interpretations of learner abilities motivated the mediator to provide these mediational strategies 

and brings evidence to support these interpretations. 

 

Figure 3 

Excerpt 1(Extracted from LT3, Enrichment Phase, week 5), Note: M=Mediator, S=Student 

  
 

Replaying 

As demonstrated in this interaction, the learners’ initial action, i.e. being silent (lines 2 and 4), 

was their inability to provide a recall of the content of the portion heard. According to Vygotsky 

(1998) and as stressed by Lantolf and Poehner (2013) the purpose of providing mediation in DA 

is to determine the minimum level of support learners require to perform successfully. Therefore, 

the mediator’s provisional interpretation about the learners’ listening comprehension was that the 
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learners were not able to provide a correct recall since they did not have access to adequate 

attentional resources to decode the words heard. She assumed multiple hearings of the text could 

free up required attentional resources (Tyler, 2001) to notice the aspects they had failed to catch 

during the first listening. The mediator, thus, decided to offer the replaying strategy using the 

sub-strategy of replaying the entire portion. S1’ response (line 6) illustrates the incompleteness 

of this mediational strategy, resulting in the rejection of the provisional interpretation of the 

learners’ abilities.  

 

Accepting response 

The learner’s response in line 6 in turn directed the mediator to make another provisional 

interpretation (see Figure 2). Her provisional interpretation was the learners were uncertain about 

the correctness or appropriateness of their response and needed caring support to clear this doubt.  

Based on this tentative interpretation, the mediator set up the next mediating move. She provided 

the accepting response strategy (line 7) reflecting Vygotsky’s affective-volitional aspect of 

learning (Warford, 2010). Line 8 shows the learners’ response to this mediation, i.e. further 

silence, which led the mediator to reject her second provisional interpretation about learners’ 

abilities. At this point, the mediator, however, decided not to provide a more explicit mediational 

move and resorted to the replaying strategy used before. She assumed another exposure to the 

listening text could help the learners regulate their thoughts. The partial recall (learner response) 

given by S2 (line 10) testified her conjecture to some extent and provided evidence for her 

interpretation of the learner's abilities. Upon observing the learner’s responsiveness to the 

mediation offered, the mediator, therefore, made use of the accepting response strategy again.  

 

Rejecting response 

S3’s incorrect guess in line 12 showed the futility of the accepting response strategy. The 

mediator interpreted the learner’s response as a demand for a more explicit type of mediation. 

Accordingly, she provided the strategy of rejecting response applying the sub-strategy of pausing 

(line 13) to clearly send a message to the learners that something was amiss with their 

performance. As depicted in line 14, this strategy encouraged S4 to make an attempt to overcome 

the difficulty and to provide a recall of the first sentence heard. The learner responsiveness to the 

mediational move could offer important evidence in support of the mediator’s provisional 

interpretation of learners’ abilities which could in turn lead to the acceptance of this 

interpretation. The repeated process of making interpretation of learner’s abilities and its 

subsequent refutation or confirmation (based on observing the learners’ responsiveness to the 

mediation received) had the potential to refine the mediator’s understanding of the learners’ 

deficiencies. The learners’ responses provided up to line 14 suggested to the mediator that the 

learners were experiencing difficulties with word recognition. Thus, the recognition of words was 

facilitated by less explicit forms of mediation. 

In lines16 and 18, the mediator observed the learners' problems in producing a correct recall of 

the second sentence. Moreover, the implicit sub-strategy of replaying the entire portion seemed 

not to be sufficient. The mediator interpreted the learner’s response as calling for further 

assistance. She, therefore, decided to use the sub-strategy of replaying a segment… (line19). The 

purpose of this sub-strategy was to narrow down the scope of the focus and to draw the learners’ 

attention to the problematic area (a particular lexical phrase or a grammatical structure).  

Nevertheless, the silence of students (line20) helped the mediator realize her interpretation about 

the learners’ abilities was incorrect. The inability of the learners to provide an acceptable recall 

showed that the learners’ problem was perhaps far more than word recognition. 
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 Offering metalinguistic clues 

In lines16 and 18, the mediator observed the learners' problems in producing a correct recall of 

the second sentence. Moreover, the implicit sub-strategy of replaying the entire portion seemed 

not to be sufficient. The mediator interpreted the learner’s response as calling for further 

assistance. She, therefore, decided to use the sub-strategy of replaying a segment… (line19). The 

purpose of this sub-strategy was to narrow down the scope of the focus and to draw the learners’ 

attention to the problematic area (a particular lexical phrase or a grammatical structure).  

Nevertheless, the silence of students (line20) helped the mediator realize her interpretation about 

the learners’ abilities was incorrect. The inability of the learners to provide an acceptable recall 

showed that the learners’ problem was perhaps far more than word recognition. 

 

Figure 4 

Excerpt 2 (Extracted from LT4, Enrichment Phase, week 6) Note: M=Mediator, S=Student 

 
 

Excerpt 2, taken from LT4, enrichment phase (week6), shows the micro-validation process of 

the strategy of asking the words heard and encouraging learners to put them together (Figure 4). 

An explanation of what interpretation of learner abilities led the mediator to provide this strategy, 

and the evidence she gained through learners’ responsiveness to mediation is given in this 

interaction. 

 

Asking the words and encouraging learners to put them together 

Based on the initial response of the learners, i.e. not producing any recalls, the mediator offered 

them one of the most implicit strategies on the list, namely the replaying strategy (line 3). The 

learners’ response to this strategy (lines 4 and 6) revealed their inability to produce even a partial 

recall after multiple exposures, indicating the inadequacy of this mediational move. Following 

her observation, the mediator made the provisional interpretation that the inability on the part of 

the learners was possibly due to the semantic density or syntactic complexity of the 
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sentence. Consequently, she deemed appropriate to offer the mediational strategy of asking the 

words and putting them together. The mediator believed that by breaking down the entire 

sentence into manageable portions, she could lower the comprehension load for the learners and 

encourage them to take part in a joint intellectual activity. This strategy supports the principle 

that purposeful group work results in sharing of knowledge and abilities which moves the group 

forward in its ZPD while also benefitting individuals (Petrovsky, 1985). The collaborative work 

done among the mediator and learners (displayed in lines 7 through 23) aided S1, who had earlier 

provided only a partial segment, to put together the decoded words and, thus, uttered most of the 

content (line 24). Her recall was then completed by S6 (line 26). The learners’ responses in this 

excerpt suggested that their inability in providing a recall was due to the semantic density of the 

sentence heard and was not related to its syntactic structure. Evidence in support of the 

mediator’s provisional interpretation of learners’ abilities is gained through observing the 

effectiveness of the mediational strategy offered, and, thus, the acceptance of this interpretation. 

 

Figure 5 

Excerpt 3 (Extracted from LT2, Enrichment Phase, week 4) Note: M=Mediator, S=Student 
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 The micro-validation process of the mediational strategies of using dictionary or offering 

translation, determining the intention of the speaker, adding up details to infer logical conclusions 

and providing the correct response and explanation is depicted in Excerpt 3 extracted from LT2, 

enrichment phase (week4) (Figure 5). It shows what interpretation of learners’ abilities motivated 

the mediator to make use of these strategies so as to diagnose the sources of difficulties learners 

encountered in comprehending L2 listening texts and hence to promote their understanding. 

 

Encouraging learners to use dictionary or offering translation 

The learner’s silence in line 2 (initial response) led the mediator to offer the strategy of 

replaying, beginning the procedure of offering support with implicit mediation as prescribed in 

DA. With the aid of this mediation, the learners could recall a part of the sentence heard 

verbatim, which was the idiom "you can say that again" (line 4). The learner’s response here 

showed that although this mediation helped learners to provide a correct recall of the idiom 

heard, they were oblivious of its figurative meaning. This response signified that a more explicit 

prompt was required on the part of the learners. Upon observing this, the mediator made a 

tentative interpretation that this lexical item was absent in the lexical repertoire of the learners, 

and therefore chose to offer the strategy of dictionary use (line 11). The mediator assumed using 

dictionaries could serve as a symbolic artifact that had the capability of triggering the learning 

process of the learners which might bring about the expansion of their ZPDs (Vygotsky, 1978). 

S1’s remarks in lines 12 and 14 revealed she had problems both with the meaning of the word 

and with dictionary-use. Following the provision of a dictionary-use skill on how to find idioms 

in dictionaries (lines 15 and 17), one of the students looked up the idiom in her dictionary and 

informed the class of its meaning (line 18).  This responsiveness to mediation brings in evidence 

in support of the acceptance of the tentative interpretation the mediator made about this ability in 

the learners. 

 

Asking learners to determine the intention of the speaker 

The silence of the learners (line 32) revealed for the mediator once more that they could only 

grasp the literal meaning of the material heard and were not cognizant of the hidden intention of 

the speaker. Making the provisional interpretation that the learners had difficulty in extracting 

meaning beyond the literal meaning of words and sentences, she implemented the strategy of 

determining the real intention of the speaker (line 33). This strategy aimed to help learners 

discover what the speaker was saying beyond her words. The learners’ response in line 34 

reveals this strategy, however, was not sufficient to elicit a correct response from the learners.  

 

Encouraging learners to add up details to infer logical conclusions 

Upon observing the insufficiency of the mediation provided, the mediator deemed to offer the 

strategy of adding up details to infer logical conclusions which is more explicit. This strategy 

encourages learners to search for clues, whether linguistic or extralinguistic (Buck, 2001; Nunan, 

2002; Vandergrift, 2004), and to piece them up in order to find a logical conclusion not expressed 

in words. Through this strategy and with the help of the strategies of offering metaliguistic clues 

and accepting response (lines 35 to 48), the mediator helped the learners unearth some facts about 

the conversation, e.g. “a loan,” “a disagreement.”  However, she was once again faced with the 

learners’ partial understanding and inability to grasp the intended meaning (line 49 and 51).  

 

Providing the correct response and explanation 

The inability on the part of the learners (line49 and 51) led the mediator to the provisional 

interpretation that the required skills for making an understanding of that implied meaning were 
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beyond the learners’ ZPD. The mediator, thus, decided to make use of the most explicit and the 

last strategy on the list, providing correct response…. This strategy reflects Vygotsky’s (1987) 

notion about providing instruction. Vygotsky believes this could be the driving motor of 

intellectual development when it is attuned to learners’ abilities and can help them move up to a 

higher level of ZPD. To implement this strategy, the mediator clearly explained to the learners 

how to arrive at the speaker’s implicit intent. In so doing, she clarified the learners should focus 

on important details they heard and combine them with their own background knowledge and 

experiences to infer hidden meanings (lines52 and 54). This interaction showed that learners’ 

responses to each mediation were carefully screened by the mediator with the aim of determining 

the next appropriate mediational support. Moreover, the continuous process of providing 

mediational strategies to the learners gave the mediator a clearer picture of the learners’ 

development. As observed in Excerpts 1, 2, and 3, the mediational strategies provided did not 

always result in eliciting the intended response and therefore did not always yield a positive 

outcome. Observing this, one might conclude these strategies are not effective in promoting the 

learners’ listening comprehension ability, or the learners are far from independently controlling 

that L2 feature. However, as mentioned above, to determine the appropriateness of a mediational 

strategy not just a particular exchange but the entire G-DA procedure should be analyzed. The 

analysis, which is explained in the next part, pertains to validation at a macro-level. This 

scrutinizes the learners’ performance over the entire G-DA procedure to evaluate the claims 

regarding the learners’ development and their ZPDs.  

 

Macro-Validation of the G-DA Procedures 

The second research question aimed to find evidence for the macro-validity of the G-DA 

interactions. To address the question, the expanded model for macro-validation was 

implemented. This model demands four forms of evidence: (i) changes in the quality of 

mediation required, (ii) changes in learners’ responsiveness to mediation, (iii) learners’ 

verbalization about their performance, and (iv) learners’ independent performance.  

 

Changes in the quality of mediation 

From an SCT perspective, one way to track learners’ progress in the ZPD is to refer to the 

number and the degree of the explicitness of the mediation offered to the learners over time 

(Aljaafreh & Lantolf, 1994; Poehner, 2005 & 2011). Consequently, to provide evidence whether 

changes in the quality and quantity of the mediation offered occurred, the frequency and degree 

of explicitness of the mediational strategies offered over time were analyzed. Table 1 presents the 

frequency of mediational strategies offered to the learners in the dynamic administration of the 

pretest and posttest. 

 

Table 1 

Frequency and the degree of explicitness of mediational strategies 
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      A comparison of the frequency of the mediational strategies offered in the pretest and posttest 

shown in Table 1 reveals that at the end of the G-DA procedure (posttest) the learners needed 

fewer explicit mediational strategies and demanded implicit mediation. This change in the type of 

mediation required is an indication of the learners’ growing autonomy and self-regulation 

functioning (Poehner, 2008a). Moreover, this observed change offers evidence in support of the 

macro-validation of the strategies used in this G-DA procedure as well as the G-DA interactions 

taken place. Another form of evidence that had to be detected in the mediator-learners interaction 

to evaluate the macro-validation of the G-DA procedure implemented in this study was to 

observe the overall pattern of learners’ responsiveness to mediation and how it may have 

changed during this procedure. 

 

Changes in learners’ responsiveness to mediation 

In G-DA, like DA, learners’ development may also manifest as changes in responsiveness to 

mediation (Aljaafreh & Lantolf, 1994, Lantolf & Poehner, 2013). Put differently, learners’ lack 

of responsiveness to a type of mediational strategy may be interpreted to mean the learners’ 

understanding of that relevant feature of the L2 was far from where it needed to be for successful 

independent performance. However, over time during the G-DA interaction this same 

mediational strategy might result in eliciting the desired response from the learners. This change 

in responsiveness to mediation on the part of the learners signals the relevant ability is in the 

process of maturing in the learners (Poehner, 2011).  

To illustrate how learners’ responsiveness to a specific mediation may change during an 

interaction, let us return to Excerpt 2 (Figure 5). As shown in lines 2 and 4 of the excerpt, at the 

beginning of the interaction, the learners were not responsive to the mediational strategy of 

replaying. However, later on in this interaction and after a continued course of providing 

appropriate mediational moves, as line 19 of the excerpt depicts the learners were responsive to 

this strategy. It is worthy of notice that on the basis of this single occurrence of change in the 

learners’ responsiveness to the mediation observed in this interaction, it seems untimely to claim 

this interaction resulted in the development of learners’ listening comprehension ability. 

However, each single change in learners’ responsiveness to mediation is assumed to have a small 

contribution to the maturation of their intended abilities (Poehner, 2008a).  

In this paper, the length constraints preclude the transcription of all interactions in which 

changes in learners’ responsiveness to mediational support were observed. However, in Table 2, 

the effectiveness of each mediational strategy in eliciting the desired response in the pretest and 

posttest during this G-DA procedure is provided in percentages.  

 

Table 2 

The effectiveness of mediational strategies in eliciting a correct response 
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     As Table 2 shows, in the pretest the strategies of accepting response, rejecting response, and 

replaying were found to be less useful to the learners in eliciting the correct response. However, 

in the posttest these three mediational strategies seemed to be more useful to the learners. As 

noted, these strategies are more implicit as compared to the other mediational strategies used in 

this study. This change in the learners’ responsiveness, i.e. benefiting from implicit mediation 

could be interpreted as an indication that they are relatively close to autonomy and self- 

regulation (Lantolf & Poehner, 2013), this could provide evidence towards the macro-validation 

of the G-DA interactions of this study. The third piece of evidence which could contribute to the 

macro-validation of DA is learners’ verbalization about their performance. 

 

Learners’ verbalization about their performance 

The learners’ reflection on their performance and their reasons for choosing particular linguistic 

items to produce or comprehend material in L2 is known as the learners’ verbalization about 

their performance. According to Poehner (2011) the information a mediator gains through this 

source is useful in both ascertaining the appropriateness of learners’ understanding of the 

language and how they are using this understanding to produce and comprehend materials in that 

language. In DA, learners’ verbalizations of their understanding of a particular linguistic feature 

seem to be crucial to the mediator’s diagnosis of the type of mediation suitable for the need of the 

learners as well as an aid to determine the abilities of the learners (Poehner, 2008b). Throughout 

the G-DA procedure the verbalization of the learners about what was impeding their 

understanding and what led them to have a particular understanding of the material heard 

provided the mediator with evidence to either refute or accept the interpretation she had made 

about a particular diagnosis of the learners’ ZPD. The learners’ verbalization data collected in 

this study was the verbalization occurred incidentally in class.    

     Excerpt 3, (Figure 5) captures the importance of learners’ verbalization in mediator’s 

diagnosis of learners’ abilities. S1’s verbalization about her problem clarified for the mediator 

that not only was the idiom of “you can say that again” absent in the lexical repertoire of the 

learners, they also did not know how to search for an idiom in a dictionary revealing their 

weaknesses in dictionary use. Another example is in line 40 of this excerpt; had the learner not 

mentioned her lack of understanding of the “rule” stated in the text heard, the mediator would 

have assumed the learners had grasped the meaning of the portion. Although the excerpt indicates 

the learners could eventually recite what they heard in the portion and were aware the 

interlocutors were disagreeing about something, they could not discern the main intent of the 

interlocutors. The Learners’ verbalizations about their performance created a clearer picture of 

the learners’ abilities during G-DA.  

 

Learners’ independent performance 

Another piece of evidence that can reveal whether the entire G-DA procedure could improve 

learners’ L2 listening comprehension could be shown through analyzing their independent 

performance on the pretest and posttest. 

 

Table 3 

Descriptive statistics of the experimental and control groups on the pretest and 

posttest
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      Descriptive statistics regarding the non-dynamic pretest and posttest of the experimental and 

control groups are presented in Table 3. The preliminary assumption testing was conducted to 

check for normality (non-significant results of Kolmogorov-Smirnov statistic) and homogeneity 

of variance with no serious violations was noted.  

 

Table 4 

T-test results on the experimental and control groups' performance on the pretest and posttest 

 
 

As depicted in Table 4, there was no significant difference in the listening comprehension 

ability of both groups at the outset of the tests [t(48)=0.14, p>0.05].The listening comprehension 

performance of experimental group increased from the pretest to posttest[t(23)=-13.90, p<0.05; 

and t(48)=-7.45, p<0.05, both with large effect sizes, eta squared> 0.14], whereas, from the 

pretest to posttest, the performance of the control group did not exhibit any change [t(25)=-1.79, 

p>0.05]. The improved scores of the learners of the experimental group on the posttest could be 

attributed to the mediation offered during the G-DA procedure. Therefore, it appears the mediator 

was successful in co-constructing a group ZPD in the classroom settings and calibrated the 

mediational support to the ZPD of the group as a whole. Moreover, it seems that by providing 

mediation within the group, the mediator could bring about the L2 listening comprehension 

development of each individual learner.  

Finally, further analysis of the mediator-learner dialogue indicated the causes of L2 listening 

comprehension difficulty in this study were mostly due to lack of L2 lexical knowledge and 

issues related to implied meanings. The L2 idiomatic expressions were often unknown to the 

learners. This might not be surprising since perhaps the learners are still in the process of 

building their lexical knowledge. Moreover, sometimes phonologically and grammatically-rooted 

problems were observed to impede the learners’ listening comprehension. Towards the end of the 

G-DA procedure and especially on the dynamic posttest it was seen the strategies of using 

dictionary (aiming at remediating L2 lexical deficiency) and the strategies of determining the 

intention…. and adding up details to… (encouraging learners to extract meanings beyond literal 

ones) were demanded much less by the learners (see Table 1). This was interpreted by the 

mediator as the sign of success of the G-DA procedure in remediating learners’ L2 listening 

comprehension difficulties which brings in further evidence for the macro-validation of the G-

DA procedures.   

 

Conclusion 

This paper aimed to evaluate the validity of G-DA, grounded in SCT which holds the 

psychological abilities arise as a result of participation in activities in which mediation is 

provided by others and by artifacts made available through culture. As noted earlier, L2 DA 

unlike standardized tests is less interested in measuring learners’ consistencies in L2 

performance; rather it seeks to measure learners’ developments. Nevertheless, this does not 

obfuscate the need to validate the claims made through DA about learner abilities and their 

development. Two research questions were posed in this study to explore the validity of the G-

DA procedure carried out to enhance the listening comprehension ability of EFL intermediate 
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learners. In order to provide a response for the first research question which concerned the 

detection of evidence for the micro-validity of the G-DA procedure implemented in this study, 

Poehner’s (2011) micro-validation model was used. Based on this model, through a careful 

analysis of the mediator-learners interactions, evidence supporting the appropriateness of the 

interpretations made about learners’ abilities and mediational strategies offered to enhance these 

abilities were detected and gathered. The evidence detected for micro-validation revealed the 

abilities that were assessed in G-DA were always changing. The mediator, thus, had to have non-

stop interpretations of learner abilities in order to offer the appropriate type of mediational 

strategy to the learners. This finding runs in accordance with Poehner’s (2008b) claims about 

validity in DA.  

To answer the second research question, aiming at detecting evidence to evaluate macro-

validation of the G-DA executed in this study, Poehner’s (2011) macro-validation model was 

utilized. The analysis of the G-DA interactions of this study demonstrated the learners required 

less explicit type of mediational support (i.e. changes in the quality of mediation required) 

towards the end of the G-DA procedure. Moreover, the more implicit mediational strategies 

which were not effective to elicit a correct response from the learners at the beginning of the G-

DA procedure were found to be useful for the learners to provide a correct response (i.e. changes 

in learners’ responsiveness) towards the end of this procedure. The observation of these two types 

of changes in learners’ G-DA performance over time could signify the G-DA procedure resulted 

in enhancing L2 listening comprehension in the learners, which in turn offers evidence in support 

of the macro-validation of the G-DA procedure. Furthermore, the analysis of the mediator-

learners interactions occurred in this study revealed learners’ verbalisations about their L2 

performance helped the mediator to have a more accurate diagnosis of the abilities of the 

learners, and thus providing evidence in support of the macro-validation. The independent 

performance of the learners on the posttest brought in further evidence that each individual group 

member as well as the group had progress in her L2 listening comprehension most probably as a 

result of the G-DA interactions. 

In general, this study demonstrated the usefulness of Poehner’s (2011) evidence-based 

arguments in validating G-DA procedure. This evidentiary reasoning process made it possible, in 

this study, to examine assumptions pertaining to different types of evidence and to address 

various aspects related to the validity of G-DA procedure. The present study suggests teachers or 

mediators can apply this coherent set of procedures to guide them in formulating and justifying 

interpretations about learners’ abilities and their possible development through DA procedures. 

Moreover, as illustrated in this paper, by sensitizing teachers to learner development, G-DA 

yields more systematic interactions between the teacher and learners which are calibrated to the 

group of learners’ emergent abilities. Therefore, by recognizing the learning process and needs of 

the learners through G-DA, teachers can more effectively design mediational strategies to remove 

learners’ L2 problems and to improve their instruction. Nevertheless, further research on the 

implementation of DA in the classroom context is required to determine how a profile about the 

developmental changes of each individual in a group can be created. Studies addressing the 

question of what impact the mediation provided to primary interactants could have on the 

secondary interactants who happen to be the primary ones in later interactions in a group setting 

seems also to be necessary. Finally, there is also a need for G-DA validation studies analyzing 

micro- and macro-validity in interventionist DA across multiple instructors and groups. 
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