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Abstract

The widespread prevalence of dynamic tools to assess English language achievement has led to
burgeoning research on exploring different aspects of teachers' beliefs toward Dynamic Assessment
(DA). In the educational system of Iran, experts and researchers who have undergone second
language education may verify that there is very little, if any, attention given to the perceptions held
by instructors and teachers regarding Dynamic Assessment (DA). In an attempt to remedy this gap,
the current study aimed to investigate the familiarity with DA of Iranian EFL teachers working in
two educational settings (e.g., language institutes and universities). The study also set out to explore
the teachers' attitudes toward the practicality of DA in the two settings. To address the research
questions, a sequential explanatory mixed methods design was employed. The instruments of this
study comprised a questionnaire and an Email interview with 12 ELT assessment experts in order
to have their interpretations of the research findings. The results of the t-tests showed no significant
difference between the two groups of teachers in terms of their familiarity with DA and their
attitudes toward the practicality of DA in the two contexts. In addition, content analysis of the Email
interview data revealed that the ELT assessment experts' primary arguments for the insignificant
difference between the two groups in terms of the two variables related to the fact that DA has
remained at the theoretical level, that there is a lack of teacher training in DA and the strict rules of
Iran's educational system which prohibit teachers from applying DA principles and procedures in
their classes. The implications of the findings for teacher education, materials development as well
as for program administrators, EFL teachers, and learners will be discussed.
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AHHOTAIIUA

Illupokoe pacmpocTpaHeHye AMHAMUYECKMX MHCTPYMEHTOB /Il OLEHKM YCIIeBaeMOCTM IIO aH-
I‘]'II/[I;ICKOMY A3BIKY IPUBEIO K POCTY I/ICCHeI[OBaHI/Iﬁ[, MOCBAIICHHBIX OTHOMICHNIO y‘{MTe}IeI;I K oun-
Hammueckomy onenuBanmio (JJO). B o6pasosarenbHoli cucreme VipaHa aKcrepThl U McCeioBare-
T, VIMEToTINe A3BIKOBOE 06pasoBaHIe, MOATBEP)KIAIOT, YTO BOIPOC BOCIPUATHA TNHAMITIECKOTO
OLIEHMBaHMA MIPENOJABATENAMU U YINTENLAMU Mao u3ydeH. Llelb HACTOALIETO MCCIEOBAaHUA —
BBIABNTD, HACKO/IBKO MpaHCcKue npenopaBareny EFL n3 1Byx o6pasoBaTenbHBIX cdep (A3BIKOBbIE
VIHCTUTYTBI 1 yHI/IBepCI/ITeTI)I) 3HAKOMBI C AMHAMWYECCKMM OLEHNBAHNEM. MCC}IeHOBaHI/Ie TAK)KE Ha-
IIPaB/IeHO Ha M3yYeHMe TOT0, KAK OTHOCATCS MeJJaroTH K 11e71eCO00PasHOCTH IMHAMMIYECKOTO Olie-
HMBAHNUA B BbIIIEYKA3aHHBIX YUPEKACHNUAX. [/ pellleHns IIOCTaBIeHHBIX 3ajja4 OblIa MCIIOMb30-
BaHa CMEIIaHHaA CTPpATETMA UCCIEeNOBaHMA — aHKETA I MHTEPBbIO, IIPOBEIEHHDIE I10O SJICKTPOHHOIZ
noyre ¢ 12 akcnepramu ELT. PesynbTaThl t-TeCTOB He IOKA3aly CyIeCTBEHHO PasHMIIbI MEX/Y
ABYMA I'pyIIIaMn npenonaBaTeneﬁ[ B UIX OCBEIOM/JIEHHOCTY O JUHAMUWYECKOM OLICHMBAHUI I OTHO-
IIEHNN K ero IenecoobpasHocTu. KoHTeHT-aHaNmu3 JaHHBIX, COOPAHHBIX BO BPeMs MHTEPBBIO IIO
37IEKTPOHHOII [I0YTe, IIOKA3a/I, YeM OODbACHAIT sKcIepThl ELT He3HauMTeNbHYI0 PAsHUIYY MEXIY
IOBYMA TPyIIIaMM TIperojiaBaTesieil B UX OljeHKe obenx nepeMeHHbIX. COITIACHO BBIBOJIAM SKCIIEp-
TOB, [JTAHHAs CUTYAIINSA CBA3AHA C TeM, YTO MPO6/IeMa AMHAMITYECKOTO OIIeHMBAHNA MOKA HAXOAUTCA
B OCHOBHOM Ha yPOBHE T€OPETUYECKOTO OCMbIC/IEHNSA: YIUTENIEl K €T0 OCYIECTBIEHMUIO IPaKTIYe-
CKM He TOTOBSAT, @ YCTOABIINECS IPAaBI/Ia MPAHCKOI CUCTeMbI 06pa3oBaHA He MO3BOJIAIOT MeJjaro-
raM NPUMEHATb NPUHLUIIBL 1 Tipoueaypbl [JO Bo Bpemsa ypokos. B craTbe mokasaHa 3HaYMMOCTb
IOTYY€HHBIX PE3y/IbTaTOB /I MeJarornyecKmx CO001IECTB, aIMIHICTPATOPOB, IIperojaBaTeneit
EFL n ygammxcs.

KiroueBble cmoBa: guHaMudeckoe onennsanne (JJO), ybexxgeHns ydaurerneii, 0CBeLOMIEHHOCTb,
IIPaKTUYeCKoe IPUMEeHEeHNe.

Introduction

Over the last few decades, Dynamic Assessment (DA) has attained considerable
prominence in language assessment and educational systems. A large body of research
testifies to that fact (Estaji & Ameri, 2020; Leung, 2007; Poehner, 2008). Different
researchers have already characterized it differently, but the distinctive feature that
remains consistent is the examiners' active intervention in the assessment process of the
examinees (Haywood & Lidz, 2007). DA has been endorsed as a successor for traditional
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psychometric approaches to cognitive functioning assessment (Ableeva, 2010; Antdn,
2009; Lantolf & Poehner, 2004; Poehner, 2007). The dynamic approach is an addendum to
the assessment repertoire (Lidz, 1991) rather than an alternative for current approaches;
it contradicts the long-held notions about how learning and learners should be evaluated
most appropriately. It behooves to acknowledge that DA and traditional assessment are
distinguishable as a function of their theoretical orientation, assessment procedures,
and result interpretation (Carney & Cioffi, 1992). Hence, DA takes heed of both the
evaluation process and product. DA is no longer a novel method to psychological and
educational assessment; in fact, nowadays, its contemporary implementations can be
felt in every conceivable facet of English language instruction and assessment (Ebadi &
Bashiri, 2020; Estaji & Farahanynia, 2019; Safdari & Fathi, 2020). Despite its relatively
extensive history, it is not frequently exercised on a global scale (Es-hagi Sardrood, 2011;
Elliott, 1993, 2003; Jafary et al., 2012; Karimi & Shafiee, 2014; Kazemian Sana’ati et al.,
2019; Kazemian Sana’ati & Khonamri, 2016; Khonamri & Sana’ati, 2014; Mauludin et al.,
2021; Mohammadi, Babaii, & Hashemi, 2020; Nazari, 2012).

What teachers do in the classroom is anchored in thoughts or mental acts that have
been molded through years of being as a teacher and/or a student (Mullock, 2006).
Additionally, Britzman (1991) argues that teachers' knowledge is situated in their lives,
in their values and beliefs, in the social context that supports such practice, and in the
social relationships that facilitate the realization of the nature of teaching and learning.
Therefore, comprehending how teachers learn and what they do in the classroom is
central to understanding teachers' cognition (Borg, 2003). Further, Borg (2003) asserts
that in order to properly comprehend what teachers do, focusing exclusively on their
behavior is insufficient, and we must grasp their beliefs, knowledge, attitudes, and feelings.
Furthermore, teachers' assessment beliefs are important because these assessment beliefs
may be incompatible with appropriate assessment practices, beliefs may impede efforts to
restructure and improve classroom assessment endeavors (Chang, 2006). DA is a critical
concern that deserves investigation since it is an efficient procedure for comprehending
learner's diverse needs and their potential to assist them in overcoming language and
cognitive difficulties (Ahmed & Pollitt, 2010; Brookhart, Moss, & Long, 2010; Kozulin
& Grab, 2002). The concept is particularly applicable in L2 classrooms as a means of
streamlining formative assessment methods (Kafshdouz, 2010).

Given the claims made about DA's capacity for improving learners' proficiency in
varjous language skills and components and the paucity of research in this area in Iran,
this study was conducted to explore the familiarity with DA by Iranian EFL teachers in
two contexts of language institutes and universities. It also explores the teachers' attitudes
toward the practicality of DA in the two settings.

Literature Review

Dynamic Assessment

Historically speaking, assessment has always been taken for granted as a means
of determining students' current level of specialized knowledge or ability (Teo, 2012).
Gauging educational attainment is a vital responsibility of teachers in the realm of
language teaching. Teachers, therefore, need to be aware of the privileges and drawbacks
of different assessment procedures to be able to illuminate assessment results using proper
assessment terminology and communication strategies (Zhang & Burry- Stock, 2003).
Unlike the traditional forms of classroom assessment, which involve administering a quiz
or test at the end of a unit and assigning a score, newly developed forms of classroom
assessment implement challenging tasks to provoke higher-order thinking, and it
scrutinizes not only the outcomes but also the entire learning process (Shepard, 2000).
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The fundamental aspect of DA that distinguishes it from other forms of assessment is
the mediation component (Teo, 2012). The assessment period in DA should result in
some form of learning. In other words, learners should receive some feedback from the
mediator during the assessment. The role of the examiner as a mediator is also important.
The examiner is responsible for mediating the learning process of individuals and thereby
affecting their cognition. As a result, DA is designed to facilitate interaction between
learners and mediator(s), allowing the mediator to assess the learners' stance in the
learning process while also ensuring the mediation's quality. The underlying principles
of DA have been applied to general education in recent years. In addition, the scope of
DA has been expanded to include adults, particularly with regard to instruction in second
language (L2) teaching (Lantolf & Poehner, 2010).

Teachers' Beliefs and Assessment

Richardson (1996) contends that teachers' beliefs are formed by three distinct
sources: their personal experiences in general and teaching in particular, their
experiences as students, and their knowledge of school courses. According to Woods
(1996), classroom events are governed and regulated by teachers' belief systems and
background knowledge composition, which includes knowledge of the culture, world,
pertinent contexts, linguistic script, plans, and expectations. Yin (2010) similarly argues
that teachers' cognitive strategies, such as their beliefs about language learning and
their interactive view of students' performance, influence how they arrange, sequence,
and apply assessment techniques. The findings of this study brought light to the fact
that implicit constructs and perceptions exist in the EAP environment and possess an
empirical foundation in the classroom. Furthermore, it was revealed that teacher thinking
research is founded on the premise that the teacher is a thoughtful professional rather
than a script-following technician (Borg, 2003; Clark & Peterson, 1986). Lu (2003)
investigated the beliefs and practices of two university instructors in Taiwan regarding
assessment. Interviews, classroom observations, and other pertinent documents were
used to collect data. The findings indicated a high degree of consistency between teachers'
beliefs and their assessment practices. Due to a variety of constraints, including a lack
of time, institutional regulations, and negative suggestions from colleagues, these beliefs
could not be appropriately implemented in the classroom. Moreover, it was found out
that teachers’ role in the assessment system is minimized at the sight of the various
situational and contextual factors that restrict teachers from executing innovative and
effective assessment practices in the classroom. The findings are significant as they show
that instructors' assessment beliefs may be incompatible with appropriate assessment
practices, and these beliefs may impede efforts to restructure and improve classroom
assessment endeavors (Chang, 2006).

Chang (2006) probed teachers' beliefs and attitudes regarding oral language
assessment in Tai's academic EFL classes. The results showed that teachers feel that by
varying their usage of oral language assessment, they may obtain a more holistic view of
learners' oral language skills. Many of the teachers view assessment as a natural extension
of teaching, significantly impacting student engagement and motivation. The teachers
chose assessment procedures based on what would result in the highest level of student
involvement and motivation. Oh (2006) undertook a study on how English teachers
assess their students in the classroom. She surveyed 140 English teachers, inquiring
about assessment techniques, timings, the use of marking criteria and scales, the use of
assessment specifications, assessment areas, and the use of assessment results and the
manner in which they were reported. She also gathered the assessment specifications
used to validate the survey investigations, believing that the specifications provided a
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more direct indication of teachers' assessment practices. The findings demonstrated
that teachers primarily assessed students through observation, interviews, and pencil-
paper tests. Moreover, the majority of teachers developed assessment specifications and
administered assessments in accordance with the specifications, and that teachers typically
assessed four English skills, including listening, speaking, reading, and writing. However,
teachers rarely provided marking standards and scales, and some of those that were
provided were ambiguous. Typically, teachers did not use assessment results to improve
their teaching. They utilized them solely to verify the students' progress and to complete
the report form. Further, teachers believed that remarks concerning assessment results
were not very accurate, attributed to the fact that summarizing each student's success into
one or two sentences in the given form limits what can be expressed. She concludes that
priority should be given to the following to improve the assessment situation: 1) reducing
the number of students in the class; 2) establishing time for assessment; 3) developing
varjous assessment tools; 4) supplying such assessment tools; 5) developing assessment-
related teacher education programs, and 6) modifying assessment report forms and how
students' assessment results are stated.

In the same vein, Rogers, Cheng, and Hu (2007) studied ESL/EFL instructors'
pedagogical beliefs on assessment and evaluation. A 32-item questionnaire was used to
ascertain the assessment beliefs of 95 ESL/EFL instructors in Canada, 44 in Hong Kong,
and 124 in Beijing. In all three contexts, the findings indicated that teachers shared more
commonalities than differences. On the other hand, the instructor displayed diverse,
and at times contradicting, beliefs in those three contexts. Students benefited from the
assumption that assessment and evaluation were necessary components of instruction.
Furthermore, a substantial positive link was found between the teachers' actual aims
and uses for assessment and evaluation. Instructors' beliefs about their assessment and
evaluation methods, the amount of time required, their comprehension of readiness for
assessmentand evaluation were only marginallyrelated to their actual assessment practices.
Brown, Hui, Flora and Kennedy (2011), discovered that teachers' beliefs about assessment
are influenced by their social and cultural backgrounds. The data were gathered via a self-
report survey that covered three primary areas, including accountability, improvement,
and irrelevance. The aim of this research was to ascertain teachers' perceptions and
understandings of assessment in Southern China and Hong Kong. The findings indicated
that teachers place a high premium on aspects such as accountability and improvement.
These findings are consistent with the new philosophy of utilizing assessment to enhance
both the quality of teaching and student learning.

Munoz, Palacio, and Escobar (2012) conducted another study in Colombia on
teachers' assessment beliefs. In this paper, they explained a study of teachers' attitudes
about evaluation in general and of the assessment systems employed at a language center
at a private university in Colombia in particular. Surveys, observations, and interviews
were the primary data collection instruments used to determine sixty-two teachers'
pedagogical beliefs. The study revealed a discrepancy between teachers' beliefs and
practices, suggesting that teachers require opportunities for reflection, self-assessment,
and further assistance in doing formative assessments. Moreover, Elshawa, Abdullah and
Rashid (2017) carried out a research to explore the assessment beliefs of English language
instructors at the tertiary level in the Malaysian context. The researchers adopted cross-
sectional research designs in which 83 instructors were selected through purposive
sampling. The results demonstrated that instructors viewed assessment as a means
of improving teaching and learning, identifying students' weaknesses and strengths,
providing students with information regarding their progress, and tailoring feedback to
students as they learn. Additionally, English language instructors mentioned that they use
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various assessment methods for each language skill taught in their language center/unit.
The findings also shed light on the fact that English instructors should be more empowered
in their role as student assessors, and their knowledge about assessment procedures
should be expanded via long professional development courses. Similarly, Nazari (2017)
conducted a qualitative interpretive study in the United Kingdom to ascertain English
language lecturers' perceptions of the difficulties and potentials associated with DA as
a possible alternative. The researcher conducted ten semi-structured interviews with
lecturers and senior lecturers at six UK universities. Despite the teachers' uncertain
feelings and concerns about the difficulties associated with DA, the study's findings
revealed that lecturers were certainly interested in the potential of DA to provide more
individualized learning for students. Additionally, the research participants identified
several barriers to implementing DA in classes, including university policies, a lack of
training and knowledge about DA, a demand to see instances of DA, the requirement for
additional time and engagement from students and lecturers, and concern about fairness.

Onalan and Karagiil (2018) also investigated foreign language teachers' beliefs and
practices regarding assessment and their needs in this area. The participants in this study
were 70 Turkish EFL teachers from a public university's Prep Class who completed a
questionnaire consisting of a 20-item 5-Likert scale. According to this study, the
assessment objectives in English as a Foreign Language (EFL) classes are as follows: (a)
formative assessment, (b) summative assessment, (c) student self-assessment, and (d)
assessment to improve teachers' instruction. The findings indicated that teachers' beliefs
about assessment are insistent about the importance of using assessment for formative
aims, and self-evaluation processes are also assigned the next greatest level of significance.
Furthermore, the results demonstrated that the assessment preferences of participants are
unaffected by their undergraduate departments or years of experience.

InthelIranian EFL context, Estaji (2012) also examined teachers'beliefs and practicesin
relation to four stages of classroom-based assessment, including planning, implementing,
monitoring, recording and dissemination process. The teachers also completed a
questionnaire rating their own performance in each stage. The study's findings indicated
that teachers held and implemented their own staunch beliefs with regard to classroom-
based assessment and had a good deal of knowledge about testing principles and
assessment. The teachers' pedagogical beliefs, their understanding of learning objectives,
their preconceived notions about learners, and their estimation of students' performance
in the target language use domain all influenced both their attitude toward assessment
methods and their actual implementation of assessment practices. Nonetheless, it was
observed that teachers were always improving their assessment abilities and expertise
to overcome future barriers or tasks. Es-hagi Sardrood (2011) explored 51 Iranian EFL
language institutes, universities, and school teachers' perceptions of DA through a
structured interview and a questionnaire and came up with rather different results. The
results demonstrated that most of the teachers held a negative attitude about DA and
considered that implementing it fully in Iranian EFL classes would be too hard due to
lack of DA training and guidelines, time-consuming nature of DA and ICT resources, a
large number of students in EFL classes, the regular utilization of static tests, and heavy
dependence on the teachers' teaching and assessment abilities.

Similar research was carried out by Karimi and Shafiee (2014), who explored Iranian
EFLteachers’ perceptions of DA, focusing on the role of their educational degree and length
of the teaching experience. The study enrolled forty-two Iranian EFL teachers. Twenty-
two teachers had BA degrees, and 20 teachers had MA degrees in ELT-related topics, with
varying lengths of service. Semi-structured interviews were used to elicit information on
teachers' perceptions of DA. The four key themes that emerged from the audio-taped
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interviews' analysis revealed considerable differences in participants’ perceptions of DA
patterns and obsessions. The major themes included teachers” understanding of DA as
a classroom practice, their own initiation in the application of DA, the role of learners
in such assessments, and their understanding about contextual constraints affecting the
application of DA. One of the criticisms that could be raised against this study is that the
data was gathered from two groups of BA and MA holders and that the authors excluded
the PhD holders, a group which could contribute greatly to this study. The BA and MA
holders generally do not have much information about DA as their respective degree
programs does not include a module dedicated to DA. Consequently, the data which
these BA and MA students provide for the research may not be highly valid and reliable.
Finally, Mohammadi et al. (2020) looked into perceptions of 25 Iranian TEFL teachers,
selected through purposive sampling, concerning the application and importance of DA.
The content analysis of the semi-structured interviews revealed that Iranian teachers
viewed the application of DA in their classrooms positively. Furthermore, it was found
out that teachers could not put DA into practice due to factors such as educational system
limitations, expense matters, time concerns, and lack of literacy on the part of teachers.

The empirical literature on DA demonstrates the beneficial impact of this assessment
procedure on teachers and students. Several studies on teachers' beliefs demonstrated that
they play a substantial role in teachers' decision-making about the assessment approach
they use in their classrooms. These investigations, however, reveal a relatively low level
of concern for the formation of teachers' beliefs as a foundation for using DA in the
classroom, an issue that will be addressed in the present study.

Present Study

This study is guided by the following research questions.

1. How familiar are Iranian EFL teachers working in two different contexts (i.e.,
language institutes vs. universities) with dynamic assessment?

2. What are Iranian institute and university EFL teachers' attitudes toward the
practicality of dynamic assessment in the classroom?

3. What are ELT assessment experts' interpretations of the findings of this study?

Methodology

Design

The design of the current study is a sequential explanatory mixed methods in the sense
that “first quantitative data are collected and analyzed; and then, to further explain the
findings from the first phase, qualitative data are collected and analyzed; finally, integrated
interpretations are drawn based on the quantitative and qualitative data” (Hashemi &
Babaii, 2013, p. 833). The significance of using sequential explanatory mixed-methods
design, also called a two-phase model, in this study lies in the point that quantitative
results can provide a broad picture of the research questions; qualitative data gathering
is then necessary to extend, refine and elucidate the comprehensive understanding of
findings (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011). In addition, teacher cognition is a set of concealed
attributes that are shaped by emotions, culture, ethics, values, and prior learning and
teaching experiences. Hence, teachers' cognition is best perceived when it is triangulated
by data from various acts in different conditions (Hung, 2012).

Participants

For the quantitative phase of the study, the researchers electronically distributed an
online questionnaire produced in Google Form to 600 EFL teachers who were either MA
and PhD students or graduates via LinkedIn, ResearchGate, Email, or Telegram. These
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teachers were recruited through their profiles on LinkedIn, Instagram, and Telegram
groups from various foreign language institutes and universities in Iran. On account that
participation in this research was voluntary, this study used convenience sampling as it is
the most common sampling procedure in L2 research (Dworkin, 2012).

Concerning the qualitative phase of this study, 12 ELT assessment experts were
selected through purposive and snowball sampling to participate in the Email interview.
These teachers were largely university professors who had taught English for at least
three years and, more importantly, were experts in the field of testing and assessment (as
assessed by their publications). Some criteria were used to select participants for both the
qualitative and quantitative phases of the study, one of the most important of which was
that the teachers had to hold MA, or PhD degrees in TEFL, English Literature, Linguistics,
or English Language Translation Studies, or were students pursuing those degrees. This
criterion was adopted because those with BA degrees may be unfamiliar with DA, and
hence the data gathered from them cannot be considered reliable or valid. The teachers
(69.7% female and 30.3% male) were all of Persian background and ranged in age from 20
to 50. Moreover, 20.2 percent of the teachers were from the university context and 79.8
percent were from the language institutes context.

Instruments

The instruments used in this study were a questionnaire and a follow-up Email
interview with ELT assessment experts to ascertain their beliefs and attitudes about the
findings of the quantitative phase of the study. The questionnaire of this study was an
adapted version of the questionnaire by Es-hagi Sardrood (2011). The researchers of this
study established reliability and content validity of the questionnaire by piloting it with
a group of 30 English language teachers. Those teachers were similar to the target group
of this study. The content validity of the questionnaire was established by soliciting ten
ELT assessment experts' comments on the instrument. The formula which was used to
calculate the content validity ratio is presented hereunder.

N
ne — 5
N

2

Based on this formula, the content validity ratio of 0.79 was obtained, which was
an acceptable value (Taherdoost, 2016). The questionnaire comprised three sections:
demographic information (questions 1-7), familiarity of EFL teachers with DA (8-9),
and Iranian language institute EFL teachers' perceptions of DA practicality in classrooms
(10-25) (Appendix A). The reliability of the questionnaire stood at 0.80. Moreover, the
researchers conducted an exploratory factor analysis to ensure that they made the right
decision about choosing this questionnaire as the instrument for the quantitative phase of
the study. In exploratory factor analysis, a minimum acceptable value for the KMO test is
0.6. The KMO test result in this study was 0.701, indicating that the data are appropriate
and reliable. Further, the significance level for Bartlett's Test was 0.000, signifying that
there is a substantial association between the questionnaire's various items.

The purpose of the second instrument, the Email interview, was to find out ELT
assessment experts' interpretations of the findings of the quantitative phase of the study.
The justification for using an Email interview rather than a face-to-face interview is that it
allows participants to reflect on their responses and experiences and also enables them to
participate at their time of choosing (James, 2016). The Email interview consisted of two
questions: the questions probed the experts' attitudes toward the findings obtained in the
study's quantitative phase regarding the teachers' familiarity with DA and their attitudes

CVR =
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toward the practicality of DA in EFL classes. To confirm the validity and accuracy of
the Email interview questions, the questions and quantitative results from the study's
quantitative phase were submitted to three ELT assessment experts for their comments
on the questions. Consequentially, two of the items were revised in terms of language, and
more background information on the quantitative phase of the study was added to the
Email interview questions based on the comments of ELT assessment experts.

Data Collection Procedure

The researchers disseminated the questionnaire electronically to 600 EFL teachers
at several EFL institutes and universities in Tehran and Kermanshah via their Linkedin,
Research Gate, Email, or Telegram groups. Despite the researchers' efforts, only 119 EFL
teachers completed the questionnaire. Additionally, the researchersinvited a few university
professors who were ELT assessment experts (as assessed by their publications) to respond
to the Email interview questions in the form of a word document. The participants were
contacted via Email and given sufficient time to respond to the questions. The primary
content questions in this Email interview focused on the university teachers' beliefs and
attitudes regarding the findings of our quantitative phase of the study.

Results

Research Question One

To address the first research question (i.e., How familiar are Iranian institute and
university EFL teachers with dynamic assessment?), responses of the teachers in the two
contexts to questionnaire items 8 and 9 were analyzed. Table 1 summarizes the results
of familiarity of language institutes teachers with DA. According to Table 1, 12.6% of
teachers were highly familiar, 57.9% were familiar and 29.5% were unfamiliar with the
theoretical aspects of DA. Concerning their familiarity with procedural aspects of DA,
9.5% were highly familiar, 51.6% were familiar and 38.9% were unfamiliar with those
aspects.

Table 1. Familiarity of Iranian Language Institute EFL Teachers with DA

The question F% F% F%
8. How familiar are you with the theoretical | Highly familiar Familiar Unfamiliar
?
aspects of DA? 12.6 57.9 29.5
9. How familiar are you with the procedural 9.5 51.6 38.9
aspects of DA?

Table 2 displays the findings of university teachers' familiarity with DA. As shown

in Table 2, 13% of teachers were highly familiar, 65.2% were familiar, and 21.7% were
unfamiliar with the theoretical aspects of DA. Additionally, 8.2% of teachers were
highly familiar, 69.6% were familiar, and 21.7% were unfamiliar with the procedural

aspects of DA.

Table 2. Familiarity of Iranian University EFL Teachers with DA

The question F% F% F%
8. How familiar are you with the theoretical Highly familiar Familiar Unfamiliar
?
aspects of DA? T 652 217
9. How familiar are you with the procedural 8.2 69.6 21.7
aspects of DA?
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The independent samples t-test was used to determine whether there is a significant
difference in the familiarity of the two groups of teachers with regard to DA. The results
showed that there is no statistically significant difference between the two groups of
teachers' familiarity with DA, ¢ (116) = -.89, P = 0.372 (Table 4).

Table 3. Group Statistics for Items 8 and 9 of the Questionnaire

Context of teaching N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
University 23 2.10 .54 A1
Language institutes 95 2.23 .60 .06

Table 4. Independent Samples T-test for Items 8 and 9 of the Questionnaire

Levene's Test
for Equality t-test for Equality of Means
of Variances

95% Confidence
Sig. Mean | Std. Error | Interval of the

(2-tailed) | Difference | Difference Difference

Lower | Upper

F | Sig T df

Equal variances | 2.33| .12 |-89| 116 372 -12 13 -39 .14
assumed
Equal variances -.95 | 36.23 .347 -.12 12 -.38 13

not assumed

Research Question Two

The teachers' responses to questionnaire items 10-25 were computed to probe their
perceptions of the practicality of DA in the classrooms. Based on the mean score for
each column in Table 5, 5.08% of language institute teachers found application of DA in
the EFL classrooms to be very difficult, 35.6% considered it difficult, 39.01% considered
it easy, 3.96% considered it very easy and 16.05% had no idea. A closer analysis of the
column labeled 'very difficult' reveals that items 18 (14.7) and 19 (11.6) obtained the
highest percentages. These two items are concerned with 'managing the time to interact
and work with every individual student’ and 'managing the time to integrate teaching
with assessment'. Item 15 in the 'difficult’ column of Table 5 also gained a rather high
percentage of the responses (51.6%).

Table 5. Iranian Language Institute EFL Teachers' Perceptions of DA Practicality in Classrooms

- Very .
The degree of DA practicality ; . o, | Noidea | Easy | Very
No in Your classrooms Dmﬂ;cult Difficult% % % | easy %
(]
10 | The application of pretest-teach- 1.1 253 30.5 40 3.2
posttest model
11 | Identifying every student's ability level 2.1 253 4.2 611 | 74
of English before teaching
12 | Identifying every student's needs, 5.3 43.2 6.3 40 5.3
goals, and learning problems before
teaching
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Very

The degree of DA practicality Noidea | Easy | Very

No in Your classrooms ij;cult Difficult% % % | easy %

13 | Preparing graduated (easy-to difficult) 2.1 24.2 14.7 526 | 6.3
activities and tasks before teaching

14 | Providing implicit-to-explicit 2.1 40 16.8 35.8 0
standardized feedback

15 | Recording the amount and kind of 8.4 51.6 10.5 274 | 21
feedback (assistance) needed for every
individual student

16 | Getting continuous feedback about 3.2 31.6 11.6 51.6 | 2.1
students’ progress

17 | Adapting teaching to the students' 3.2 38.9 16.8 389 | 21
responsiveness

18 | Managing the time to interact and 14.7 46.3 32 305 | 5.3
work with every individual student

19 | Managing the time to integrate 11.6 358 15.8 34.7 2.1
teaching with assessment

20 | Managing the available resources 32 28.4 32 579 | 74

such as pair-work, group work,
presentation, and portfolio to have
students help each other

21 | Utilizing the computer-assisted 9.5 29.5 20 358 | 53
instruction and other technological
tools in scaffolding students.

22 | Determining students' learning 2.1 40 8.4 442 | 53
potential
23 | Administering several tests to 5.3 49.5 11.6 316 | 21

measure students' ability to extend
their knowledge and skills to new

situations

24 | Passing or failing students on the basis 32 31.6 37.9 242 | 32
of the DA results

25 | Replacing the current practice of static 42 28.4 453 179 | 42
tests with DA
Mean 5.08 35.6 16.05 [39.01| 3.96

According to the mean score for each column in Table 6, 5.09% of university
EFL teachers considered DA practicality in their classrooms as very difficult, 38.84%
considered it as difficult, 35.58% considered it as easy, 4.05% considered it as very easy,
and 16.22% of teachers had no idea. Table 6 indicates that items 18 (17.4%) and 19 (8.7%)
garnered the greatest percentages in the 'very difficult’ column. These two items are
related to 'managing the time to interact and work with every individual student' and
'managing the time to integrate teaching with assessment'. It is worth noting that the issue
of lack of time for university teachers is significantly more acute than it is for language
institute teachers. This finding can be accounted for by the fact that university classes are
quite crowded, whereas language institute classes are substantially smaller, making DA
implementation much easier.
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Table 6. Iranian University EFL Teachers' Perceptions of DA Practicality in EFL Classrooms

o Very . Very
No The degree of DA practicality in Difficult | Difficult% Noidea | Easy casy
Your classrooms % %
% %
10 | The application of pretest-teach-posttest 8.7 21.7 304 | 348 | 43
model
11 |Identifying every student's ability level 0 56.3 8.7 304 | 4.3
of English before teaching
12 | Identifying every student's needs, goals, 4.3 47.8 43 348 | 87
and learning problems before teaching
13 | Preparing graduated (easy-to difficult) 0 34.8 13 47.8 4.3
activities and tasks before teaching
14 | Providing implicit-to-explicit 0 34.8 34.8 26.1 | 43
standardized feedback
15 | Recording the amount and kind of 4.3 43.5 174 | 3438 0
feedback (assistance) needed for every
individual student
16 | Getting continuous feedback about 8.7 34.8 0 478 | 8.7
students’ progress
17 | Adapting teaching to the students' 8.7 43.5 13 26.1 | 87
responsiveness
18 | Managing the time to interact and work 17.4 39.1 4.3 39.1 0
with every individual student
19 | Managing the time to integrate teaching 8.7 60.9 0 30.4 0
with assessment
20 | Managing the available resources such 8.7 34.8 4.3 478 | 43
as pair-work, group work, presentation,
and portfolio to have students help each
other
21 | Utilizing the computer-assisted 0 21.7 217 | 522 | 43
instruction and other technological tools
in scaffolding students.
22 | Determining students' learning potential 43 21.7 13 522 | 87
23 | Administering several tests to measure 43 435 8.7 39.1 | 43
students' ability to extend their
knowledge and skills to new situations
24 | Passing or failing students on the basis 0 39.1 39.1 21.7 0
of the DA results
25 | Replacing the current practice of static 43 43.5 47.8 4.3 0
tests with DA
Mean 5.09 38.84 16.22 | 35.58 | 4.05

The independent samples t-test was employed to determine whether there is a
significant difference between the attitudes of Iranian institute and university EFL
teachers toward the practicality of DA in the classroom. The results revealed no substantial
difference between the attitudes of the teachers toward practicality of DA in the classroom,
t(116) = -.59, P = 0.552 (Table 8).
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Table 7. Group Statistics for Items 11 to 26 of the Questionnaire

Context of teaching N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
University 23 2.94 .50 .10
Language institutes 95 3.01 .52 .05

Table 8. Independent Samples T-test for Items 11 to 26 of the Questionnaire

Levene's Test
for Equality t-test for Equality of Means
of Variances

95% Confidence

. Sig. Mean Std. Error Interval
F Sig. T bf (2—ta‘1gled )| Difference | Difference of the Difference
Lower Upper
Equal variances | .03 85 | -.59 116 552 -.07 12 -31 .16
assumed
Equal variances -61 | 34.42 .545 -.07 11 -31 .16
not assumed

Research Question Three

To find out ELT assessment experts' interpretations of the findings of this study,
the researchers conducted an Email interview with 12 English language teachers who
were experts whose expertise was in the field of testing and assessment. This interview
contained two questions that sought the experts' opinion on the reasons why Iranian EFL
teachers working in the two settings were similarly familiar with DA, and why they largely
tend to view the application of DA impractical in their settings. The interview data were
analyzed for content using Glaser and Strauss's (1967) method of open, axial, and selective
coding. Afterward, the frequencies of each expert's account were calculated (Table 9). The
reliability of the data categorization was determined by having a PhD student in TEFL
with experience in content analysis examine 50% of the data. Agreement amongst the
raters varied between 0.80 to 0.95, indicating a high level of reliability. The following
paragraphs will discuss the themes identified during the content analysis of the data.

Table 9. The Assessment Experts' Opinions about the Research Findings

Reasons Frequency (%)
1. Teachers are just theoretically knowledgeable about DA; they lack practical 23.52
understanding.
2. Teachers receive inadequate training to implement DA in the classroom. 20.58
3. Iran's educational system's strict rules prohibit teachers from using DA. 17.64
4. The application of DA principles is time-consuming and costly. 14.70
5.Iran's educational system follows a traditional system of assessment. 8.82
6. Teachers and students do not believe in the DA principles and do not see 8.82
their value.
7. Teachers lack sufficient motivation to consider their professional 5.88
development and that includes learning the application of DA.

Table 9 demonstrates that the experts' primary argument for the lack of difference
between the two groups of teachers regarding DA is the fact that DA has remained at
the level of theory, and it has not been put in the spotlight as far as practical aspects of
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teaching are concerned (Table 9, item 1, 23.52%). The experts believed that teachers may
hear about DA and read about it, but when it comes to the practical application of DA in
language classes, it is clear that the traditional approach, which is a one-shot final term
exam, is followed. This argument is best expressed below by an assistant professor in
TEFL.

I learned about the DA approach in language assessment about six years ago.
I just became theoretically interested in its principles. Even I checked video clips
online to deepen my knowledge concerning DA and how its principles could be
translated in the classroom context. However, I was not permitted to practically
use this approach in my workplace (i.e., language institute). There is a missing ring
between what the teachers learn in the universities and what they are expected to use
in their workplaces. Teachers are required to follow the rules commonly prescribed
by the heads of language schools.

Another significant reason for this lack of difference is that teachers do not receive
adequate training and skills to implement DA in classrooms (Table 9, item 2, 20.58%).
This is understandable given the fact that DA plays little, if any, role in the teacher training
courses (TTC) offered by language institutes or language testing courses of universities.

Another reason that I think DA is neglected is that as a theoretical concept, it
has not found its way into practical workshops or training programs. As long as I can
remember, in none of the TTC courses in language institutes that I am familiar with
does DA play a role.

Additionally, it was discovered that the strict rules of Iran's educational system
prohibit teachers from using DA in their classes (Table 9, item 3, 17.64%) and that
institute managers and university English departments determine no specific procedures
to apply DA in classes. This argument can be linked to Iran's sociocultural setting, as
evidenced by the following comment from an associate professor in TEFL.

We are all the product of an educational system that placed a premium on
positivism, and those nurtured in this system are incapable of moving toward DA. In
my opinion, our educational system should be adjusted so that DA can be accepted
and integrated into the teaching process in our classrooms.

A further important factor concerning this lack of distinction is that teachers in
both contexts view DA implementation in the classroom as a time-consuming and costly
activity (Table 9, item 4, 14.70%). This result is consistent with the fact that classes,
particularly at universities, are extremely crowded, and teachers cannot use DA in their
classes and offer students personalized feedback.

Many university-level or language institute teachers do not have enough time to
exercise and follow DA principles because it takes time. Teachers need to be involved
in meaningful interaction with their students; they need to be involved in time-
consuming feedback-providing activities, and they also need to be engaged in a lot of
thinking processes on how to provide feedback to their students.

Subsequently, the results of the content analysis shed light on another factor, namely
the fact that Iran's educational system follows a traditional system of assessment (Table
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9, item 5, 8.82%) and DA procedures in Iran are not given sufficient importance and
prominence.

The assessment procedure, especially DA, in universities and language institutes
in Iran is not important in the sense that assessment in these contexts is a kind of
shallow assessment that forces teachers to assign an accepted score to students in order
to advance them to the next level. To this aim, training in assessment, particularly in
the DA assessment technique, is not cost-effective or energy-eflicient for universities
and language institutes. (An associate professor in TEFL)

Another equally significant reason for the stated lack of difference is that teachers and
students do not believe in DA principles and do not find them particularly useful (Table 9,
item 6, 8.82%). In other words, students and teachers believe that DA cannot contribute
to language learning and are unwilling to expose themselves to DA principles in language
classrooms.

Students do not believe in DA procedure because during the DA procedure the
teacher tries to interfere with students' learning and the teacher somehow tends to
interrupt them when they are trying to produce language. Students think that there
is something wrong with their English, and that the teacher is trying to send the
message that students do not know the language and need his/her help. Students
think that they cannot learn the language efliciently without teacher's assistance or
cooperation, or the teacher wants to undermine their self-confidence, so they would
not like it. (An associate professor in TEFL)

Least but not least was teachers' lack of sufficient motivation to consider their
professional development and implement DA (Table 9, item 7, 5.88%). In the Iranian
context, teachers work extremely hard and do not receive nearly enough compensation or
recognition for their time spent teaching. As a result, they lack the motivation to pursue
professional development.

Regarding DA, we see that teachers are not sufficiently motivated, which could
be attributed to financial constraints, lack of time, and lack of appreciation on the
part of language institutes and university administrators for teachers. These factors
contribute to teachers losing motivation for professional development and, as a
component of professional development, for DA.

Discussion

The results of the present study demonstrated that more than half of the teachers in the
two educational contexts (i.e., language institutes and universities) are familiar with both
theoretical and procedural aspects of DA. It has to be noted that the teachers who worked
in the universities showed more familiarity with DA, which can indicate the possibility
that the majority of teachers in universities are either PhD holders or PhD students and
may have taken testing courses that included DA. The lower familiarity with DA among
institute teachers may also be accounted for by poor performance of TTC's curriculum,
which often does not include even a course in assessment (Campbell, Murphy & Holt,
2002; Schafer, 1993). Another possible explanation is that institute teacher preparation
programs do not provide teachers with adequate opportunities to learn assessment
fundamentals from educators with competence in educational assessment (Quilter,
1999). On the other hand, based on the researchers’ personal experience, many language
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institute teachers are not graduates of English language teaching programs, and language
institute managers prefer these individuals since they work longer hours than graduates
of English language teaching programs and can be paid less. The majority of institute
teachers who have not completed an English language teaching program should be trained
in the field of assessment (Ahangari & Alizadeh, 2015), and that institution stakeholders
should prioritize teachers who have finished an English language teaching program for
the reasons stated. Meanwhile, institutes establish pre-planned traditional examinations
with the assistance of non-specialists (Babaii & Asadnia, 2019), and teachers, who are
critical stakeholders in the language assessment process (Scarino, 2013), are discouraged
from becoming acquainted with alternative assessment procedures such as DA.

Furthermore, teachers in both contexts shared a similar perspective on the practicality
of DA in EFL classrooms. More specifically, teachers emphasized two factors regarding
the difficulty of practicing DA in their classes: the time required to apply DA and the
provision of personalized feedback. In most EFL contexts in Iran, each lesson is limited
to one and a half hours, and teachers cannot provide feedback to every student in that
time frame. It can be easily deduced that insufficient time makes implementing DA in
classrooms extremely difficult for teachers (Es-hagi Sadrood, 2011; Hessels-Schlatter &
Hessels, 2009; Karimi & Shafii, 2014; Mohammadi et al., 2020; Nazari, 2017).

The content analysis of the interview data obtained from the testing and assessment
experts demonstrated that one of the most important reasons for the lack of difference
between the two groups of teachers with regard to familiarity with DA is that DA has
remained a theoretical concept, and teachers are unfamiliar with its application in EFL
classrooms. In fact, many teachers are still unfamiliar with the practical aspects of DA
(Elliott, 2003; Jafary et al., 2012; Karimi & Shafiee, 2014; Lidz 1991; Mohammadi et
al., 2020; Nazari, 2012). This finding is in lockstep with what Hidri's (2014) reported:
“although the new assessment [DA] provided better insights into learners' cognitive and
meta-cognitive processes than did the traditional assessment, raters were doubtful about
the value of and processes involved in DA mainly because they were unfamiliar with it” (p.
1). Due to the lack of training, teachers build their assessment techniques in class with the
assistance of colleagues, mentors, and published materials (Tsagari & Vogt, 2017), or they
simply construct assessment utilizing typical testing protocols, which may include discrete
multiple-choice items on various components of the language (Fox, 2013). Therefore, it
seems highly critical to provide a transitory stage with complementary programs to assist
teachers in transitioning from theory to practice (Babaii & Asadnia, 2019; Lam, 2015;
Malone, 2013). To bridge the gap between theory and practice, university-based teachers,
program directors, and practicum supervisors might ruminate over the standpoint of
including pre-service teachers' assessment skills and knowledge as a component of their
pedagogical content knowledge (Gu, 2014; Inbar-Lourie, 2013) and reconfiguring the
assessment rubrics for teaching practicum to encourage long-term development of novel
language assessment procedure such as DA.

A further reason for the lack of difference between the teachers with regard to the
practicality of DA was that universities and language institutions have strict regulations
prohibiting teachers from using DA. This can be related to Iran's context, which is not
DA-oriented and is characterized by one-shot assessments. As stated by Babaii et al.
(2020):

Iranian L2 teachers often experience barriers in executing their preferred
assessment practices. This dilemma seems to be mostly a function of the way
assessment is understood in this context. That is, assessment is dominantly defined in
achievement terms and little systematic attention is paid to formative, and much less
dynamic, assessment of the teachers. (p. 13)
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Iran's educational system is based on a top-down approach, which implies that the
educational authorities 'on behalf of the people' determine how students' knowledge should
be tested and taught in class, leaving teachers with little say in these respects (Sadeghi
& Jabbarnejad, 2012). In this regard, Iran's dominant pluralistic society (Ahangari &
Alizadeh, 2015) takes no heed of what practicality parameter of post-method underlined
(Kumaravadivelu, 2003), which signifies that the teacher is spoon-fed with whatever
information and theory theoretician generates. Furthermore, the Iranian assessment
system is oriented on scores rather than on students' learning and progress (Ketabi &
Ketabi, 2014; Mohammadi et al., 2020). This score-based system was developed because
of the context in which teachers evaluate their students, and this culture can significantly
influence teachers' attitudes toward assessment procedures (Bosma & Resing, 2010; Jane,
2012). It is also worth noting that the score-based nature of the educational system of Iran
will negatively influence students' creativity and absence of exposure to higher cognitive
skills (Arani, Kakia & Karimi, 2012; Kakia & Almasi, 2008; Porahmadi, 2008), as well
as placing a significant pressure on students' personal lives, reducing their academic
curjosity (Al Amin & Greenwood, 2018). This score-based approach in the long run may
result in a repetitive educational system in which students prioritize good scores over
anything else and at any cost, and students' fear of low performance may compel them to
offset the risk of failing testing by cheating on examinations (Kirkpatrick & Zang, 2011).
This approach constitutes what the academic literature tends to refer to as grade inflation,
in which students' grades are inflated regardless of their academic achievement (Dashti,
2019; Kassahun, 2008). As a result, the teachers' role in this system is subsidiary; they
are obviously required to adhere to a pre-determined set of procedures and materials
to be used in class, thereby disregards the teachers' sense of plausibility (Prabhu, 1990).
In consideration of the Iran's' score-based system, teachers perceptions of assessment
move toward an exam-oriented procedure (see Atai & Mazlum 2013; Firoozi et al., 2019;
Razavipour & Rezagah 2018; Zolfaghari & Ahmadi 2016), in which teachers downplay
and overlook the role of DA and follow the regulations and rules imposed upon them
since “programme teams are finding it challenging to move away from examination based
practices, constrained by institutional culture, lengthy regulatory frameworks and lack
of training” (Hamilton, 2014). Countless earlier research findings have documented the
effect of institutional policies on constraining teachers' assessment practice in class (e.g.,
Arkoudis & O'Loughlin, 2004; Mansory, 2016; Rea-Dickins, 2008; Tierney, 2006; Troudi,
Coombe & Al-Hamliy, 2009; Xu & Liu, 2009).

Another concern regarding the lack of difference for the practicality of DA was
the costly and time-consuming nature of adopting DA in EFL classes. This finding
corroborates the results of the studies conducted by prior researchers (e.g., Es-hagi
Sadrood, 2011; Mohammadi et al., 2020; Hessels-Schlatter & Hessels, 2009). It was
revealed that insufficient time was far more problematic in the university context, as the
number of students in university classes exceeds the standards (Ahangari & Alizadeh,
2015). The majority of classes in Iranian contexts are one and a half hours long, and this
length of time restricts teachers from implementing DA in their classrooms. Moreover,
the findings of this study regarding the issue of time are partly in tune with those of Karimi
and Shafiee (2014) and Nazari (2017), who found that one of the most significant barriers
to implementing DA was teachers' lack of time. According to Broadbent, Panadero, and
Boud (2018), one of the tangible rationalizations for employing summative assessment in
various contexts is attributable to large classes, where teachers believe it is more equitable
to evaluate a large number of students using rubrics and “clear and shared standards
and scoring systems” (p.319). However, it has been suggested that DA be used in classes
with a small number of students since mediation will be much easier, and the teacher

Tum MuLeHsNPOBaHMs aBTOPOB — IMIIEH3Ns TBopueckoro coobiectsa CC-BY 41



Education and Self Development. Volume 17, Ne 3, 2022

could provide students with individualized feedback (Lantolf & Poehner, 2004; Missiuna
& Samuels, 1989; Mohammadi et al., 2020). Likewise, it would be highly beneficial if
educational policymakers in charge of managing universities and language institutes
reduced the number of students in each class and increased the class duration.

A further factor that played a role in the lack of difference between the teachers in
terms of their views toward DA practicality was the issue of motivation. In the context
of Iran, teachers lack sufficient motivation, for different reasons, to consider their
professional development, including learning to apply DA. Some of the Iranian EFL
teachers are so preoccupied with financial matters (e.g., inadequate pay) that they cannot
think about their professional development. In addition, other contextual factors can serve
as the demotivating factors for teachers, comprising rules and regulations that do not
allow teachers to use DA in classes, school facilities, students' disinterest, and educational
issues such as large-class sizes (Rahmati, Sadeghi & Ghaderi, 2019). Therefore, it is
recommended that future professional development courses help teachers increase their
educational motivation, and stakeholders are also urged to consider teachers' financial
concerns and adjust their conditions accordingly.

It is critical to recognize that if educational environments seek to use DA principles
in EFL classes, technical infrastructures and facilities are non-negotiable. Many of these
technical infrastructures and facilities are integrated into EFL classes, for example,
group scaffolding and peer assessment (Donato, 1994). However, some of them are
context-dependent and potentially available and can be used in EFL classrooms if they
are financially viable. These potentially valuable resources can be accessed through
computer-mediated and information communication technology (ICT) techniques such
as computer-adaptive testing (CAT) or computer-based testing (CBT), and Web-based
assessment (Es- haghi Sadrood, 2011). Wang (2010) endorses that proposition, saying
that these tools have already been utilized to assist teachers in administering assessments,
and providing timely feedback and additional learning opportunities to students.

Conclusion

The current study contributed to the growing body of literature on DA by exploring
teachers' familiarity with and attitudes on DA practicality. This research has the potential
to empower Iranian English language teachers by expressing their concern about the
assessment system of Iran. Admittedly, publication of this research can assist in hearing
teachers' voices and advocating change in Iran's assessment system, as well as in how these
teachers assess their students in class. As Borg and Al-Busaidi (2012, p. 283) maintained,
“an understanding of teachers' beliefs needs to be an integral part of initiatives that aim
to promote change in what teachers do in the classroom”. Furthermore, this study echoes
the teachers' voices, and as “in the wake of new forms of curricular policy in many parts of
the world, teachers are increasingly required to be agents of change” (Priestley, Edwards,
Priestley & Miller, 2012, p. 191), that would hopefully “encourage change at the discipline/
institutional level” (Norton, Harrington, Norton & Shannon, 2006).

This study suffers from some methodological limitations that are hoped to be
addressed in future research. One of the limitations involved in the present study was the
complexity of conceptualizing and comprehending the attitudes and beliefs of teachers
since these are personalized and individual and cannot be physically measured. Moreover,
due to the sampling procedure and sample size of the study, the generalizability of results
requires caution, and the findings cannot be extrapolated to the total population of EFL
teachers in Iranian universities and language institutes. Nevertheless, the findings are
generalizable to the universities and institutes sampled and give an idea of what the output
would be if additional participants and various sampling procedures were to be applied.
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List of Abbreviations

DA (dynamic assessment), L2 (second language), ELT (English language teaching),
ZPD (zone of proximal development)
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Appendix A: Questionnaire of Teacher's Perceptions of Dynamic Assessment

Dear Respondent,

This questionnaire tries to find out your beliefs and practices about dynamic
assessment (DA). Your answers to the questions are very valuable and important.
Please answer each question based on your own personal situations. Your answers will
remain anonymous, and any personal data will be kept confidential. Thank you for your
cooperation and assistance.

Part A. Background Information (Please mark your answer in the appropriate box.)

1. Gender: 1. Male 2. Female

2. Age: 1.21- 30 2.31-40 3.41- 50

3. Educational background (Please indicate the highest education level completed):
1. Master degree 2. Doctorate 3. PhD student

4. Major: 1. TEFL 2. English Literature 3. English Translation 4. Linguistic
5. English teaching experience:

1.2-5years  2.6-10years 3. More than 11 years

6. The level you are teaching:

1. Pre-advance 2. Advanced 3. All the above levels

7. Context of teaching:

1. University 2. Language institutes
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Part B. Familiarity of Iranian EFL Teachers with Dynamic Assessment

Highly

Familiar Familiar | Unfamiliar

8. How familiar are you with the theoretical aspects of DA?

9. How familiar are you with the procedural aspects of DA?

Part C. Iranian EFL Teachers' Perceptions of Dynamic Assessment Practicality in
EFL Classrooms

Very

The degree of DA practicality in Difficult | Difficult

Your classrooms

No Easy Very

No idea easy

10 | The application of pretest-teach-posttest model

11 | Identifying every student's ability level of English
before teaching

12 | Identifying every student's needs, goals, and
learning problems before teaching

13 | Preparing graduated (easy-to difficult) activities
and tasks before teaching

14 | Providing implicit-to-explicit standardized
feedback

15 | Recording the amount and kind of feedback
(assistance) needed for every individual student

16 | Getting continuous feedback about students'
progress

17 | Adapting teaching to the students' responsiveness

18 | Managing the time to interact and work with
every individual student

19 | Managing the time to integrate teaching with
assessment

20 | Managing the available resources such as pair-
work, group work, presentation, and portfolio to
have students help each other

21 | Utilizing the computer-assisted instruction and
other technological tools in scaffolding students.

22 | Determining students' learning potential

23 | Administering several tests to measure students'
ability to extend their knowledge and skills to new
situations

24 | Passing or failing students on the basis of the DA
results

25 | Replacing the current practice of static tests with
DA
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Appendix B: Interview Questions

Dear Respondent,

We conducted a study to investigate the familiarity with Dynamic Assessment (DA)
by Iranian EFL teachers (MA, and PhD students and graduates) working in two settings
(e.g., language institutes and universities). We were also interested in finding out their
attitudes toward practicality of DA in the two settings. The results of the t-tests revealed
no statistically significant difference between the two groups of teachers in terms of their
familiarity with DA. Moreover, there was no significant difference between the teachers'
attitudes toward the practicality of DA in their contexts. We would like to know your
expert opinion about these findings, that is,

1) Why do you think Iranian EFL teachers working in the two settings are similarly
familiar with DA?

2) And why do you think that they largely tend to view the application of DA
impractical in their settings?

Thank you so much for your cooperation.
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