IMPACT
education sciences racTon

Article

L2 Reading Assessment from a
Sociocultural Theory Perspective:
The Contributions of Dynamic
Assessment

Ali Kushki and Hossein Nassaji

Special Issue
The Science of Second Language Reading: Ecological, Educational, Neurolinguistic, Psychological,

and Sociocultural Perspectives

Edited by
Dr. Sihui (Echo) Ke

Z ":_...' '.u-!i
oy :
F

https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci14040342


https://www.mdpi.com/journal/education
https://www.scopus.com/sourceid/21100897500
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/education/stats
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/education/special_issues/2F17SQ319X
https://www.mdpi.com
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci14040342

-

sciences

education

Article

L2 Reading Assessment from a Sociocultural Theory Perspective:
The Contributions of Dynamic Assessment

Ali Kushki '* and Hossein Nassaji 2

check for
updates

Citation: Kushki, A.; Nassaji, H. L2
Reading Assessment from a
Sociocultural Theory Perspective: The
Contributions of Dynamic
Assessment. Educ. Sci. 2024, 14, 342.
https://doi.org/10.3390/
educsci14040342

Academic Editor: Sihui (Echo) Ke

Received: 9 February 2024
Revised: 18 March 2024
Accepted: 19 March 2024
Published: 24 March 2024

Copyright: © 2024 by the authors.
Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland.
This article is an open access article
distributed under the terms and
conditions of the Creative Commons
Attribution (CC BY) license (https://
creativecommons.org/licenses /by /
4.0/).

College of Education, Purdue University, West Lafayette, IN 47907, USA
Department of Linguistics, University of Victoria, Victoria, BC V8P 5C2, Canada; nassaji@uvic.ca
*  Correspondence: akushki@purdue.edu

2

Abstract: Our understanding of assessing L2 reading has significantly expanded in recent years,
including both theoretical and practical aspects. There is a growing consensus that reading compre-
hension involves multiple skills and subskills. Classroom-based assessment practices reflecting such
conceptualizations have also become widely utilized. This article explores the Vygotskyan sociocul-
tural theory (SCT) and its implications for L2 reading assessment, with a specific focus on dynamic
assessment as an effective classroom-based approach for L2 reading and literacy instruction. We will
review the research that has applied DA principles to the assessment and teaching of L2 reading. We
conclude by outlining potential avenues for future DA research and L2 reading instruction.

Keywords: dynamic assessment; L2 reading; classroom-based assessment; sociocultural theory;

reading assessment

1. Introduction

The question of how to best teach students to read and how to assess their reading
abilities has been debated among researchers, teachers, and major stakeholders in first
(L1) and second (L2) language learning and teaching. In L1 research, these discussions
have been termed the reading wars, characterized by the controversies surrounding reading
instruction and assessment over the past 100 years [1]. A recurrent theme in scholarly
publications and professional circles is “the science of reading”, a phrase used to represent
the increased body of knowledge and understandings about reading instruction, how it
develops, and the best practices to teach the skill based on scientific methods [1,2]. As
scholars continue to challenge some of the foundational assertions held by proponents of
the science of reading, they bring forth fresh perspectives to advance the ongoing discussion
(see [3]).

The word Science in the title of this Special Issue in the Education Sciences journal—The
Science of Second Language Reading—evokes a parallel association with L1 reading instruction
for the reader. Despite the numerous challenges and controversies encountered along the
way, there are emerging insights into the development of L2 reading and instructional
practices [4,5]. The combined conclusions of reading research in L1 and L2 contexts
acknowledge that a multitude of factors, such as language proficiency, cultural background,
metacognitive skills, and motivation, as well as strategy awareness and use, influence
learners’ reading abilities, and that these factors can have diverse impacts on individual
learners (L1 [1,3] and L2 [5-9]).

The growth in research in recent years has given rise to more contemporary conceptu-
alizations of the reading construct. This has not only broadened our understanding of the
intricacies involved in reading but has also led to new perspectives on assessment, with a
particular emphasis on classroom-based assessment. As observed by Grabe and Jiang [7],
traditional reading assessment practices among teachers primarily involved a limited set
of tasks and tools, such as multiple-choice and true/false items. The primary concern of
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these practices was to measure achievement for summative purposes [10]. Recently, an
important aspect of classroom-based assessment that has gained momentum is assessment
for learning (AfL), where the focus is on using assessment to promote learning, rather than
just documenting and measuring it [11-13]. AfL encourages maximum feedback on learner
performance and highlights student-teacher interactions. This shift also emphasizes the
importance of aligning assessment methods with the dynamic nature of reading, taking into
account diverse factors such as sociocultural influences, reader engagement, and individual
differences in learning styles and preferences.

Building upon the aforementioned context, this paper explores dynamic assessment
(DA) as a potent classroom-based approach for assessing the reading abilities of L2 learners.
DA involves assessing learning within the interactive moments between teachers and learn-
ers. In these interactions, teachers continuously evaluate their students” understanding of
specific content and offer feedback accordingly. As such, DA adjusts feedback according
to the individual learners’ knowledge and utilizes their responses to the feedback, paint-
ing a detailed picture of their reading abilities and developing appropriate instructional
interventions. By its very nature, not only does DA provide feedback, but it also feeds
forward into the whole process of teaching and assessing. The insights gained from DA
are particularly crucial given the current operational constraints of standardized tests
in accurately capturing learners’ proficiency across the diverse skills and subskills that
constitute reading [7].

In the subsequent sections of this article, we present current perspectives on the
reading construct and discuss the implications in assessing the skill. Following this, we
articulate the theoretical principles of DA and delineate how L2 reading research and
practice stands to benefit from this approach. Additionally, we present an overview
of the scant existing literature on DA applications to L2 reading, suggesting areas for
future research.

2. L2 Reading Assessment

Assessing reading is closely linked to how the construct is understood. Traditionally,
the dominant view has been that reading is a single unitary construct that is measurable
through general tests [7,14-16]. There is now consensus that reading comprehension is a
multicomponent construct (cf., [17,18]) involving many skills and subskills, such as mor-
phological knowledge, text structure awareness, and various lower-level and higher-level
linguistic processes [19,20]. Koda [15], for example, views the multicomponent nature
of L2 reading as a “basic fact” that researchers must incorporate in both theory forma-
tion and empirical validations. The componential perspective has instigated numerous
empirical investigations into the variables that affect L2 learners’ reading comprehension
abilities [21-23]. In their meta-analysis study, Jeon and Yamashita [22], for example, found
that grammar knowledge, vocabulary knowledge, and decoding abilities were the three
strongest correlates of L2 reading comprehension. A recurring finding in the literature is
that reading comprehension results from the cumulative interaction of the diverse skills
and subskills that readers employ during the reading process.

The growing acceptance of the componential view can be attributed to the limita-
tions of the traditional top-down perspectives [19] and the single unitary construct of
reading comprehension. The top-down perspectives emphasize “higher level contextual
and background knowledge sources, downplaying to a large degree the contribution to
reading of basic lower-level visual word recognition processes” [20] (p. 262). The unitary
construct falls short of “identify[ing] variations in reading problems or the sources of those
problems” [15] (p. 3). This is all while individual idiosyncrasies make learners prone to
different reading comprehension challenges. One reason for this major pitfall is that reading
test scores are typically reported globally, making it difficult to adequately deal with the
variation therein [15,17]. Such unitary test scores mask the relative contributions of various
skills and subskills to reading comprehension, hence limiting their diagnostic value.
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The above-mentioned advances in re-conceptualizing reading ability have introduced
new challenges for assessing the ability. Calls for developing assessment tools to capture
the complexity of the multicomponent ability are now stronger than ever. Grabe and
Jiang [7], for example, advocate expanding reading measures to reflect the multicomponent
nature of reading ability more accurately. One most useful development, the authors note,
is to “develop diagnostic assessment measures for L2 reading because much more detailed
information could be collected in this way” [7] (p. 13). The need for diagnostic measures
is even more warranted for L2 readers in order to diagnose not only language-related
issues but also strictly reading challenges [24]. Global reading scores are unlikely to reveal
such information because they are too general to identify weaknesses or strengths of L2
readers [17].

The call for developing diagnostic assessments for L2 reading aligns with the major
interest in Diagnostic Language Assessment (DLA) in the field of applied linguistics.
The three major components of DLA are diagnosis, feedback, and remedial learning [25-27].
According to Lee [26], the recent surge of interest in DLA within the language assessment
and learning field is closely tied to the growing demand for tailored assessments. These
assessments aim to precisely identify the root causes of learners’ challenges in language
learning, facilitating effective strategies and providing means for learners and teachers to
address these issues. These new learning-focused approaches, Lee adds, highlight “the
learning-inducing nature of language assessment in the sense that assessment should be
geared toward identifying learning potentials and promoting further learning beyond what
the test-takers currently know or are able to do” [26] (p. 300). The aim is to gather detailed
diagnostic information from current assessments or develop new tools and procedures
tailored for diagnostic purposes.

3. Sociocultural Theory (SCT) and DA

To comprehend DA and its underlying principles, it is necessary to understand socio-
cultural theory (SCT). SCT has its roots in the works of Vygotsky and his colleagues, with
its core tenet asserting that sociocultural and mental activities are intricately interconnected
in a mutually dependent, symbolically mediated relationship [28,29]. The interconnection
signifies that social interaction is the source of learning and development, rather than being
exclusively confined to an individual’s mental faculties and biological endowment [30,31].
The assertion that mental functioning evolves through social interaction is best established
in Vygotsky’s general genetic law of cultural development [29,32,33]. According to the
principle, “Every function in the child’s cultural development appears twice: first, on the
social level, and later, on the individual level; first, between people (interpsychological),
and then inside the child (intrapsychological)” [34] (p. 57). Expounding on the principle,
Wertsch [35] contends that initial learning unfolds in social interactions and negotiations
between novices and experts and/or between novices themselves. This statement is a key
concept in the sociocultural theory of development. In essence, Vygotsky emphasizes the
crucial role of social interactions and cultural influences in shaping individuals” cognitive
development, highlighting the progression from external social interactions to internalized
cognitive processes.

The metaphorical space where interaction between the mediator and learner tran-
spires with the ultimate goal of bringing about self-regulation is the Zone of Proximal
Development (ZPD), defined by Vygotsky [34] (p. 86) as “The distance between the ac-
tual developmental level as determined by independent problem solving and the level
of potential development as determined through problem solving under adult guidance
or in collaboration with more capable peers”. Within this zone, the mediator—typically
a teacher—assists the learner when the learner needs help to handle a situation beyond
his/her current individual capabilities. The assistance, called mediation in the SCT litera-
ture, can take different forms, such as leading questions and hints. Newman, Griffin, and
Cole [36] aptly use the metaphor of a construction zone to describe the collaboration that
takes place during ZPD-sensitive activities. It is within this zone that the learner attains
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maximum autonomy, transitioning from collaborative performance, characterized by re-
liance on external mediation, to self-regulation [34]. According to Lantolf and Poehner [37],
Vygotsky perceived the ZPD as a framework for diagnosing learner abilities and as the foun-
dation for interventions aimed at fostering their development. The ZPD, as emphasized
by the authors, functions as a means to both assess and foster the developmental process,
moving away from the product-oriented approach seen in conventional assessments.

Vygotsky’s SCT and the ZPD construct have noteworthy implications for assessment.
In contrast to conventional assessment methods that confine assessment to individual
learner performance without external assistance, SCT-informed assessment practices em-
brace the use of supplementary tools, such as teacher support [38]. This shift transforms
the dynamics of the teacher-student relationship from a traditional hierarchical structure to
a communicative one, wherein the previously neutral and impartial teacher now assumes a
teaching-assisting role, and the student becomes more actively engaged in the learning
process [38—40]. In the subsequent paragraphs, we will explain that DA embodies the SCT
perspective of assessment, as just described.

With the above as context, DA is an approach designed to comprehend individual
differences and their instructional implications [39]. The strongest advocates for DA believe
in the incorporation of actual learning within the process, according to Lidz and Elliot [41].
Foundational assumptions guiding this approach include (a) the modifiability of mental
processes, (b) viewing assessment as an interactive process with an embedded learning
phase, and (c) recognizing the primary goal of assessment as assisting learners in realizing
their latent abilities [39]. These assumptions set DA apart from non-dynamic assessment
practices, which focus on assessing learners” independent performance. Vygotsky [34]
argued that assessing independent performance only reveals abilities that have already
fully developed, leaving those in the process of emerging undisclosed. In contrast, DA
not only sheds light on what learners can achieve individually but also on their potential
accomplishments with appropriate mediation. Lidz [42] sums up the key characteristics
of DA as embedding interventions within the assessment process and focusing on learner
responses to the interventions.

In L2 research, effective mediation during ZPD activities is understood as a function
of how it evolves and is negotiated in the interactions that typically transpire between a
learner and a teacher. According to Aljaafreh and Lantolf [43], such mediation is graduated,
contingent, and dialogic. Mediation adapted to a learner’s ZPD becomes progressively
more detailed and explicit (i.e., graduated) depending on the learner’s responsiveness.
Mediation is also contingent, meaning that it is provided only when needed and removed
as soon as the learner demonstrates evidence of self-control and independent function-
ing. Graduated and contingent mediation is provided as the mediator negotiates it with
the learner (i.e., dialogic). These notions have been utilized to formalize teacher-learner
interactions in interactionist and interventionist DA [44]. A fundamental distinction be-
tween the two is how they approach mediation or “the relative freedom mediators have to
respond to learners’ difficulties and to pursue concerns as they emerge during the interac-
tion” [37] (p. 15). In interventionist DA, mediation is highly scripted across a prompting
scale of increasing specificity in relation to a problem (such as a linguistic one) at hand. The
interventionist practitioner goes through the scale prompt by prompt depending on the
learner’s responsiveness. Interactionist DA is, on the other hand, more open-ended and
conversational [45,46]. The mediator has mediatory wiggle room to take whatever measure
that seems suitable to push the learner further in their ZPD, stopping short of providing the
answer. However, giving the answer may foster development if executed at an opportune
moment during the interaction [37].

In the subsequent paragraphs, we discuss some of the implications of DA for L2
reading assessment. Then, we report a select number of studies applying DA to L2 reading.
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4. DA and L2 Reading Assessment

DA holds substantial implications for the assessment of L2 reading in classroom set-
tings. It introduces a dynamic and interactive approach to assessment, emphasizing the
ongoing development of language skills rather than a static measure of achievement. In
the context of L2 reading, DA allows educators and teachers to not only assess a student’s
current proficiency but also to understand their learning potential and the factors influenc-
ing their language development. This perspective encourages a more personalized and
targeted approach to instruction by identifying specific areas of strength and areas that may
benefit from additional support. By recognizing the dynamic nature of language acquisi-
tion, teachers can tailor their teaching and assessment strategies to better suit individual
learner needs, fostering a more effective and inclusive learning environment for L2 readers
in the classroom.

5. Empirical Research on DA and L2 Reading

DA in the field of L2 reading has recently emerged as an important area of empirical
research. As educators and researchers explore the dynamic interplay between assessment
practices and language learning, the focus on L2 reading adds a critical dimension to our
understanding of how learners engage with and develop proficiency in a second language.
This body of empirical research aims to uncover the intricacies of how DA methods in-
fluence L2 reading assessments, shedding light on their effectiveness, adaptability, and
potential implications for language learning in diverse educational settings. For instance,
Dorfler and colleagues [47] advocate the adoption of DA procedures as an effective di-
agnostic approach, emphasizing its capacity to provide valuable insights into learners’
reading competence and their broader learning abilities. Such a diagnostic approach is
considered to greatly benefit teachers and other users, as standardized assessments, fo-
cused primarily on validity and reliability, often lack the depth provided by diagnostic
reports. Also, standardized assessments face constraints in incorporating a variety of as-
sessment tasks, further limiting the information that they can offer [7]. The latter assertion
is further supported by Laing and Kamhi [48], who provided evidence that a dynamic
measure of phonological awareness was a better predictor of reading than static measures
of phonological awareness.

Generating diagnostic reports is another key aspect of DA, making it particularly well
suited for assessing L2 reading in classroom settings. Such reports involve all of the key
procedures of a solid diagnosis, as listed in Alderson, Brunfaut, and Harding [18]. These are
listening and observing, initiating an assessment of the problem or forming a hypothesis,
employing relevant tools, databases, intuition, or specialized assistance, making informed
decisions, and ultimately, providing recommendations for intervention. Aligned with these
procedures, the outcomes of DA procedures yield a diagnostic classification of learners
and their reading abilities. These reports not only describe the learner’s improved reading
skills but also investigate obstacles hindering optimal reading performance. They identify
the specific needs of the learner, suggest recommendations for further instruction and
intervention, and establish a baseline for the learner’s future performance [42]. Such
diagnostic profiles are crucial, especially for documenting and addressing individual
variations among L2 readers, such as differences in background knowledge and cultural
experiences when engaging with texts [7,49]. Relatedly, Kozulin and Garb [50] recommend
DA procedures as a powerful tool in the hands of L2 teachers to design individual learning
plans for learners with different reading needs [50].

While DA offers notable advantages, the exploration of reading-related questions
through a DA lens is in its nascent stages in both L1 and L2 settings. In the L1 domain, Dixon
and colleagues [49] conducted a systematic review exploring the role of DA in predicting
reading development over time. Their analysis encompassed 18 studies, revealing an
absence of research explicitly examining the impact of DA on multilingual learners. The
authors argue that traditional reading assessments pose challenges in predicting future
reading performance, especially for multilingual learners. In contrast, they propose that DA,
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by focusing on learning potential in response to teaching, may offer a more accurate form
of assessment. The findings endorse the use of DA for a holistic and dynamic evaluation of
student reading performance.

DA has been less utilized in L2 reading. To the best of our knowledge, only a few
L2 reading studies have employed DA, as reported subsequently. Nevertheless, there is a
discernible emergence of interest and a gradual increase in the studies delving into this area,
a select number of which we have reported subsequently. This trend reflects the growing
recognition of the potential benefits and insights that DA can bring to the understanding of
L2 reading processes and reading proficiency development.

Kozulin and Garb [50] were pioneers in the application of the DA approach to assess
English language learners’ ability to learn, activate, and employ effective reading compre-
hension strategies. In their study, twenty-three learners underwent a standard reading test
used for placement purposes, which necessitated the application of cognitive strategies.
Following this individual assessment, teachers engaged in interactions with the learners,
employing guidelines to mediate strategies employed by the learners in extracting meaning
from texts, including the comprehension of text structures. After the mediation on strategy
use during reading, the researchers re-evaluated the learners to investigate the mediation’s
impact on their performance. The results revealed significant variations in the post-test
performance of learners who initially scored similarly on the pre-tests. Notably, two par-
ticipants, initially achieving 29% of correct answers on the pre-test, exhibited marked
differences in their post-test scores, achieving 59% and 38% after the mediation phase.
These findings served as the basis for the authors’ claim that DA provided comprehensive
insights into the diverse learning needs of students who displayed the same standard
performance scores. Notably, Kozulin and Garb [50] distinguished between students with
high learning potential and those with low learning potential by developing a scoring
system called the learning potential score (LPS):

(S post — S pre) n S post

LPS = Max S Max S

= (2 S post — S pre) /Max S

S pre = pre-test score; S post = post-test score; Max S = maximum obtainable score.

Using the formula, Kozulin and Garb categorized the learners into a high learning
potential subgroup (LPS > 1.0), a low learning potential subgroup with LPS < 0.71, and a
large subgroup with LPS ranging from 0.79 to 0.88. The higher the LPS, the more likely
those learners are to learn more from future instruction.

Other researchers have adopted Kozulin and Garb’s grading system. Poehner and Lan-
tolf [51], for example, undertook an innovative approach by incorporating computerized
DA (C-DA) principles into reading comprehension tests designed for multiple languages.
The authors were particularly intrigued by the documentation of learner development as it
unfolded in the moment-to-moment—called microgenesis—interactions between learners
and computerized prompts throughout their participation in reading comprehension tests.
These tests, similar to Kozulin and Garb’s [50] research, sought to distinguish between
learners’ independent and mediated performance, predict their learning potential, and
unveil learners’ ability to handle more challenging comprehension texts beyond familiar
ones. The test items included mediating prompts that directed learners’ attention to specific
sections where the correct response could be found. These prompts progressively narrowed
the search space with each iteration and, when applicable, suggested focusing on particular
information or relationships between propositions in the text during re-attempts. In cases
of initial incorrect responses, learners received written prompts indicating the inaccuracy,
followed by color-coded or orally presented sections of the text that required attention.
Subsequently, learners were prompted to choose from the remaining response options.
Unsuccessful second responses triggered prompts further refining the textual search for the
correct answer. This process continued for four attempts, with the final prompt disclosing
the correct answer along with an explanatory note. To assess learner performance, the au-
thors computed two weighted numerical scores and a learner performance score (LPS). The
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score scale ranged from 4 for initial correct responses to 0 when the answer was revealed
and explained to learners. Summing the s represented each learner’s actual (unmedi-
ated) performance, while the total points earned for mediated responses were summed
and reported as the mediated score. Following Kozulin and Garb’s methodology [50],
Poehner and Lantolf calculated the LPS by considering the difference between the actual
and mediated scores for each learner. The authors found statistically significant differences
between learners’ actual and mediated performance. Furthermore, the authors computed a
score assessing learners’ capacity to apply their learning beyond familiar testing scenarios,
aiming to gauge their proficiency in comprehending more challenging texts. The findings
revealed significant low-to-moderate correlation coefficients between LPSs and transfer
scores. Poehner and Lantolf [51] drew upon these findings to reach the conclusion that
DA provides valuable information about learners’ existing abilities, their ZPD, and how
learners are likely to benefit from future instruction.

Davin, Troyan, and Hellmann [52] synthesized components from the aforementioned
studies to devise a paper-and-pencil dynamic reading comprehension task (D-RCT). Each
D-RCT comprised three sections encompassing a total of 19 items, namely, Key Words, Main
Idea, and Supporting Details. Accompanying each section were three prompts arranged in
a hierarchical order, with the first prompt being the least explicit and the third the most
explicit. These pre-scripted prompts were orally administered by a Spanish instructor to
15 students in a combined fourth- and fifth-grade Spanish as a foreign language classroom
at a primary school affiliated with a prominent public university in the Northeastern
United States.

A significant contribution of Davin et al.’s study [52] was the adaptation of Kozulin
and Garb’s [50] formula to formulate a new equation aimed not only at assessing aspects
addressed by Kozulin and Garb [50] and Poehner and Lantolf [51] but also at gauging
responsiveness to mediation, termed the mediation value score (MVS). To calculate the
MVS, Davin and colleagues [52] divided the additional points gained by each student as a
result of mediation by the maximum potential score attainable. Consequently, the MVS
quantified the degree to which students benefited from the mediation prompts provided,
regardless of their absolute score. Employing this novel formula, Davin and colleagues [52]
could ascertain whether the mediation prompts were appropriately calibrated to students’
ZPD across the three sections of each D-RCT. Drawing from their findings, the authors
advocated the concurrent utilization of the MVS and Kozulin and Garb’s LPS to evaluate
the suitability of mediation prompts tailored to individual learners.

Yang and Qian [53] employed C-DA to identify reading difficulties among a group
of Chinese learners of English. In their study, the authors instructed the pilot cohort to
articulate their thought processes after completing a reading comprehension test with
multiple-choice questions. Utilizing these notes, the authors identified challenging areas
and provided appropriate mediation to the pilot cohort. The generated mediation prompts
and the scoring scale developed for assessing the pilot cohort, borrowed from Kozulin and
Garb [50] and Lantolf and Poehner [51], were incorporated into a C-DA program. A second
group of participants engaged in reading a distinct text using C-DA, and individual profiles
for each learner were generated based on their performance. The analysis of the data
produced by the C-DA program revealed its superiority over traditional static assessment,
showcasing stronger diagnostic capabilities and deeper insights for subsequent teaching.

Other researchers have utilized creative computerized DA procedures. Shabani [54],
for example, conducted a study to explore the impact of computerized dynamic assessment
on the reading comprehension processes of 100 intermediate-level Persian-speaking stu-
dents majoring in English in Iran. In this investigation, participants” incorrect responses to
reading comprehension items prompted the initiation of mediation. The mediation process
involved computerized support, beginning with textual cues and progressing to more
elaborate visual cues. The author argued that the visual cues provided more information
compared to textual ones. To assess this, a software program was designed to prompt
participants four times. These prompts included an invitation to read the text again, view
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a visual cue while re-reading the text, view a second visual cue and repeat the reading,
and finally, view a third visual cue and re-read the text. Shabani created individualized
learner profiles by assessing the number of prompts needed to reach the correct answer,
with a deduction of 10% from the maximum achievable score each time a prompt was
provided. Profiles derived from DA resulted in a classification of learners and their abilities
that was described as “strikingly different” compared to classifications based on traditional
solo reading comprehension test results. Among the 79 students who scored zero on the
standard test, 67 (84%) demonstrated the ability to successfully address comprehension
items with suitable mediation during the computerized DA process. Shabani attributed the
heightened performance to increased awareness of reading processes among participants,
a result achieved through prompts.

The limited use of DA in L2 reading, as reviewed above, indicates a gap that needs
further attention and exploration. The pioneering work of Kozulin and Garb [50] and subse-
quent studies by Poehner and Lantolf [51] and Davin et al. [52] showcased the effectiveness
of DA in assessing learners’ abilities and predicting their learning potential. Nonetheless,
the need for more comprehensive and diverse studies in L2 reading remains evident. The
emerging interest in and gradual increase in studies exploring DA in L2 reading signal a
growing recognition of its potential benefits, necessitating further research to harness its
full capabilities in understanding L2 reading processes and proficiency development.

6. Conclusions and Implications

Recent developments in L2 research have conceptualized the reading construct as a
multicomponent ability. Parallel to these theoretical advances, scholars have called for
developing commensurate assessment practices to capture the complexity underlying
L2 reading. Notably, classroom-based assessments of reading have garnered significant
attention due to their diagnostic value [7]. With its theoretical roots in the Vygotskyan SCT,
DA fits into the fresh multicomponent landscape of L2 reading, owing to the approach’s
intrinsically diagnostic and remedial nature.

It is important to recognize that while DA could serve as a valuable tool for identifying
certain challenges faced by L2 learners in reading, DA should not be taken as a universal
solution for all reading difficulties. This is because reading is a complex task and the
challenges students face can stem from diverse sources such as their language proficiency,
cultural differences, educational backgrounds, and individual learning styles, among
others. No single approach can address every aspect of such complexities, underscoring the
importance of a multifaceted approach to support L2 learners in overcoming their reading
obstacles. Furthermore, like any educational approach, the effectiveness of DA hinges on a
multitude of factors, including the expertise of the mediator, the timeliness of the feedback,
and the effective collaboration between the mediator and the learner. These factors all play
integral roles in shaping the outcomes of DA.

It is also important to acknowledge that the existing body of DA studies on L2 reading
is not yet extensive enough to provide definitive conclusions regarding its efficacy across all
facets of L2 reading. The current state of research suggests that while DA shows promise,
particularly in identifying specific challenges faced by L2 learners, a comprehensive under-
standing of its effectiveness is still evolving. Therefore, we should interpret the insights
presented in this paper with due consideration of the various factors mentioned above,
while also recognizing the evolving nature of research in this field, which underscores the
need for a cautious and open-minded interpretation of the findings discussed so far.

With the above in mind, future directions in exploring L2 reading through DA promise
an exciting avenue for understanding the diverse skills and subskills associated with
reading proficiency. For example, researchers can use DA to uncover learners’ strengths
and areas in need of improvement like grammar and comprehension strategies, dissecting
reading into constituent elements. This focused examination can shed light on whether
certain skills are more amenable to evaluation through DA than others. Researchers can also
explore the dynamic interplay between such various skills. The interdependence of skills
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like decoding, vocabulary knowledge, and comprehension strategies, for example, could
be investigated through DA, offering insights into how these components interact and
influence overall reading proficiency. As noted by Kozulin and Garb [50], the instructional
value of DA is that it can help develop individual learning plans for students with different
learning needs. Unraveling the interconnections of skills through the lens of DA holds the
potential to inform tailored instructional strategies that address the multifaceted nature of
L2 reading development.

Research in L2 reading can also explore the role of technological tools in DA, such
as artificial intelligence (Al), to provide more accurate and insightful assessments of L2
reading skills. DA appears to be on the cusp of a pivotal phase in its development,
transitioning from traditional human-to-human interactions to computerized DA, and is
now entering the era of AL While computerized DA is still evolving, the introduction of Al
could revolutionize the field, as Al models have the potential to significantly enhance the
precision and depth of DA aimed at evaluating L2 reading skills thanks to their natural
language processing capabilities. Al-driven approaches cannot only expand the range of
assessment tools, including DA, but can also enable a more comprehensive examination of
the diverse needs of learners, including their varied linguistic backgrounds, learning styles,
and potential learning or reading disabilities. However, the extent of Al’s contributions to
L2 DA remains to be seen, given the current capabilities of Al. Al models, such as ChatGPT,
need further development before they can practically and effectively deliver DA-informed
mediation due to their limited understanding of the learning context, including nuances
in student behavior, individual learning styles, and real-time adjustments required in
instructional delivery.

Finally, future research directions could focus on refining the adaptability and inclusiv-
ity of DA in diverse learning environments. Scholars may investigate the effectiveness of
DA in accommodating learners with varying linguistic backgrounds, learning styles, and
cognitive profiles. By considering the cultural and contextual dimensions of L2 reading,
researchers can explore how DA can be culturally responsive, ensuring that assessments
accurately capture the diverse experiences and challenges faced by learners. Dixon and
colleagues [49], for example, have noted the potential of DA in tapping into the variance in
the reading proficiency of culturally and linguistically diverse students. This inclusive ap-
proach to future research aims to advance the field of L2 reading assessment by promoting
equitable evaluation practices that account for the rich tapestry of learners’ linguistic and
cultural backgrounds.
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