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Abstract 

 

It is required that second/foreign (L2) language learners learn how to write effectively in L2 

through effective instruction. Also, it is crucial for them to learn how to assess their writing 

skill as a medium of human communication. Dynamic Assessment (DA) is a relatively new 

way of assessing language, offering potentials for L2 learners. This study was intended to 

examine the effectiveness of Hybrid Dynamic Assessment (HDA), in comparison with a 

non-HAD, on the L2 learners’ descriptive writing, which is so important for 

intermediate-level L2 learners. To this end, 40 Iranian intermediate EFL learners were 

selected through a placement test to go through HAD and non-HDA instructions in two 

groups (experimental and control groups respectively). To collect data, two descriptive essays 

and a researcher-made questionnaire were used. The analysis of covariance on the descriptive 

essay scores in the pretest and posttest phases showed that the use of HAD instruction had a 

significant impact on the EFL learners’ performance in the descriptive writing. Similarly, 

t-test results showed that such subcomponents of writing as function and content, organization, 

coherence, sentence construction and vocabulary improved more through such an instruction. 

Moreover, the analysis of data from the questionnaire demonstrated that the EFL learners in 

the HAD group evaluated the proposed HDA model as a means of assessing their writing 

positively. Findings suggest the use of HDA as an alternative assessment to move away from 

the traditional way of assessment to develop different types of L2 writing. 
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Effectiveness of Hybrid Dynamic Assessment in L2 learners' descriptive writing 

development  

 

1. Introduction 

Writing is a skill that is grounded in the cognitive domain. It involves learning, comprehension, application, 

and synthesis of new knowledge. According to Suleiman (2000), writing is a central element of language 

learning in English as a foreign language (EFL) contexts. It facilitates language learning (Deshler, Palincsar, 

Biancarosa, & Nair, 2007). Also, language learners' pedagogical achievement across content areas sometimes 

depends on their ability to express knowledge through writing (Mason, Benedek-Wood, & Valasa, 2009). But 

many EFL students and even teachers have difficulty in effective planning, composing, and evaluating their 

writings. As Suleiman (2000) points out, EFL teachers and students pay scant attention to the multidimensional 

nature of writing in instructional methods, evaluation procedures, and language development. One type of 

evaluation is through testing. Testing in language learning, mainly writing skills; is an inseparable part of the 

learning/teaching process; it can help in evaluating the gained knowledge and in promoting the quality of 

teaching and learning (Pilipović, 2017). Moreover, one form of testing currently used in many educational 

contexts to make decisions regarding learners’ writing success is standardized or static testing, but there has been 

a move from static testing, where the examiner presents items to the learner and records his or her response 

without any attempt intervene to change guide or improve the learner’s performance (Tzuriel, 2000), to new 

forms of assessment in recent years. 

Assessment has been defined as a process of gathering information from multiple sources for the purpose of 

making decisions regarding student performance and/or instruction (Brown, 2003). Testing, on the other hand, is 

“a special form of the assessment administered under contrived circumstances” (Kizlik, 2009, p. 1). 

Consequently, tests can be regarded as non-natural methods of gathering information on learners’ performance, 

and should, therefore, be employed in conjunction with other assessment methods. A newly developed way of 

assessing language is DA. DA is defined as an interaction between an examiner-as-intervener and a 

learner-as-active participant, which seeks to estimate the degree of modifiability of the learner and the means by 

which positive changes in cognitive functioning can be induced and maintained (Lidz, 1987). It offers the 

unification of assessment and instruction. “This integration occurs as intervention embedded within the 

assessment procedure in order to interpret an individual’s abilities and lead them to higher levels of functioning” 

(Poehner, 2008, p. 5).  

As Ableeva (2009) states, the development of DA rests on the prior and successive appearance of a few 

fundamental ideas that are seen as essential and compelling. They include the concepts of learning potential, 

educability, the Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD), and mediation (CarlHaywood, 2012). DA can take place 

through ZPD. In fact, within the learners’ ZPD, learners use their existing knowledge to develop what they have 

not yet mastered independently (Nassaji & Tian, 2010). In light of the above issue, there are two main models of 

DA: interventionist and interactionist. The interventionist model of DA is similar to the standard testing but it 

focused more on the measurement. The interactionist model of DA focus is more on the social interaction of the 

students and the mediator (Lantolf & Thorne, 2004). Nonetheless, a new model of DA, HAD, has recently been 

proposed to integrate aspects of both interactionist and interventionist models of DA. HDA includes the 

characteristic of the interventionist DA model as well as an interactionist DA component manifested in the 

spontaneous interaction between the mediator and the student socio-cultural interaction. 

Unfortunately, the proliferation of research addressing second/foreign (L2) writing has not yet been 

paralleled with the same enthusiasm to find writing assessment methods reflecting the socio-cultural nature of 

learning, which can be used as an alternative to standardized testing. Perhaps, the proposed HDA assessment 

method can be put into effect to assess EFL writing and overcome some of the problems associated with the 
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currently used standardized testing of writing, which mainly ignores promoting language learners’ writing 

development. However, little research has probed the effectiveness of HDA with respect to L2 descriptive 

writing skill. Like expository and argumentative writings, descriptive writing is a fundamental form of writing 

and it is very important for intermediate-level L2 learners since all types of writing include some elements of 

descriptive writing that cause a reader to see, think, feel, and react (Meyers, 2009). At first glance, it seems 

simplistic for academic discourse, yet it is “fundamental and the best way to lay the foundation of the writer’s 

craft” (Meyers, 2009, p. 245). Thus, the current study aimed to investigate the effect of using HDA assessment 

on Iranian EFL learners' descriptive writing and evaluate the proposed HDA model as a means of assessing their 

writing 

2. Literature review 

There are three waves in the history of writing assessment (Yancey, 1999). The first wave, which started in 

1950 and lasted until 1970, was the form of the objective test in assessing writing. The second wave, which 

started in 1970 and lasted until 1986, holistically scored essay. The third wave, which started from 1986 until the 

present time, was the portfolio and pragmatic assessment. However, Yancey's (1999) third wave could actually 

generate a fourth wave starting from 2000 to the present time. During this wave, writing assessment, research 

appeared to be concentrating on finding alternative methods that focused on the social aspects of writing 

assessment including the interactive relationship between the examiner and the examinee. Historically, that is 

why the concept of DA has become popular in recent years. 

DA is basically rooted in a theory of the famous Russian psychologist Vygotsky and Sociocultural Theory of 

Mind (SCT) and ZPD (Vygotsky, 1978). DA is a form of assessment in which the weak features of the language 

ability, including writing ability of students, are recognized and more attention is paid to those parts. In this way, 

the students are assisted in case of their obstacles. The assessment in DA is not separate from instruction, but 

they come together and a mixture of these two results in a better outcome. In other words, as Haywood, Brown, 

and Wingenfeld (1990) put it, DA emphasizes the optimal performance under some specified conditions, rather 

than simply identifying the current level of performance. 

Regarding DA as a new wave in assessing, research on it can be categorized into two main areas: initial 

work on DA through the decades of the 70s and 80s and more current research that appeared in the past two 

decades. Earlier works on DA in the 70s (e.g., Feuerstein, Rand, & Hoffman, 1979; Cormen & Budoff, 1973) 

and 80s (e.g., Joseph, Campione, & Brown, 1987; Lidz, 1987) was more engaged in examining DA as a means to 

diagnose cognitive and intelligence strengths of children with mental deficiencies. They seemed to target more or 

less a similar population; namely, children with learning problems and low achievements at schools. However, 

more recent studies on DA mainly focus on the implementation of DA in different L2 learning contexts. 

Regarding the recent research, there are two main models of DA: the interventionist and interactionist 

models (Lantolf & Thorne, 2004). The interventionist approach applies the mediation method by using 

standardized administration procedures and creates a form of guidance to generate results that can be used to 

assess or measure the students’ performance for a future test. In other words, interventionist DA emphasizes 

quantifying or speed learning. This approach focuses on the amount of guidance needed by the students to 

achieve the goal quickly and efficiently. On a different note, interventionist attempts to provide valid and reliable 

evidence of students’ development by quantifying their performance (Sadek, 2015). On the other hand, 

Interactionist DA focuses on a qualitative analysis of the ZPD (Pohner & Lantolf, 2005, p. 239), which Vygotsky 

(1978) defined as “the distance between the actual 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” (p. 86). Because of the weakness of the interactionist and interventionist, 

HDA was introduced and advocated by researchers and scholars such as Nehal S. Sadek in 2011. The suggested 

model is rooted in Vygotsky’s SCT and ZPD (Sadek, 2011). 
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In the L2 context, several studies have been conducted using DA. Xiaoxiao and Yan (2010) used DA to find 

out the relationship between methodology and epistemology. The study focused on the framework or process of 

writing instruction of English that adopted the principles of DA. The study showed that the dialogic way of 

teaching in DA had a significant role in improving the Chinese English major students’ writing interest as well as 

their competence. Also, Sadek (2015) had a qualitative study on the impact of DA on the writing of L2 learners. 

The participants included six Egyptian citizens enrolled in the English Language Institute at The American 

University in Cairo. The result showed that DA had a positive impact on the content, language, and the 

organization of the ESL learners’ writing. It had also reported that the students and teachers have positive 

evaluation since it allowed the students to focus on their individual weakness. Finally, Miao & Lv (2013) 

performed a study of DA in constructing writing frameworks. By integrating the sandwich cake stages 

(pre-writing–mediation–post-writing), the study investigated the implementation of writing process framework 

into the dialogue centered ESL writing classroom. The comparative study showed that the writing scores and 

writing product from the framework had an advantage in the development of ESL writing skills. 

In assessing the effect of DA accompanied on writing in Iran a few researchers such as Ghahremani and 

Azarizad (2013), Hashemnezhad and Fatollahzadeh (2015) and Alemi (2015) have conducted studies on the 

effects of dynamic assessment on process writing. Alemi (2015) conducted a study by investigating the Iranian 

EFL learners’ self-assessment and self-rating to their writing ability as well as the effect of DA in their accuracy. 

She also investigated the interrelationship among the teacher rating, self-assessment, and self-rating in the 

writing performance. The participants were twenty-two engineering students who took a writing course as part of 

a general English course. The data were analyzed using descriptive statistics, correlational analyses, and t-test. 

The results showed that DA successfully helped Iranian EFL learners to find a better awareness of the 

characteristics of writing an evaluation. Therefore, they became more accurate in measuring their own writing 

ability. Hashemnezhad and Fatollahzadeh (2015) investigated fifty Iranian students in a quasi-experimental study 

to found out the immediate and delayed effects of their writing performance. The pretest was conducted by 

assigning the students to write two topics in both the experimental and control group. In the experimental group, 

the DA technique was applied, meanwhile, in the control group, the traditional method was administered. The 

study concluded that DA was an effective teaching tool to enhance the students’ writing performance. The result 

showed that DA did not only prove to have immediate effects, it also had delayed effects. 

Based on the previous studies, it is evident that different model of DA has a positive influence on the 

development of writing skills of L2 learners. But there is little research to investigate the effect of HAD on the 

writing of EFL students, especially their descriptive writing. The current study investigated the role of HDA in 

the students’ descriptive writing skill development in Iranian EFL context to find out if the new model of DA had 

any effect on them and how they would evaluate the model. In light of the above issues, this study sought to 

address the following research question: 

� Is using HDA significantly more effective than non-HDA in improving Iranian EFL learners’ 

descriptive writing? 

� Does using HAD have any significant effect on the subskills of descriptive writing (format and 

content, organization and coherence, and sentence construction and vocabulary) in Iranian EFL 

learners?  

� How do EFL evaluate the proposed HDA model as a means of assessing their writing? 

3. Method 

3.1 Participant 

The participant in this study were 40 Iranian EFL learners who just enrolled in intermediate English writing 
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course at the Omid language institute, Shahrekord branch. All the learners were female and the age of them ranged 

from 19 to 25. Moreover, they were selected through the Oxford Placement Test (OPT), which was developed by 

Allen (2004). Also, they were randomly assigned into two groups: 20 learners in the experimental group, and 20 

others in the control group. The learners have been studied EFL for several years and they were able to write 

paragraphs. They attended the class providing practice in writing skills. 

3.2 Instrument 

In this study, three instruments were used for data collection: Oxford Placement Test (OPT, 2004), two 

descriptive timed-essays, and the HDA questionnaire. The first instrument applied in this research was the OPT 

to ascertain the proficiency level of participants. The OPT comprises 200 items, containing grammar as well as 

listening, vocabulary and reading skills. Allen (2004), the composer of the test, declares that the OPT is 

sufficient of being employed with any number of students of English to guarantee effective, reliable and precise 

grading and placing of students into classes at all levels from elementary to advanced. According to Allen, the 

OPT is capable of being utilized with any number of students of English to ensure efficient, reliable and accurate 

grading and placing of students into classes at all levels from elementary to advanced levels. 

Descriptive essays were administered to both control and experimental groups as the pretest and posttest. 

Two topics, not requiring any special knowledge, were given to the participants. For the pretest, the participants 

were asked to write a 60-minute descriptive essay on the topic: “Describe a country you would like to visit when 

you grow up”. And for the posttest, they were asked to write on the topic: “Describe the most embarrassing 

moment of your own life”. The number of words in each essay was about 350-400 words. Cares were taken to 

make the titles of the essays as similar as possible in terms of the complexity of language, readability, and 

frequency of words. In order to assess the quality of the writing performance of the participants in the pretest and 

posttest, an analytic scoring rubric developed by Hyland (2003) were used. Meanwhile, the interrater reliability 

indices for the pretest and posttest essays were found to be .96 and .97 respectively.  

A self-made questionnaire on HDA was used to collect the data regarding how they would evaluate the 

model for descriptive writing. Having obtained a good command of the concept of HDA, the concepts were 

changed into items/statements. In all, 42 items were extracted each tapping one aspect or major issue in HDA. 

The list was then shown to an expert, a Ph.D. candidate in TEFL, who reviewed the whole list and made some 

comments on the items. The questionnaire was then revised based on the comments made. Accordingly, the 

number of items was reduced and some items were totally discarded or replaced by new items. Then, the same 

expert rechecked the revised questionnaire. Besides, the questionnaire was sent to the second expert for its 

validity. At this stage, some minor revisions were made in the questionnaire. The final version of the 

questionnaire was set based on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree), 

producing a score between 1 and 5 for each item (Yamini & Rahimi, 2007). Moreover, having undertaken the 

test of reliability, several items were eliminated from the questionnaire. Hence, the number of items in the final 

version was 18. To check the reliability of the questionnaire, it was piloted on 30 EFL learners to check the 

suitability of the questionnaire for the main study. The Cronbach’s alpha obtained for the questionnaire was .88, 

which was relatively acceptable. 

3.3 Data collection and analysis procedures 

The data were collected in several steps. First, OPT (2004) was administered to a sample of around 45 EFL 

learners to select a homogeneous sample. The researchers selected 40 of the learners who gained the score for 

the intermediate level. They all enrolled in an intermediate English course in the spring semester of 2018. The 20 

of the participants who attended the even day were considered as a control group and those 20 participants with 

the same condition who attended the odd days, were considered as an experimental group. Second, the teachers 

trained the participants in both experimental and control groups, before administering the pretest. The same 

content was chosen to be thought by the teacher for the two groups, and the teacher used the same materials for 
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teaching in both groups. 

As earlier discussed, pre- and posttests were used in order to answer the research question regarding the 

impact of the HDA on the improvement of 40 EFL learners’ descriptive writing in Iran. The pre- and posttests 

included two main components: (1) a non-dynamic essay test component given to the 40 participants in the 

control and experimental group, and (2) a dynamic component in the form of mediation session between the 

mediator and the participants in the experimental group. The participants in the experimental group were 

informed about the mistakes in the pretest and received remedy on the weak points. The mediator provided the 

learners in the experimental group with correction, explanation, hinting, questions, non-verbal cues, and 

translation. The experimental group received the HDA instruction for four weeks, in addition to pre and posttest. 

During the treatment, they had to write a descriptive essay every night and send it to the mediator in an email in 

order to improve their writing. The mediator had to read the participants’ email one by one and explained to them 

the areas of difficulty and mistakes made by each of the participants. During the instruction, the teacher 

(mediator) observed the participants and helped them correct their mistakes by hinting, and asking the question. 

After the instruction, all the participants in both the experimental and control group were asked to write a 

timed-essay descriptive essay (Describe a country you would like to visit when you grow up) . 

The participants in the control group were assessed just in the traditional method, and they were asked every 

session to write an essay. Traditional assessment scales were limited in dependence on motor responsiveness and 

thus were of limited or no application to patients receiving paralytics or those requiring very high doses of 

anxiolytics. They did not receive mediation or dynamic assessment. In the four weeks of treatment for the 

experimental group, the learners in the control group had to write a descriptive essay every week and the teacher 

scores them and reports the results. As the teacher of control group asserted learners were not much interested in 

writing class as they are in other skills.   

After the four weeks, the posttest was administered by inviting them to write another descriptive 

timed-essay (Describe the most embarrassing moment of your own life) both for the experimental and control 

group. Like the pretest, the posttest was also administered through dynamic and non-dynamic assessment. The 

control group had just received the non-dynamic assessment. But the experimental group received a 

non-dynamic and dynamic assessment. That is, they received feedback and mediation through the pre- and 

post-test and also four weeks of negotiation with a mediator between them. The mediator had observed the 

testing sheet in the posttest, too, and gave them help in their errors in the experimental group. 

To increase the dependability of the data, both pretest and posttest timed-essays were graded by two raters 

and interrater reliability was computed. The interrater reliability indices for the pretest and posttest were found to 

be .96 and .97 respectively. Finally, the pretest-posttest scores were compared to address the first two research 

questions for the study. Given pretest and posttest design of the study, analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was 

used as a statistical tool for data analysis (to answering the first question of the study). To discover the effect of 

HDA on the subskills of descriptive writing i.e., the focus of the second question of this research, the paired 

sample t-tests were used. The descriptive statistics were used to answer the third research question regarding the 

evaluation of the proposed HDA model as a means of assessing the participants’ writing in the experimental 

group. 

4. Results 

To compare the performance of HDA (experimental) and non-HDA (control) groups, the descriptive writing 

scores in both groups were obtained. Table 1 shows the descriptive statistics of writing scores in both groups. 

According to Table 1, the pretest means scores in the non-HDA and HDA groups were 56.55 and 56.40; that is, the 

mean score in the non-HDA was a little greater than the HDA group. However, the difference was not great. 

According to Table 1, the difference in the posttest means scores of the HDA group (88) was more than non-HDA 

(57.25) group, with the HDA group receiving higher descriptive writing gains. Also, the data in Table 2 shows that 
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the mean scores increased from the pretest to the posttest in both groups, indicating the better performance of the 

two groups after the pretest. 

Table 1 

Descriptive statistics of writing scores in both groups 

Variable Groups n Min Max Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis 

Pretest 

 

Control 

Experimental 

20 

20 

32 

31 

81 

80 

56.55 

56.40 

12.81 

14.68 

-.035 

-.261 

.421 

-1.079 

Posttest 

 

Control 

Experimental 

20 

20 

32 

75 

81 

100 

57.25 

88.00 

12.59 

8.18 

.070 

.031 

.79 

-1.332 
 

To find out the answer to the first research question of study, concerning the comparative effects of the HDA 

and non-HDA instructions on the participants' descriptive writing performance, Analysis of Covariance 

(ANCOVA) was conducted after checking the homogeneity of the groups in terms of writing scores in both groups, 

equality of the variance across both groups, the reliability of the covariance i.e., the pretest writing scores, and 

non-significant interaction effect between the covariance and the treatment. The results of the ANCOVA was 

summarized in Table 2. 

Table 2 

Analysis of covariance for the treatment effects on posttest score 

Type of Instruction 
Achievement 

Observed Mean Adjusted Mean SD n 

Control Group 56.55 57.17 12.73 20 

HDA group 67.50 68.47 11.43 20 

Source SS df MS F Sig. 

Corrected Model 126.68 2 6301.32 205.11 .000 

Intercept 258.80 1 2583.80 84.10 .000 

Pretest. 314.05 1 3147.05 102.43 .000 

Group 912.39 1 9125.39 297.03* .000 

Error 113.69 37 30.721   
Note. R2 = .854, Adj. R2 = .848, *p < .05. 

 

As Table 2 revealed, the model was significant and the HDA group performed better than the traditional group 

in the posttest, so the HDA group significantly performed better than the other group. The above statistics point to 

the conclusion that the HDA group significantly performed better than the non-HDA group on the descriptive 

writing after the treatment. In other words, the HDA instruction had a more significant impact on the descriptive 

writing of Iranian EFL students. 

To answer the second question of this study, which concerned whether using HAD had any significant effect 

on the subskills of descriptive writing (format and content, organization and coherence, and sentence construction 

and vocabulary) in Iranian EFL learners' the paired sample t-tests were conducted between the pretest and posttest 

scores on the subskills of writing in the experimental group. The results are summarized in Table 3. 

As Table 3 revealed, the model was significant, that is, by using HDA in the experimental group all the 

subcomponents of descriptive writing improved. There were statistically significant differences in the areas of 

format and content, organization and coherence, sentence construction and vocabulary. Therefore, using HDA in 

teaching descriptive writing to the Iranian EFL students improved all the areas of writing. 
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Table 3 

Paired samples t-tests comparing pretest and posttest scores on the subskills of writing in an experimental group 

Variables 
Pretest 

Mean (SD) 

Posttest 

Mean (SD) 
t value p value 

Format and Content 22.40 (7.32) 27.15 (7.55) -7.380 .000 

Organization and Coherence 13.28 (4.01) 15.28 (3.44) -4.322 .000 

Sentence Construction and Vocabulary 21.18 (5.76) 30.18 (9.60) -14.575 .000 
 

To find out the answer to the third research question of the study, which was intended to see how the 

students in the experimental group would evaluate the HDA model, descriptive statistics of the items in the HAD 

questionnaire were obtained. Table 4 reports the mean scores and standard deviations for each item and the 

overall items in the questionnaire. 

Table 4 

Descriptive statistics for the items in the HDA questionnaire  

 Items Mean SD 

1 I found the instruction in the writing course very effective. 4.06 .674 

2 The instruction in the writing course helped me remove errors and learn better. 4.26 .661 

3 The support of the instructor on my writing helped me be more relaxed. 3.66 .645 

4 Interaction with the instructor through email improved my writing. 3.66 .625 

5 I could concentrate more when the instructor checked my paper after finishing the essay tests. 3.66 .601 

6 The interaction between the instructor and I increased my self-confidence in writing. 3.93 .572 

7 The instructor's hints throughout the course made me more aware of my weak points in 

writing. 

4.20 .617 

8 The instructor's comments on my writing were effective in gaining a high score in writing. 4.13 .656 

9 The instructor's comments on my writing in the writing course helped me increase my speed in 

writing. 

4.66 .690 

10 I actually enjoyed the instruction in the writing course. 3.73 .719 

11 The writing was more fun with the instructor’s approach in the writing course. 3.73 .654 

12 I became interested in writing when the instructor helped me through email and negotiation. 4.13 .678 

13 Through the instructor's observation and monitoring in the course, I became more aware of 

format and organization in my descriptive writing. 

3.60 .654 

14 Through the instructor's observation and monitoring in the course, I became more aware of 

coherence in my writing. 

4.13 .765 

15 Through the instructor's observation and monitoring in the course, I became more aware of 

sentence construction in descriptive writing. 

3.20 .543 

16 The interactive nature of the instructor’s approach in the writing course was really helpful. 4.34 .623 

17 The hints during the essays helped me activate my knowledge. 4.60 .624 

18 Overall, I am satisfied with the experience through this writing course. 4.62 .654 

Overall  4.01 .647 
Note. 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither disagree nor agree, 4 = agree, 5 = Strongly agree. 

 

According to Table 4, all the mean scores of the items were above 3.00, that is to say, above the median (2.5). 

This means that the participants in the experimental group after the HDA treatment expressed their agreement 

with most of the statement in the HDA questionnaire. The highest mean score belonged to items 9 (M = 4.66, SD 

= .690), 18 (M = 4.62, SD = .654), and 17 (M = 4.60, SD = .624). The participants in the experimental group 
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expressed their agreement with the proposition stating that the instructor’s comments, guidance, observation 

throughout the course increased their writing speed and activated the participants’ passive knowledge. In general, 

the participants evaluated the HDA model of dynamic assessment positively. According to the data, the 

participants in the experimental group thought that the HDA model of assessment improved their writing skills in 

the class. The lowest mean score belonged to items 15 (M = 3.20, SD = .543), 13 (M = 3.60, SD =. 654), and 11 

(M = 3.73, SD = .654) together with 10 (M = 3.73, SD =.719), indicating that they were less aware of format and 

organization, sentence construction. Also, the data showed that descriptive writing was somehow hard for them, 

but the HAD method helped them a lot to solve their problems. 

5. Discussion 

Human beings are open rather than closed systems, meaning that cognitive abilities can be developed in a 

variety of ways, depending on the presence and the quality of appropriate forms of interaction and instruction. 

HDA may provide a new form of instruction for assessing language skills including writing. In fact, the 

foundation of HDA is driven by the needs for an alternative assessment method to the widely used standardized 

testing which has been criticized for being inadequate for writing assessment (Sadek, 2011). The present study 

proposed an alternative assessment method for descriptive writing and explored the HDA method in comparison 

to non-HDA method in improving Iranian EFL learners’ descriptive writing. The results of the statistical analysis 

indicated that the writing means scores improved from the pretest to the posttest in both HDA and non-HDA 

groups of the study. However, the EFL learners in the HDA group, as compared with the learners in the 

non-HDA group (the traditional way), had greater performance in descriptive writing test tasks. It can be argued 

that a method of assessment which consists of the interventionist and interactionist model of DA can improve 

Iranian EFL learners’ skill in descriptive writing. In fact, pre- and posttest from the interventionist model of DA 

together with the mediator’s comments in the HAD through correction, explanation, elicitation, hinting, 

questions, non-verbal cues, negotiation with the participants, and interaction through emails improved the EFL 

learners’ descriptive writing skill. Thus, the combination of the features from interventionist and interactionist 

models made it a powerful way of assessing the EFL participants’ writing skill. 

The finding of the current research has supported the finding of Sadek (2011) research on the HDA model of 

assessing. Sadek’s study showed that the HDA model of assessing had a positive effect on English language 

learners. The current study also showed that using this method in teaching descriptive writing to EFL learners in 

Iran would lead to positive results. Also, the above findings support the results reported by several studies 

conducted on the use of different DA models in L2 (e.g., Aljaafreh & Lantolf, 1994; Anton, 2009; Ableeva, 2008; 

Kozulin & Garb, 2001; Poehner, 2005). For example, Aljaafreh and Lantolf (1994) reported the effectiveness of 

DA on Chinese students’ L2 grammar in writing in Canada. Whereas Aljaafreh and Lantolf focused on one 

aspect of writing, which was grammar, the present study showed the effectiveness of the HDA in improving 

three areas of writing aspects. The results of t-tests results showed that the areas of format and content, 

organization and coherence, sentence construction and vocabulary improved significantly after using the HAD 

method and there were significant differences between the control group and the experimental one in these areas 

of writing. 

As to the third research question, the results of the present study revealed that the EFL learners in the HDA 

group agreed with the use of the HDA method regarding a writing class. They reported that the aforementioned 

method of assessment made them more reflective. It seems that participants of the present study were in favor of 

the HDA model very much for the same reasons which actually would distinguish HDA methods from non-HDA 

methods. They indicated that it was effective because of the help they received from the mediator and 

problem-solving strategies implemented in their class.  

The results indicated that the process of writing integrated with HDA could improve the EFL learners’ skill 

in writing description and build up their writing confidence. The teacher’s mediation stimulated the learners’ 

responsiveness through which their enthusiasm for engagement in the writing process could rise. The mediator 
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tried to act in the ZPD and helped them move from their present cognitive ability level to the future level. Face 

to face interaction with the mediator showed the possibility of transferring what they learned in their writing 

tasks to future situations. This way their confidence in writing improved and their attitudes towards descriptive 

writing turned out to be significantly positive. 

6. Conclusion and implication 

In the present study, a HDA assessment has been introduced to assess EFL learners’ learning in an 

interactive manner in the area of writing. In fact, the present study examined the effect of HAD, which is the 

integration of the aspects from both interactionist and interventionist DA models, on some Iranian EFL learners’ 

descriptive writing skill. The results of the present study showed that the use of the HDA method of assessment 

played an important role in improving EFL descriptive writing performance. In fact, the HDA helped the EFL 

learners recognize the purpose of their writing and improved the quality of their writing performance. Based on 

the results of the current study, HDA can lead to the improvement of L2 writing skill and make L2 learners focus 

on their individual weaknesses in writing. Also, the findings of the current study tend to direct the attention of L2 

teachers in writing courses toward the importance of utilizing HDA as a possible way to move away from the 

traditional way of assessment so as facilitate L2 writing development.  

Furthermore, the results of the current study revealed that the function and content, organization coherence, 

and sentence construction and vocabulary subcomponents of descriptive writing improved more in the HDA 

group than control one. By implications, teachers should be given more authority to implement HDA in the 

classroom to see how this alternative method can improve the subskills of writing in their L2 classes. Also, L2 

materials developers should also pay attention to the contribution of HAD when developing instructional 

materials for L2 learners.  

In addition, the findings indicated that the EFL learners in the HAD had a positive attitude toward using 

HDA in the class. The data showed that through the comments they received from the instructor i.e. mediator, 

their attitude towards writing skill changed. They believed that the introduction of the HDA method in the 

writing classroom helped them overcome many of the problems associated with the use of traditional testing and 

assisted them to better evaluate their own descriptive writing skill in the process of L2 development. Thus, the 

results suggest that the gap between assessment and instruction in L2 writing can be bridged more through HDA. 
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