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Abstract—Striving to integrate teaching and assessment, Dynamic Assessment (DA) is a pivotal classroom 

teacher assessment practice at teachers’ disposal. Although a multitude of research has delved into different 

aspects of DA of second/foreign language learning, whether their findings find their way into educational 

practice is a cause for concern. Adopting a meta-synthesis methodology, this study served a two-fold purpose: 

(a) to distill the pedagogical conclusions on the effectiveness of DA, and (b) to develop a more informed 

understanding of a set of guidelines for the implementation of DA so that the practical implications of research 

findings for teacher educators and teachers be better grasped. 

 

Index Terms—qualitative research, second language instruction, second language learning, sociocultural 

patterns, alternative assessment, dynamic assessment 

 

I.  INTRODUCTION 

Quantitative research methods and those employing experimental conditions or large data sets can, doubtless, lead to 

invaluable findings important to policymakers in the realm of education. Having said that, qualitative research synthesis 

and systematic reviews of primary research on education in general and meta-synthesis in particular might better unveil 

the practical implications of empirical research findings for teachers and provide them with instructional guidelines that 
would enhance teaching practices and/or learning outcomes. As far as second language acquisition (henceforth SLA) is 

concerned, meta-syntheses “may provide a different set of instructional strategy recommendations for English language 

teachers working in a wide variety of settings” (Tellez & Waxman, 2006, p. 250), which could, at least partly, justify 

why “qualitative studies in second language teaching are increasing in both number and quality” (ibid, p. 246) and the 

number of researchers and organizations, such as Campbell Collaboration, trying to synthesize primary research 

findings is escalating. 

Although the effectiveness of mediation in promoting learner development and the benefits of DA implementation in 

classroom assessment are bandied about in the related literature, (see the research reports marked with an asterisk in the 

reference list), research-based qualitative accounts that provide teacher educators and language teachers with practical 

guidelines on the effective implementation of DA are quite scanty. To fill this void, this meta-synthesis sought to amass 

information about the conclusions that have been pointed to in research studies on the effectiveness and applicability of 

second language (L2) DA and to identify a set of clear guidelines on the implementation of DA in classroom context. 

II.  LITERATURE REVIEW 

Dynamic assessment “challenges conventional views on teaching and assessment by arguing that these should not be 

seen as separate activities but should instead be fully integrated” (Poehner, 2008, p. 5). “Within this framework, efforts 

to understand, or assess, learner abilities necessarily involve promoting their development through instructional 

intervention. Put another way, the object of assessment is fully understood by actively seeking to change it” (Poehner, 

2011a, p. 100). As far as classroom assessment is concerned, DA helps teachers track the ongoing process of learning 

and make conscious decisions, informed by the results of previous assessment, as to how subsequent instruction should 

be organized. A sizeable portion of primary research into English as a Foreign Language (EFL), English as a Second 

Language (ESL), and SLA has looked at different aspects of DA and its effectiveness to unite instruction and 

assessment in the social environment of language classroom (see the studies marked with an asterisk in the reference 

list). For instance, previous studies scrutinized the applicability of DA to the development of learners’ (a) word 
recognition and reading comprehension (Carney & Cioffi, 1990; Dorfler, Golke, & Artelt, 2009), (b) writing skills 

(Nassaji & Swain, 2000; Shrestha & Coffin, 2012), (c) listening comprehension (Ableeva & Lantolf, 2011), and (d) 

speaking skills (Hill & Sabet, 2009); however, more needs to be done by way of research to render empirical findings 

applicable to classroom assessment. 
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As far as the purpose of the study is concerned, as noted in Rezaee and Ghanbarpour (2016), classroom assessment, 

also referred to as ‘ZPD-based assessment’ and ‘classroom teacher assessment’ (see Rea-Dickins, 2004; van 

Compernolle & Kinginger, 2013), is regarded as an alternative to standardized testing (Hill & Sabet, 2009, p. 537) in in 

classroom context. Although DA, as a form of classroom assessment, is found to be feasible and effective “not only in 

the field of cognitive performance but also in such curricular domains as EFL learning” (Kozulin & Grab, 2002, p. 122), 

whether or not enough heed is paid to the findings of ongoing research on DA in the field of Second Language Teacher 

Education (SLTE) can be the subject of some lively debate. To exemplify, preservice and in-service teacher-training 

course (TTC) organizers may make no mention of the progress made in the field in the course curricula; research 

findings might have no manifestation in such courses, accordingly, and they may simply remain as unwarranted, 

ancillary suggestions and theories on paper. Teacher trainees and language teachers, hence, would be liable to make no 

use of the developments in the field to advance on their way to professional excellence. Also, depriving learners of the 
benefits of recent research findings, such inadvertent negligence has some repercussions for students as well. 

Lack of familiarity and knowledge with/about principles of DA among teacher trainers/educators, language teachers, 

and those who are involved in teachers’ professional development is, doubtless, a barrier to DA finding its way into 

educational practice. It is high time we pondered over a simple question: when the cornerstone of micro validity (see 

Poehner, 2011b) and the overall success of DA lie with the teacher’s/mediator’s ability in providing learners with 

negotiated mediation attuned to their emerging needs, how can teachers who are deprived of a basic understanding of 

DA remain proactive in conducting classroom assessment? 

Mediating sources, both external (e.g., policy makers) and internal (e.g., teachers and teacher educators) (see Tierney, 

2006), can make way for practicable change in the prevailing position of assessment in general and DA in particular by 

taking on an intermediary role to bridge the gap between language research and language pedagogy (see Ellis, 2010, 

2013; Gass, 1995; Ishihara, 2010; Nuland, 2011; Nunan, 1991). Given that DA is no more a newfangled framework in 
the realm of education, the present study is an attempt to provide a set of guidelines to help teacher trainers and teachers 

get a better understanding of DA principles, its practicality and benefits, so that, hopefully, in the future, DA becomes a 

household approach in many educational settings. 

In an attempt to settle the aforementioned issues, the present study will look at conclusions and suggested guidelines 

in studies where DA was used to promote language development, inform intervention, or break new ground for 

conceiving of classroom assessment. It is an attempt to (a) sensitize classroom practitioners to the importance of being 

familiar with the dynamic traits of learner development, (b) avail language teachers of guidelines on providing learners 

with meditational means of development by attending to empirical research findings, and (c) give them some hints, 

extracted from relevant primary research, to help them engage in organizing complimentary classroom-based L2 DA 

practices that can foster learner development. Striving to take a step to permit classroom DA to achieves its pedagogical 

potential and provide a set of guidelines for teacher trainers and language teachers on implementing DA in classroom, 
the present study addresses two main research questions: 1) What pedagogical and theoretical conclusions have been 

discussed in the existing primary research on the usefulness of DA? 2) What common guidelines can be derived from 

studies on DA to assist language teachers to implement DA practices? 

III.  METHOD 

A.  Design 

To provide language teachers and teacher educators with empirical evidence, findings, assertions, and guidelines put 
forward in primary research regarding the usefulness and practicality of DA for language teaching/learning, the present 

meta-synthesis was carried out. Meta-synthesis was employed because, as stated earlier, it aims at (a) identifying 

ubiquitous phenomena and common themes observed or emerged in and from a selection of primary studies, (b) 

presenting key implications realized from research findings, and (c) identifying, comparing, combining, summarizing, 

analyzing, and interpreting the data and supported findings from across studies in terms of their quality and utility 

(Major & Savin-Baden, 2010; Thorne et al., 2004, Zhao, 1991) and was found to be suitable for fulfilling the dual 

purpose of the present work. Sandelowski, Docherty, and Emden (1997) delineated three general strategies for 

synthesizing qualitative studies: (a) integrating the findings of one prominent researchers’ work over time, (b) 

integrating the results of research across both researchers and time, and (c) transforming qualitative data into counts and 

analyzing them quantitatively. It is worth noting that the present meta-synthesis adopted the second aforementioned 

strategy. 

To interpret the data and distill evidence, the criteria Norris and Ortega (2007) established for meta-synthesis was 
used, according to which any systematic research review should possess three characteristics. First, the criteria for 

selection, inclusion, and exclusion of the studies should be explicitly denoted and rationalized. Second, instead of 

summarizing individual research reports and paying attention to what researchers claim their findings mean, which is 

quite commonplace in traditional reviews, critical and intense scrutiny is to be given to the evidence displayed in each 

study, and “numerical, visual, and textual displays of aggregated and reanalyzed primary data across studies” (Norris & 

Ortega, 2007, p. 808) should be presented. Third, to integrate individual research evidence into a whole which is greater 

than the sum of the parts, a coding book, determining what to look for in the studies, should be used. Such coding 
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categories are usually clarified in tables or appendices. With regard to the third criterion, the coding of the present meta-

synthesis was done inductively and the axioms and posteriori themes emerged in the process of reviewing the data. 

B.  Data Collection 

1. Search Terms and Procedures 

The articles included in this meta-synthesis were gathered in July 2014. Given that study sampling is typically 
purposive and selective in qualitative meta-synthesis (Norris & Ortega, 2007; Suri & Clarke, 2009), the initial literature 

was purposefully searched for by retrieving related articles from databases such as Academic Search Complete, 

Education Resources Information Center (ERIC), JSTOR, Modern Language Association (MLA), ProQuest, PsycINFO, 

Springer, Social Science Citation Index, and Web of Science. 

The search terms ‘dynamic assessment (DA)’, ‘sociocultural theory (SCT)’, ‘activity theory’, ‘zone of proximal 

development (ZPD)’, ‘ZPD-based assessment’, ‘mediated learning experience (MLE)’, ‘scaffolding’, ‘classroom 

assessment’, ‘classroom teacher assessment’, ‘Vygotsky’, as well as their wild cards were employed to locate and 

retrieve potential research reports for this meta-synthesis. Author searches were also conducted with the names of 

eminent researchers who were publishing in the field of DA (e.g., Lantolf, Poehner, van Compernolle, etc.). Also, 

Journal of Cognitive Education and Psychology, which accords special attention to DA, was searched. The initial 

search yielded a total 82 research studies published from 1987 to 2014. 

2. Quality Considerations: Inclusion Criteria 

An important issue in the selection of data to be used for meta-synthesis is that the criteria for both the inclusion and 

exclusion of primary research studies should be clearly expounded on (Welch, 2008). To enhance the quality of the 

studies used in this meta-synthesis, the number of collected potential articles was lowered by applying a predetermined 

criterion: the inclusion of published peer-reviewed quantitative, qualitative, theoretical, and case studies. Hence, 

dissertations, book reviews, and conference presentations were all left out. 

Having in mind the focus of the research questions and contemplating the need to merge comparable results and data 

types, the researcher eliminated those peer-reviewed studies that despite concentrating on DA, did not match the 

purpose of this meta-synthesis, that is, examining the empirical findings and practical implications of DA for language 

teachers and teacher educators as well as applications of DA procedures to L2 classroom assessment and pedagogy. 

Also, those studies that looked at Computerized Dynamic Assessment (C-DA) (e.g., Poehner & Lantolf, 2013) were 

excluded. 
Finally, to improve the trustworthiness of the study, the collected data set was narrowed down once more by deciding 

on a time frame for inclusion, and only those studies which were published between 1990 and 2014, a time period when 

DA found its way into the practice of educational mainstream and original research attended to its principles in 

pedagogy, were included in the final data set. 

3. The Final Data Set 

The selected articles were then reviewed by the researcher and a Ph.D. candidate of Teaching English as a Foreign 

Language (TEFL) whose doctoral dissertation was on DA to make sure that the selected studies would closely align 

with the rationale and purpose of this investigation. After evaluating all of the retrieved literature on the basis of the 

aforementioned data selection procedure, 41 peer-reviewed studies were retained as the body of research for the present 

meta-synthesis. These studies are identified with asterisk in the reference list. 

C.  Data Analysis 

Analysis for this meta-synthesis followed the six-phased interpretive approach as delineated by Suri and Clarke 

(2009), according to which after the first three phases, that is, drawing from relevant philosophical and theoretical 

discussions, identifying an appropriate purpose, and searching for pertinent evidence, in phase four, the collected 

evidence must be distilled and interpreted. This phase is described in the subsequent section below (i.e., the results). 

Next, in the fifth phase, connected understandings must be developed by identifying the common patterns, features, and 

guidelines across the studies, which is presented in the ‘results’ section of the present work. The last phase is 
“communication with the audience” (Suri & Clarke, 2009, p. 414), which is presented under the title of ‘discussion and 

conclusions’. Since in the conclusion section, meta-synthesis is expected to communicate with the target audience (see 

Noblit & Hare, 1988) and given that simply summarizing findings of individual studies is to be avoided, the excerpts 

presenting mediated interactions in primary research were pondered over so as to pull out relevant information on the 

potential of DA for L2 classroom context prior to devising the main themes and guidelines.  

D.  Coding the Data 

Each paper came under careful scrutiny by two readers (i.e., the researcher and a Ph.D. candidate of TEFL working 

on DA) separately and independently; detailed notes were taken on the key themes, phrases, concepts, metaphors, and 

substantive categories of study features, and an initial template was made. In fact, Noblit and Hare (1988) used the term 

metaphor to refer to themes, perspectives, organizers, and/or concepts revealed by qualitative studies. Put another way, 

“a metaphor works to portray or explain difference when differences are represented as familiar entities within an 

equally familiar metaphorical explanation” (Thorne et al., 2004, p. 1355). The two readers, then, discussed the 
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identified methodological features of the data to find the discrepancies and conclude an agreement in terms of the 

distilled evidence of the potential of DA for L2 learning contexts and guidelines for its implementation. 

After making the necessary amendments to the initial template, certain features of the data (i.e., the selected primary 

research), including approaches taken to DA, methodological features, sample and participant features, sampling 

technique, type and duration of instructional mediation/interventions, Learning contexts (i.e., second/foreign language 

learning), dependent and independent variables, available findings for qualitative meta-synthesis, and techniques for 

measuring outcomes, were coded prior to deciding what relevant conclusions/guidelines to include and how to do so. 

The simple agreement ratio (see Orwin, 1994) between the two coders was 0.88 for the final coding and classification. 

IV.  RESULTS 

A.  Emergent Themes: Practical Implementation of L2 DA 

This section looks into a number of emergent themes focusing on the major conclusions and findings drawn from 

primary research on DA that can have implications for L2 teaching. 

1. General Benefits of DA 

The implementation of DA principles in daily interactions that teachers/mediators have with learners not only 

illuminates their level of development in terms of ZPD and focuses on the process of learners’ performance rather than 

its product, but also affects their subsequent performance by developing their language abilities and helping them gain 
increasing control over certain features of language, become more independent, and perform autonomously (Lantolf & 

Poehner, 2010). Vygotsky (1978) defined individuals’ ZPD as the difference between their unassisted and assisted 

performance, and maintained that individuals’ future unassisted performance would desirably reach the level of their 

current assisted performance. Put another way, in Vygotsky’s (1978) terms, as cited in Poehner (2012), learner 

development starts on the intermental plane constructed through mediation and leads to the emergence of learners’ 

ability to perform intramentally, using the internalized forms of symbolic mediation to self-regulate. DA, hence, is 

interested in both the process and product of learning. Not only does DA assess abilities achieved in the past, but also it 

intervenes in learning and develops emergent abilities. Despite showing similar abilities in non-dynamic assessment, 

learners might have dissimilar ZPD’s, that is, different evolving language abilities and distinctive potentials to develop. 

In addition, informed by Shrestha and Coffin’s (2012) study, as far as learners’ perception of DA is concerned, 

regarding it as ‘more relaxed’, ‘encouraging’, and ‘supportive’, they are very positive about it. A student has maintained 

that DA is “a great way of learning because the guidance questions helped me to think about what I did and how I could 
improve” (Shrestha & coffin, 2012, p. 67). It is also acknowledged that DA can simultaneously make learning an 

enjoyable experience and enhance learners’ language development (ibid, p. 59). 

2. Interaction and Mediation in DA 

Interaction and mediation are of pivotal importance in determining the accuracy of classroom assessment. In fact, DA 

has the potential to enhance and extend traditional models of assessment (Shrestha & Coffin, 2012, p. 59). For instance, 

van Compernolle and Zhang (2014) argued that assistance provided during elicited imitation test of L2 English 

morphology uncovers and enhances the continued growth of emerging L2 abilities. As far as the approach taken to DA 

is concerned, interactionist approaches, that are dialogic and open-ended, compared to interventionist ones, in which 

scripted intervention is offered, are found to be more useful in classroom setting (Lantolf & Poehner, 2004, p. 68). As 

discourse unfolds throughout mediation, the mediator is able to gain a better understanding of learners’ capabilities. 

With regard to achievement tests, it should be noted that task difficulty and personal circumstances could affect 
learners’ performance and enlarge error score accordingly. Hence, fulfilling diagnostic purposes, interaction and 

mediation have benefits for the pursuit of accurate assessment and designing individualized plans of development 

informed by learners’ needs (Anton, 2009). Moreover, assessment without mediation overlooks the importance of future 

by merely evaluating performance at the end or the beginning of a curriculum (Lantolf & Poehner, 2004; Poehner & 

Lantolf, 2005). Meditational moves, targeted at learners’ ZPD and made by the tutor, help diagnose the problem areas 

faced by learners and present an opportunity for learners to improve their skills and develop their conceptual knowledge. 

Assistance offered by mediators must not be haphazard, but rather tailored, dynamic, and ongoing guidance finely 

tuned to learners’ emerging needs and responsiveness to previous mediation as they move through their ZPDs is to be 

provided. Results of Nassaji and Swain’s (2000) study on the effect of random versus negotiated help on the learning of 

English articles revealed that assistance provided within a learner’s ZPD is more effective than help provided randomly. 

It is worth noting that learners value formative feedback and mediation as long as they are relevant and usable (Shrestha 

& Coffin, 2012, p. 59). 

B.  Guidelines on the Implementation of L2 DA 

Informed by an interpretation of DA primary research findings, this section provides a set of guidelines on the 

implementation of DA in classroom context and putative typologies of mediational strategies that can be adopted and/or 

adapted by teacher trainers and teachers in the pedagogical practice of their profession with regard to the nuances of the 

instructional context as well as the very language skill/component they deal with. A point which has to be carefully 
considered is that what is briefly presented in this section typifies axiom procedures, clines of mediational moves, and 

veritable cornerstones of DA which, doubtless, allow for variation in implementation beyond the skills they have been 
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initially used for. They can serve as a blueprint for taking initial measures to commence the implementation of DA until 

teachers get principles of DA right and master them. Teachers’ judicious choice and use of the guidelines is, indeed, a 

substantive matter with regard to fine-tuning and translating the presented principles into practice with the intent of 

producing optimal learning benefits and development. 

1. Making Use of Different Interactional Frames in Mediation 

Underscoring that ZPD, as a transformative activity, dialectally fuses assessment and teaching, Poehner and van 

Compernolle (2011) identified the following interactional frames, which can be jointly co-constructed with learners 

through mediation: (a) eliciting learner verbalization, which enables the mediator to determine a learner’s understanding 

and problems; (b) collaborative interactional frame, in which the mediator targets support to learner needs and tracks 

this throughout the process of completing the task; and (c) cooperative interactional frame, entailing co-constructing 

and re-specifying a goal through interaction which is not necessarily central to the immediate task, but rather promotes 
learner knowledge; this can be done by addressing learners’ problems or questions and can be initiated by either the 

mediator or a learner. 

2. Devising Mediation Inventories 

Informed by Lantolf and Poehner’s (2010) study, following an interventionist approach to DA, teachers can prepare 

and use a mediation inventory for their prompts during mediation, as shown in Figure 1, in which the moves are sorted 

from most implicit (no. 1) to most explicit (no. 8). Doing so, teachers can assign numerical value to each mediating 

prompt. For example, a learner who requires level 2 mediation, will receive 2. 
 

1. Pause 

2. Repeat the whole phrase questioningly without indicating the nature and location of the problem 

3. Repeat just the part of the sentence with the error 

4. Teacher points out that there is something wrong with the sentence, “There is a problem with the word …/ phrase …, etc.” 

Alternatively, the teacher can pose this as a question, “What is wrong with that sentence?” 

5. Teacher points out the incorrect word 

6. Teacher asks either/or question(s) 

7. Teacher identifies the correct answer 

8. Teacher explains why 

Figure 1.  Mediation inventory of teacher prompts (Lantolf & Poehner, 2010, p. 20). 

 

3. Providing Mediational Moves 

Implementing DA, teachers are advised not to identify the error explicitly, nor should they provide learners with the 

correct answer. Instead, they must give room for self-correction, ask questions, request for verification/clarification, 

make reference to a previous problem, provide learners with alternate clues/prompts/forms/hints/suggestions, and make 

use of a detailed, graphic representation of the problematic area and/or concrete materials (e.g., cuisenaire rods). 
Mediators are to commence the mediation offering implicit assistance (e.g., eliciting an explanation of a certain 

response) and if learners are not able to spot and correct their errors, they must continue assisting them with their ZPD 

by resorting to more explicit mediational moves, which may reveal the nature of the problem (e.g., compare ‘Can you 

explain that again?’ with ‘Let’s start using present perfect tense.’). In concurrent G-DA the teacher must run through the 

whole array of mediating options with a single learner before moving to the next learner. However, because interactions 

shift between primary and secondary interactants, they must remain relevant. 

Mediation cannot be offered in a haphazard manner no matter how it is offered, but rather must be gradual, 

contingent (Aljaafreh & Lantolf, 1994), and “tuned to those abilities that are maturing, and as they mature further as a 

consequence of mediation, the mediation itself must be continually renegotiated” (Poehner & Lantolf, 2005, p. 260). Put 

another way, meditational moves must be systematic, that is, attuned to learners’ needs and abilities, graded in terms of 

explicitness, and consistent. 

For instance, to figure out students’ actual ability in a given area, teachers/mediators can ask information, yes/no, 
leading, and/or issue questions and use learners’ response as a starting point for moving towards a more accurate 

analysis of the problem and continue until they find the main source of the problem. Some sample questions that can be 

asked include: Is there anything wrong here in this sentence? / Do you see anything wrong? / What’s the right form? / 

So, you would say? / Do you remember? Is it … (e.g., irregular, uncountable, etc.). Providing the answer and explaining 

why must be used as a last resort. Teachers can also start the task and hold learners responsible for finishing it, either 

individually or in a group with peers. Figure 2 provides a prime example of tutor mediational moves. 
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1.  Clarifying the task  

2.  Accepting a response  

3.  Showing affect  

4.  Asking learner to identify the problem 

5.  Locating part of the text needing improvement 

6.  Asking to clarify meaning  

7.  Identifying the problem in the text 

8.  Asking to consider a possible solution 

9.  Checking conceptual understanding 

10.  Providing metalinguistic clues  

11.  Providing content clues  

12.  Rejecting the response with explanation(s) 

13.  Explaining the problem  

14.  Exemplifying or illustrating  

15.  Providing a choice of possible solution(s) 

16.  Providing the correct solution 

Figure 2.  Tutor mediational moves ranging from the most implicit to the most explicit, originally used for DA of learners’ writing ability (Shrestha & 

Coffin, 2012, p. 61). 

 

4. Typology of Mediation Strategies 

4.1. DA of Listening 

Ableeva (2010) addressed the individualized DA of L2 learners’ listening abilities and devised a regulatory scale 

including a typology of meditational strategies as a posteriori, after analyzing the mediator’s interactions with learners 
(see Figure 3). 

 

1. Accepting response  

2. Structuring the text 

3. Replay of a passage 

4. Asking the words 

5. Identifying a problem area 

6. Metalinguistic clues 

7. Offering a choice 

8. Translation 

9. Providing a correct pattern 

10. Providing an explicit explanation 

Figure 3.  Mediation strategies, addressing the DA of learners’ listening abilities (Ableeva, 2010, p. 260). 

 

Two main goals can be pursued by going through the meditational stages: first, the problem areas that hamper 

comprehension can be identified, and, second, learners can be assisted with their language development. 

Alavi et al. (2012) developed an inventory of meditational strategies, which can be used by language teachers during 

interactions with a group ZPD to track and enhance learners’ development in listening comprehension (see Figure 4). 
 

1. Confirming/rejecting response  

2. Replaying 

a. listening to the entire portion 

b. listening to a segment from the portion 

3. Putting words together (by asking: ‘What words did you hear?’ and ‘What else did you understand?’)  

4. Repeating the erroneous guess with a questioning tone 

5. Offering contextual reminders 

6. Offering meta-linguistic reminders (e.g.,  asking leading questions) 

7. Using dictionary 

8. Providing correct response and explanation 

Figure 4.  Typology of mediation strategies for G-DA of listening (Alavi et al., 2012, p. 38). 

 

The strategies are ranged from the most abstract to the most concrete (no. 1-8). It is worth mentioning that ‘listening 

to a segment from the portion’ serves a diagnostic function by narrowing down the scope of the problem. The third 

strategy allows for co-construction of knowledge among learners, and the fourth one provides learners with the hint that 

their recall is incorrect. Contextual reminders, which can promote comprehension, include world schemata, topical 

knowledge, and situational awareness (i.e., information about discoursal features, participants, setting, and goal of 

language use). Meta-linguistic reminders, which draw students’ attention to the adjacent words and co-text and aid 
developing an inference about a piece of utterance/text, range from various lexical cues to different grammatical hints 

(e.g., collocations, phrasal verbs, parts of speech, etc.). According to the devised inventory of meditational strategies, if 

learners are able to process a word phonologically but not semantically, they should be advised to consult their 

dictionaries to identify familiar but unrecognized lexical items among a number of hypothetical options and/or look up 

the meaning of new words. However, if learners are not even able to decode the aural form of a word, performing the 

instructional function (see section 4.4. of the present work) of G-DA, the mediator can explain the correct answer to 

help learners move up to a higher level of ZPD (Alavi et al., 2012). 

4.2. DA of Reading and Word Recognition 
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Looking into the DA of word recognition and reading comprehension, Carney and Cioffi (1990) identified four 

modes of instructional episodes ranging from least to most intrusive: first, learners can be given independent easy silent 

reading tasks to report on. Second, learners can be given instruction on specific comprehension skills (e.g., figuring out 

the main idea/specific details). Third, general instructional support (e.g., activating schemata, preteaching low 

frequency words, etc.) can be offered. Fourth, learners can receive instruction on the use of metacognitive strategies 

(e.g., having control over reading, visualizing, thinking about the way (s) of processing information). 

Carney and Cioffi (1990) argue that DA of word cognition and reading comprehension must be done through 

different  instructional episodes, informed by learners’ responsiveness to previous instruction, until the they either give 

the correct response or are proven unable to identify it (see also Table 1). 
 

TABLE 1 

FRAMEWORK FOR DYNAMIC ASSESSMENT (CARNEY & CIOFFI, 1990, PP. 188-189) 

Assessment Content (Rapid and Correct  Identification) Alternative Instructional Episodes 

1. Word Recognition in Isolation (Rapid and Correct Identification) display word for analysis 

 present word in context (contextual analysis) 

 divide word into syllables (phonic analysis) 

 divide word into morphemes (structural analysis) 

 compare word with a similar but easier item (initial phoneme 

substitution) 

 identify word for student (direct instruction) 

2. Word Recognition in Context (Unrehearsed Fluent Reading) preteach low frequency vocabulary 

 provide opportunity for rehearsal 

 model passage for student 

3. Comprehension - Oral and Silent Reading 

(Correct Response to Comprehension Questions) 

Prereading Activities 

preteach low frequency vocabulary 

 activate appropriate prior knowledge 

 preteach difficult concepts 

 provide direction for reading 

 identify organizing principles 

 Postreading Activities 

provide forced-choice response 

 ask student to find answers 

 direct student to key section of the text 

 

As shown in Table 1, conceiving of DA as a response-to-instruction paradigm, a number of DA procedures that 

mediators can use to help learners achieve success in word recognition and reading comprehension have been 

summarized. For full details of the implementation of each instructional episode, the explanation of which is beyond the 

scope of the present meta-synthesis, refer to Carney and Cioffi (1990). 

4.3. DA of Writing and Speaking 

Figure 5 presents a mediation typology for mediating learners’ speaking ability. For a sample of tutor mediational 

moves while dealing with learners’ writing sample, see Figure 2. 
 

1. Helping move narration along  

2. Accepting response  

3. Request for repetition  

4. Request for verification  

5. Reminder of directions  

6. Request for renarration  

7. Identifying specific site of error  

8. Specifying error  

9. Metalinguistic clues  

10. Translation  

11. Providing example or illustration  

12. Offering a choice  

13. Providing correct response  

14. Providing explanation  

15. Asking for explanation 
Figure 5.  Tutor mediation typology, originally used for DA of learners’ speaking ability (Poehner, 2005, p. 160). 

 

4.4. DA of Grammatical Competence 

Van Compernolle and Zhang (2014) provided a description of the procedures for offering gradual (i.e., from implicit 

to explicit) support to L2 learners taking an elicited imitation test of grammatical competence (see Table 2). More 

targeted, direct assistance was given as learners failed to respond to questions correctly. In the context of the above-

mentioned study, the test items were presented using audio-recordings; that is why the mediator was expected to ‘play’ 

the statements and ask a learner to ‘listen’ to them once more. Doubtless, the procedures can be modified to be 

maximally compliant with the demands of the targeted skill(s) in mediation. 
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TABLE 2 

OUTLINE OF INTERVENTIONIST DA PROCEDURES (VAN COMPERNOLLE &  ZHANG, 2014) 

Step Procedure Points 

1 Let student respond without assistance (independent performance). 4 

2 If attempt 1 is not correct, prompt with: “Sorry, that wasn’t quite right. Listen to the statement one more time and try to …”; Provide a 

second chance to repeat the statement. 

3 

3 If attempt 2 is not correct, prompt with: “Sorry, that wasn’t quite right either. Listen to the statement again and pay attention to …”; 

Narrow the focus to a specific unit of analysis. 

2 

4 If attempt 3 is not correct, prompt with: “Sorry, that still wasn’t quite right. Listen to the statement again and think about … (e.g., the 

plural form of …/ending of the verb …/past tense form of the verb ….”; Provide a metalinguistic prompt.  

1 

5 No more attempts. Provide the correct form and an explanation of the problem, and play the statement again. 0 

 

Davin (2013) provided an insight into the way language teachers can carry out cumulative, interventionist DA. As 

shown in Table 3, whenever a student produced an incorrect utterance, the teacher can utilize a menu of hierarchical, 

pre-scripted prompts and gave the student an opportunity to correct the error/mistake. The teacher can also maintain a 

daily mediation record in which he/she systematically tracks the progress of each student (i.e., the number of mediation 

prompts required by and the source of the student’s error). 
 

TABLE 3 

MEDIATION PROMPTS ORIGINALLY USED FOR CUMULATIVE INTERVENTIONIST DA OF WH-QUESTION FORMATION (DAVIN, 2013, P. 310) 

Level of Explicitness Mediation Prompt 

Prompt 1 Pause with questioning look 

Prompt 2 Repetition of entire phrase by teacher with emphasis on source of error 

Prompt 3 Repetition of specific site of error 

Prompt 4 Forced choice option 

Prompt 5 Correct response and explanation provided 

 

As can be seen, the graduated prompts become more and more explicit until the student can formulate the response 

correctly. 

V.  CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION 

Teachers, unfortunately, barely consider the implications of DA for classroom teaching and learning (Lidz, 2009), 

and the blame partly lies with DA researchers and proponents, for they may have not enunciated the relevance and 

conformity of DA research findings to classroom context, or they may have been inadvertently neglectful of the need 

for clearly recounting how teachers can embark on administering DA in practice. It seems prudent to believe that the 

implementation of DA practices in pedagogical practices will be hampered unless their rich understandings and 

interpretations, gleaned from individual research reports, are synthesized and a framework to enhance the applicability 
of findings of primary studies are developed. That is, relevant empirical research findings still need to overcome 

instructional obstacles to gain practicality. 

The present meta-synthesis drew the conclusion that findings and results of scholarly articles are, at least at times, 

couched in academic jargon, which is not easy for teachers or teacher educators to follow. Moreover, some research 

articles are hard to come by due to certain constraints on their accessibility and if available, collecting relevant research 

reports on DA, going through them all, and scrutinizing them is rather time-consuming. All these reasons, which can 

dissuade practitioners from obliging themselves to abide by recent developments in the field, that may seem to be 

surplus to requirements, call a halt to the incorporation of DA into teachers’ pedagogical practice and draw DA into an 

esoteric world. 

Problems with the investment of resources and time in compiling updated resources remain a barrier to DA being 

practiced as a part of teachers’ professional practice. In the hope of breaking new ground for the incorporation of DA 
into the mainstream of classroom assessment and instructional practices, the present work was an attempt to 

systematically identify the empirical evidence of the effectiveness of DA on language learning in the previously 

conducted research, integrate their findings and implications to obtain a broader understanding of the applicability and 

practicality of DA practices, and avail teacher trainers and pre- and in-service teachers with an abridged account of the 

benefits and guidelines of DA; implementing them can be a departure point to bridge the gap between research and 

professional practice. 

Informed by the findings of the present meta-synthesis, recommendations pertaining to practice, education, and 

research can be made. As Kozulin (2009) notes, classroom context is a promising vein for the implementation of DA 

because, at the time being, providing a large number of examinees with meditational means in formal testing is not 

feasible. However, it seems that classroom-based DA has yet to break into mainstream educational practice, and 

instructing pre- and in-service teachers to apply the principles of DA in their classroom (e.g., holding instructional 
workshops and seminars) can be a starting point for implementing DA. It is hoped that putting Vygostsky’s proposal 

into practice will illuminate the nature and developmental processes of human cognition. 
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Language teachers should bear in mind that for teaching to be effective, not only should links between assessment 

and classroom practice be made (Lidz, 1991), but also results of each stage of assessment must feed into their 

subsequent interventional moves. This cannot be achieved unless teacher educators and language teachers gain a clear 

understanding of DA, its principles, and practical application guidelines. Mediators/Teachers must monitor learners’ 

ability to transfer principles of target constructs beyond a here-an-now given task, which heralds microgenesis, to more 

difficult transfer tasks. 

As far as education is concerned, it is worth mentioning that whether and how DA can find its way to classroom 

context depends on the amount of political advocacy and educational empowerment it receives from stakeholders and 

policymakers. Moreover, teacher trainers/educators, who have a thorough grasp of DA and are willing to refurbish the 

entrenched views on classroom assessment, are to fittingly familiarize TTC attendees with the underlying assumptions 

of DA and some guidelines on how they can apply the principles to their own instructional practice by employing 
mediation with the aim of engaging in learners’ ZPD, fostering learner development, and moving beyond question-

response-feedback classroom discourse. Materials developers and syllabus designers are to be sensitized to the 

beneficial effects of DA in learner development and leave room for DA practices in the pedagogical materials (e.g., 

course books & teacher guides) they develop. 

A key limitation of this meta-synthesis is that although meta-synthesis studies have a mechanism for identifying main 

areas of focus in a given line of research through the inclusion and integration of multiple studies, the interpretive 

findings of existing research on the effectiveness of DA in classroom context is by no means limited to those included 

in the research. Given the purpose and scope of the present work, those studies on DA which focused on early 

childhood education, language therapy, language impairments, speech disorders, learning difficulties/disabilities, 

intellectual disabilities, computer-mediated DA, computerized DA (C-DA), DA of discourse abilities, and DA of 

syntactic organization were excluded; nevertheless, the inclusion of such research could have made further data 
available. The inevitable over-representation of articles written by a number of leading figures in the field and the 

exclusion of publications other than peer-reviewed articles are among other limitations of the present work. 

Considering possibilities for employing various pedagogical means (e.g., portfolios, journals, etc.) that may 

encourage collaborative interaction throughout DA sessions in a variety of educational contexts (e.g., computerized and 

internet-based DA, classroom assessment practices, tutoring sessions, etc.) can give venue for new research projects. 

Given that parents are expected to be informed about their children’s learning status/progress, implementing classroom 

DA might pose a challenge to the ease of communication between teachers and parents. Further research can help sort 

this problem out by devising a means of systematic report for DA. Future studies can also pursue avenues for 

considering the transcendence of DA sessions rather than their effects on learners’ microgenetic development. Last but 

not least, the present meta-synthesis suggests a need to further explore the effect of task difficulty on transcendence 

mediation and how certain tasks (e.g., cooperative learning tasks) and classroom culture may be relevant to promoting 
classroom-based L2 DA. 
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