Chapter 2 – Beyond Horseshoes and Handgrenades

A defect is strengthened, nourished, and reinforced by its social consequences.
- Lev Vygotsky
My interest in applying dynamic assessment techniques to state mandated, standardized tests for children with disabilities came as an ‘aha’ moment. It was my first semester as a doctoral student and we - ten of us, including the two instructors - were gathered as usual ‘round the smooth, oblong table in our small, book-lined seminar room; a room without a view I might add. We had been reading the work of Campione, Brown, Ferrara, & Bryant (1984) and, as the professor held forth for a moment, I recall a kind of lightness of being and feeling of excitement. I swiveled my chair to the right, looked past the two students beside me to stare at the bent head of the professor and, with a big intake of breath, just barely stopping myself from yelling out loud, “Hey! This could work for high stakes tests!”  

Needless to say, it takes more than an aha moment of consideration to commend an alternative way of demonstrating educational accountability unless we are willing to live with an endless cycle of flash-in-the-pan responses to the social and political pressures wrought by NCLB. More particularly, we need to be cognizant of the implications both practically and ideologically. Generally speaking a test is an all or nothing kind of event. Questions have correct answers, responses are considered right or wrong and, as the cliché goes, close only counts in horseshoes and hand grenades. In a dynamic assessment, on the other hand, close does count. Here the emphasis of analysis switches from product to process (Campione, 2001) as the dynamic assessment captures, with some detail, not only how close a child may be to the so-called ‘correct’ answer, but perhaps more importantly what that closeness reveals about the level of the child’s cognitive development and the kind of calculated support needed to further that development. As a result, an evaluation given at a particular moment in time is transformed; it becomes an intentional extension of the collaborative learning process by using mediated learning responses (Feuerstein, 1979) to realize the latent possibilities in the child’s cognitive and emotional development. Thus, dynamic assessment as a means of measurement moves well beyond a merely summative score and offers a practice that is rich in terms of guided, purposeful and successful learning experiences while opening the door to a wealth of data possibilities for multiple stakeholders. 

State mandated, standardized tests, an outcome of the No Child Left Behind legislation, do not offer these possibilities. Nor were they intended to. However, for children with disabilities, it may make sense to consider a dynamic redesign of such testing practices. This chapter will attempt to make this argument for the reader by introducing the cultural-historical theoretical foundations of dynamic assessment, providing an overview of various models of dynamic assessment and design considerations, and investigating domain specific dynamic assessment relevant to reading. From this foundation, reading and state tests are considered, particularly for children with disabilities, and a dynamic standards of learning assessment (DSLA) for 3rd grade reading is developed.
The Foundations of Dynamic Assessment
According to many advocates the heart of dynamic assessment lies anchored in Lev Vygotsky’s theory of the zone of proximal development or the ZPD.
 However Vygotsky himself was not the originator of dynamic assessment per se. Dynamic assessment is, for the most part
, an outcome of a lineage of successors interested in his cultural-historical approach to understanding the development of higher psychological processes or mental functions. Understanding this connection between dynamic assessment and the development of higher mental functions is important from a pedagogical perspective as well as a psychological one and becomes especially crucial to answering the question, “Why dynamic assessment?” To do so requires some general idea of Vygotsky’s cultural-historical theory. However, before moving with the reader into a discussion that introduces some of the essentials of Vygotsky’s cultural-historical approach, laying the groundwork for dynamic assessment, it’s important we orient ourselves to the issue of nomenclature vis-à-vis the various labels given to the framework(s) spawned in the name of Vygotsky. This is, by no means a given!
What’s in a name?

Historically speaking, Vygotsky’s productive time was during post-revolutionary Russia, in the 1920’s and early 1930’s, when he and other psychologists, including colleagues A.R. Luria and A.N. Leont’ev, became aroused by Marx’s “Theses on Feuerbach” and began to consider alternatives to psychoanalysis and behaviorism to understand what it is to be human and to engage in the world as an agent (Center for Activity Theory and Developmental Research, 2004). In the decades since a variety of theories have become historically linked and often attributed to Vygotsky including cultural-historical theory, sociocultural theory, and activity theory to name but a few. It’s important to recognize that these terms are not synonymous. They reflect Vygotsky’s work but also interpretations by his colleagues and generations of other thinkers who have taken up his ideas and have begun to develop them in different and sometimes quite dissimilar directions. Not surprisingly this causes confusion and sometimes quite heated debate on the legitimacy of one’s claims in the name of Vygotsky.
 As a result, it’s important to establish some clarity regarding these terms and to position this work from that respect. 

Indeed, authors more cognizant of these issues are beginning to give at least a nod to the issue of ‘name’ or the positioning of their work in these theoretical camps. For example, Lantolf & Thorne (2006) briefly discuss their decision to use the term sociocultural theory (SCT) in their text Sociocultural Theory and the Genesis of Second Language Development. They cite the preference (and influence) of Wertsch and the pressure of their publisher to use ‘sociocultural’ but also note that others have chosen the term sociocultural in order to avoid what some have argued as the accompanying “colonialist and evolutionist overtones that position industrialized societies as superior to developing societies” that may resonate in the term cultural-historical (Lantolf & Thorne, 2006: 2-3; see Rowe & Wertsch, 2002, for more discussion of this concern). By way of codicil however, they make a point of noting that it is unlikely that Vygotsky himself ever used the term sociocultural in reference to his own work. 
Wertsch himself states that he chose to use the term sociocultural to anchor his focus on mental action as “situated in cultural, historical and institutional settings” and because he believed it to be more encompassing, readily embracing the work of “Vygotsky and his colleagues” as well as others whom have since contributed to frameworks relevant to mental action (Wertsch, 1991:16). 
Not surprisingly SCT has garnered considerable favor in educational circles; it offers a simpler understanding of Vygotsky’s cultural-historical theory and frequently excludes Marxist frameworks both of which make it more amenable to the practicalities of educational institutions especially in North America where incorporating the concept of the ZPD into teacher discourse has become quite fashionable (Robbins, in press: 4). Certainly SCT seems to operate more as a blanket term, as in “a vast family of sociocultural theories” and, as such, it may be the term that is amenable to most, a kind of overarching name for theories “united in a quest to overcome the pitfalls of traditional cognitivist thinking about human development” (Stetsenko, 2005: 70, discussing cultural historical activity theory or CHAT). At the very least, one might consider, as Daniels suggests, that sociocultural theory and activity theory are “near relatives” as “both traditions are historically linked to the work of L.S. Vygotsky and both attempt to provide an account of learning and development as mediated processes” (Daniels, 2001:1). However, he adds that

[i]n sociocultural theory the emphasis is on semiotic mediation with a particular emphasis on speech. In activity theory it is activity itself which takes the center stage in the analysis. (Daniels, 2001:1) 
Elsewhere, Robbins (2006a) argues that in fact there are “core values” that can be differentiated in cultural-historical theory, sociocultural theory and the various activity theories (here I ask the reader to bear with the content and consider the gist of the discussion at hand). For example, 
[i]nternalization is one of the core values of cultural-historical theory, not representing the external/internal as the same isomorphic phenomena (as in activity theory), nor replacing it with conscious (versus subconscious) elements of mastery and appropriation (as in sociocultural theory). (Robbins, 2006a: 11)

Kozulin would seem to support this. Although more in the domain of psychology, his article, “The Concept of Activity in Soviet Psychology” (1996), gives a very clear and straightforward outline of Vygotsky’s cultural-historical theory as differentiated from activity theory as originally developed by A.N. Leont’ev, ultimately noting that

Vygotsky’s theory views higher mental functions as a subject of study, semiotic systems as mediators, and activity as an explanatory principle. In Leontiev’s theory, activity, now as activity, and now as action, plays all roles from subject to explanatory principle. (Kozulin, 1996: 119)
Interested readers might note another source for varying perspectives on cultural-historical theory and activity theory through the lens of psychology in the edited volume Voices within Vygotsky’s Non-Classical Psychology: Past, Present, Future (2002) by Robbins & Stetsenko (editors). This volume seeks to open up discussions of perspectives, including European/ International understandings of Soviet/ Russian activity theory.
 
However, my goal here is not to focus on these and other rich discussions, but to briefly indicate that there is a lineage of theory-building. In this work, I have chosen to preserve Vygotsky’s use of cultural-historical in reference to his approach, or theory, writ large, acknowledging, of course, that his ideas evolved over a productive lifetime (albeit a short one: thirty-seven years).  One reason for doing so is my attempt to capture Robbins’ notion that cultural-historical theory is more a metatheory. Robbins claims that

one of the basic differences between cultural-historical theory, activity theory, and sociocultural theory is that the latter two cannot be viewed within the same level of metatheory as cultural-historical theory. (Robbins, 2006b: 19)

I would argue, as Robbins seems to suggest, that situating cultural-historical theory as metatheory emphasizes the link between Vygotsky the philosopher and Vygotsky the psychologist, a theorist and a practical scientist, who sought to realize and engage in a holistic understanding of our human selves that could be used practically to “change individual consciousness and social structures such as education, and work with the handicapped” (Robbins, 2006b: 24). Thus, I suggest that sociocultural theory and activity theory are more the progeny of cultural-historical theory, moving Vygotsky’s work forward in interesting and valuable directions. As a result, to lay down the theoretical foundations for dynamic assessment it seems to me that it is best culled from the source rather than the departures made by others. The latter will become important later as the theoretical and practical development of dynamic assessment as a process-activity is organized and subsequently applied in the context of state mandated, standardized assessments.
Beginning with Cultural-Historical Theory
Identifying the foundations of this work with cultural-historical theory is important with regard to retaining Vygotsky’s associations to culture, as he understood it and the historical and, hence, dialectical quality of his thought and method, an understanding of the historical so often set aside in the rush to filter out any sedimentary hints of Marxist theory. 
Regarding the former, Vygotsky, in an early, unpublished manuscript
, lets us know that “all things cultural are social” and that “cultural development = social development not in the literal sense”, but in the sense that cultural development - as the interaction with the mature ‘biotype’ - “is the principal driving force of all development” (Vygotsky’s emphasis; Vygotsky, 1929/1986b: 59).  That is to say not only is our engagement in development a social activity, but the social is not - cannot be! - outside of the cultural… nor can the cultural be separate from the social. Here Vygotsky makes an important distinction for us in using the term cultural rather than social as the overall context for the development of higher psychological functions, such as perception, voluntary memory, speech, thinking, logical memory (Chaiklin, 2003; Wertsch, 1985).
  Cultural accentuates for us a larger and contextual understanding of the social as well as the more limited, and potentially relativistic, form of social relationship(s) between individuals. Vygotsky aims for synthesis in his use of cultural. Furthermore, in terms of these higher psychological functions, if the development thereof is cultural and therefore social then, as Vygotsky suggests, 

(1) it is ridiculous to look for specific centers of higher psychological functions or supreme functions in the cortex (or the frontal lobes; Pavlov);

(2) they must be explained not on the basis of internal organic relations (regulation), but in external terms, on the basis of the fact that man controls the activity of his brain from without through stimuli;

(3) they are not natural structures, but constructs;

(4) the basic principle of functioning of higher functions (personality) is social, entailing interaction of functions, in place of interaction between people. (Vygotsky’s emphasis; Vygotsky, 1929/1986b: 59)
Thus, several fundamental elements of Vygotsky’s theory emerge: a distain for/ disbelief in the purely behaviorist and purely psychoanalytic approaches to understanding the psychology of human kind, a consideration of the distinctly human ability to use and create cultural stimuli (signs) to promote the development of mental functions, that these mental functions are constructs and therefore conceptually born, and that we engage in social activities through our mental functions. The notion of ‘cultural’, then, reflects the particular process-nature of the development of our mental functions and the way that social interaction - personality interaction - is mediated by our cultural signs. Note that here, personality 

does not refer to the sum total of relationships of a single individual, but is actually a construct transcending the biological and the social. There is a feeling of shared development between the cultural/social, outside world, as well as relations to other individuals and artifacts, and intra-mental/ developmental growth, all of which is connected through synthesis. (Robbins, in press: 2).
Van Der Veer & Valsiner (1991: 220) add that signs are the “stimuli-means”, or cultural instruments, that are our uniquely human means of controlling both “the psyche and behavior” of ourselves and others. That is, signs have an instrumental function in that they are mediations to help us control and organize ourselves intra-personally and inter-personally. In addition to signs we also create material tools to control and organize the material world. For Vygotsky, these signs and tools are the intermediaries in our subject-object or subject-operation activities. In other words, “human mental processes, just like human labor, are mediated by tools” where language, signs, and symbols are special psychological tools as differentiated from labor tools (Karpov, 2003: 139; Vygotsky, 1978: 54-5).  Vygotsky reveals

examples of psychological tools and their complex systems: language; various systems for counting; mneumonic techniques; algebraic symbol systems; works of art; writing; schemes, diagrams, maps, and mechanical drawings, all sorts of conventional signs; and so on. (Wertsch & Tulviste (1996), quoting Vygotsky, 1981: 137)

Not surprisingly, these tools are culturally and historically saturated. 


With regard to history, Vygotsky saw history as having two meanings: 

(1) a general dialectical approach to things – in this sense everything has its history; this is what Marx meant: the only science is history (Archives. P. X); natural science = the history of nature, natural history; 

(2) history in the strict sense, i.e. human history. (Vygotsky’s emphasis; Vygotsky 1929/1987b: 55)
As a result history is both dialectical and material in nature and it is in the synthesis of the two that Vygotsky saw the development of the higher psychological functions occurring. Truly, this rich notion of ‘historical’ captures the intra-mental and the inter-mental levels of development-as-process and can be understood with dialectics. That is, we can use dialectics as a method for understanding the change-nature of history-in-progress on multiple levels as well as in regard to the fabric or substance, the result as it were, of this change-in-progress. It allows us to investigate the process of change itself – in this case, the process of the development of the higher psychological functions. Thus, for Vygotsky, it becomes crucial not only to focus on the process of development but to do so in situ. Simply said,
To study something historically means to study it in the process of change; that is the dialectical method’s basic demand. (Vygotsky, 1978: 64-5) 
Here we have the emergence of Vygotsky’s method/ methodology for understanding and investigating the development of higher psychological functions and, for Vygotsky, it is

[t]he search for method [that] becomes one of the most important problems of the entire enterprise of understanding the uniquely human forms of psychological activity. In this case, the method is simultaneously prerequisite and product, the tool and the result of the study. (Vygotsky, 1978: 65)
Thus we can credit Vygotsky with addressing one of the difficulties in Marx’s methodology: the “how of setting up the study of a particular ‘historical-material constellation’” (Reuten’s emphasis; Reuten, 2000: 141). Vygotsky makes use of a shift into what has been more recently (Reuten, 2000) referred to as Marx’s ‘systemic dialectics’, one in which we begin with the whole while also looking at the parts, looking at simple categories before complex ones while also looking at abstract to concrete concepts, always searching for ‘concretization, foundation and reproduction’ that returns us back to the whole. As a result the process can seem, at points, a kind of “chaotic conception of the whole” (Reuten, 2000: quoting Marx, 1973, Grundrisse, der Kritik der Politischen Okonomie, p.101). In this regard, I’ve come to understand Vygotsky’s methodology to be a form of design-based research (The Design-Based Research Collective, 2003) wherein the process nature of the methodology is dynamically intertwined with the process nature of the object of study. It is vigorously recursive and reflective, it is dialectical in process and product, it is a synthesis of culture (with the social), history (as dialectical and material), and systemic dialectics. It is his ‘tool-and-result’. 
Newman & Holzman (1993) clarify this by addressing the nature of the tool, in this case, as a toolmaker’s tool and therefore inseparable from the “productive activity which defines both – the tool and the product (the result)… [f]or their function is inseparable from the activity of their development” (Newman & Holzman, 1993: 38-9). In other words, method then, is a dialectics of practice and therefore, adds Vygotsky (echoing Marx here), a messy, uneven business. He notes:
We are dialecticians. We do not all think that the developmental path of science follows a straight line, and if it has had zigzags, returns, and loops we understand their historical significance and consider them to be necessary links in our chain…” (Vygotsky, 1927/1987b: 336)

Vygotsky speaks similarly about the process of child development,

[c]hild development is a complex dialectical process characterized by periodicity, unevenness in the development of different functions, metamorphosis or qualitative transformation of one form into another, intertwining of external and internal factors, and adaptive processes which overcome impediments that the child encounters (Vygotsky, 1978: 73). 

It is not surprising, therefore, when Robbins tells us that 

[t]he vision for understanding Vygotskian cultural-historical theory is one of a dialectical focus, where two levels are viewed simultaneously, within asymmetrical patterns of development. Some examples are: the higher explanatory principles together with tools of analysis; the whole with the parts; sense and meaning; spontaneous and scientific concepts; internal/external, among others. (Robbins, 2006b: 19)
Indeed, there is a permeation of the dialectical in theory, process, and product in Vygotsky’s work. Therein, it is important to note that while Vygotsky was influenced by numerous psychologists of his time as well as philosophers of his past, he was profoundly captivated by Spinoza’s monism as well as clearly influenced by Hegel and Marx, among others, the result of which became a cultural-historical approach
 that reflects an underlying search to divest us of the Cartesian monkey on our backs using a method/ methodology to engage in working towards a holistic understanding that is ever evolving and not rooted in irreconcilable dichotomies. 
Developing Higher Psychological Functions

To this end, recall that Vygotsky was interested in understanding how higher psychological processes developed, that is, how these mental functions come to develop over the course of a lifetime - the domain of ontogenesis - and how they form during shorter periods of time - the domain of microgenesis. These domains of ontogenesis and microgenesis, along with the phylogenetic (biological) and sociocultural (historical) domains are the foundation of Vygotsky’s genetic framework for making sense of the way humans cognitively and affectively mature (Kozulin, 1990: 213). Note, that genetic, for Vygotsky, meant developmental (Vygotsky, 1925) and, for interested readers, Lantolf & Thorne (2006) offer a nice discussion of Vygotsky’s overall genetic or developmental method. Here they note for us that “in ontogenesis the phylogenetic and sociocultural domains merge so that the individual human organism arises from the interaction between our biological and cultural inheritances… allowing Vygotsky to overcome the dualism” of mind and body in development (Lantolf & Thorne, 2006: 45).  To be sure this is not to say that either mind or body overtakes the other at any point – indeed, from a Vygotskian perspective this doesn’t really make sense. Rather, as Ratner (1991) suggests, the “biological phenomena provide a general, potentiating substratum for mental phenomena rather than directly determining them” (Ratner, 1991: 3). 

It is important to be aware, as well, that the higher psychological processes are not simply a continuation or extension or a simple aggregate of lower processes but 

are new psychological systems that include a complex merging of the elementary functions that will be included in the new system, and themselves begin to act according to new laws...[Each is] a unit of a higher order determined basically by a unique combination of a series of more elementary functions in the new whole. (Vygotsky, 1999: 42)

This process is ongoing and, as a result, development is not static, but is ever emerging as the process spirals through a dialectic course, forming a new psychological being as psychological processes are reconstructed (Vygotsky, 1978: 57). 


Internalization

The way human development comes about is through an internalization of cultural ways of being and it is this “internalization of socially rooted and historically developed activities [that] is the distinguishing feature of human psychology” (Vygotsky, 1978: 57). As Luria states,

[i]t is through this interiorization of historically determined and culturally organized ways of operating on information that the social nature of people comes to be their psychological nature as well. (Luria, 1979: 45)

Hence it is the “relationships among people that genetically [developmentally] underlie psychological functions” (Vygotsky, 1925). Development, then, as dependent upon internalization, is a process that is both dialectically and dialogically construed and is “primarily the transition from social forms of relations among people (interpsychic level) to individual forms of mental activity (intrapsychic level)” (Puzyrei’s notes in Vygotsky, 1986: 74). 
Briefly, borrowing Vygotsky’s example (Vygotsky, 1978: 56-6), internalization may be understood as follows: A child tries to reach an object that she cannot and her arm is outstretched toward it. An adult interprets the movement to be instrumental, a gesture with meaning and therefore a sign stimulus, and presents the object to the child. When the child comes to understand that her attempt to grasp what is beyond her results in a response from another person (the adult, in this case) this “object-oriented movement” of the child offers the child a learning experience: the movement of her arm in the direction of any object signifies, it becomes for the child “an act of pointing”, a culturally relevant and socially constructed meaning, a goal-directed activity. As a result the child begins to gain a measure of control over her mental activity and environment: she is able to use the pointing gesture referentially and instrumentally, as a semiotic sign. This reflects “the intrinsic bonds between external tasks and the developmental dynamics” which results in “learning to direct one’s own mental processes with the aid of words or signs” (Vygotsky, 1986: 108). 
The latter reflects the new use of words or signs, which is connected to the process of concept formation and the development of higher psychological functions (although concept formation itself does not begin to reach full development until adolescence) (Vygotsky, 1986: 108).  Thus, for Vygotsky, the role of psychological tools is fulfilled by signs, where “a sign is a symbol with a definite meaning that has evolved in the history of a culture” (Davydov, V.V. & Radzikhovskii, 1985: 54). These signs are created by humankind and mediate our understandings; that is they mediate our elementary psychological functions which are transformed in their foundation for our higher psychological functions. 
Here again there is some evidence of the split between sociocultural theory and activity theory. In the former, the dialogic and dialectical process is focused on mediations where language plays the critical role of psychological tool in the process of appropriation relative to internalization. This harkens back to Vygotsky’s interest in the “union of word and thought” and the evolution of word meaning as the unit of analysis in discovering how higher psychological functions develop and how they interact as consciousness (Vygotsky, 1986). Indeed, Vygotsky argued that 

[t]he problem is that thought is mediated by signs externally, but it also is mediated internally, this time by word meanings. Direct communication between minds is impossible, not only physically but psychologically. Thought must first pass through meanings and only then through words.   (Vygotsky, 1986: 252)
In an activity theory, however, the emphasis is on labor, on practical activity as per Marxist theory, and the unit of analysis is activity. Interestingly, Vygotsky notes for us that “[t]he word was not the beginning – action was there first; it [the word] is the end of development, crowning the deed” (Vygotsky, 1986: 255). Though seemingly at odds with one another, the two theoretical orientations bear important connections to each other. Lee (1985) clarifies:
The semiotic mediation of practical activity, primarily through speech, transforms humans and creates the possibility of human society. Human labor differs from animal tool use because humans are aware of and plan their actions using historically transmitted and socially created means of production. This awareness and planning ability is a form of generalization made possible only through speech. (Lee, 1985: 75)
In other words, the dialogic and dialectical nature of external, inter-mental activity can be considered not only in terms of goal-directed activity, but also in terms of intrinsically semiotic engagements of a linguistic nature. Here Vygotsky’s focus on language in interactions speaks to the instrumental aspect as well as the referential aspect of language as a dynamic psychological tool and, as a psychological tool, it becomes fundamental to understanding intra-mental development as in the case of the child who is able to attend to and use language for self-control and planning rather than acting impulsively (Vygotsky, 1978: 35; Lee, 1985: 80-81). As Sokolov (1969) suggests, we can discover that
[h]uman thinking originates on the basis of actions with objects and gradually begins to abstract from them.  It then becomes verbal speech activity, first in the form of “external” speech (aloud) and then in the form of “internal” speech (latent articulation), characterized by fragments of verbal expressions and often by the presence within them of individual symbols (figurative code)… [Here] we are better able to understand the great significance of word articulation in the child’s mastery of various cognitive operations. (Sokolov, 1969: 568-9)
As a result, the ability to verbalize thinking becomes significant within the teaching-learning activity; it opens the window onto internalization and consciousness.  
This reflects Vygotsky’s method of ‘objective psychology’ which is not based on a distinction of ‘what I the scientist observe’ about the person/process as being more scientific than ‘what you observe about yourself’, rather objective psychology includes as scientific ‘what I the scientist observe’ and ‘what you are aware of and can tell me’. In other words, the combination of my observation and your subsequent report (not interpretation) of an experience allows the experience to pass through a “double lens”. Herein, it is speech that operates as both a system of “reflexes for social contact” and a system of reflexes of consciousness, for 
[t]he mechanism for knowing oneself (self-awareness) is the same as the mechanism for knowing others…The individual aspect of consciousness is constructed as derived and secondary, based on the social and exactly according to its model….[hence] [o]nly the objectification of the inner process guarantees access to specific forms of higher behavior as opposed to subordinate forms. (Vygotsky, 1925)

Thus development and the methodology for understanding development are both dialogic and dialectical and neither can be broken down into a purely sociocultural framework or an activity framework to understand the whole. 
Learning, Development and the ZPD: Connecting Dynamic Assessment
Not surprisingly, “learning is a necessary and universal aspect of the process of developing culturally organized, specifically human, psychological functions” and, as a result, it becomes important from the schooling perspective for teachers to provide ‘good’ learning engagements with students such that the collaborative activities can provoke, press, and promote development (Vygotsky, 1978: 90). Indeed, Vygotsky argues 

that an essential feature of learning is that it creates the zone of proximal development; that is, learning awakens a variety of internal developmental processes that are able to operate only when the child is interacting with people in his environment and in cooperation with his peers. Once these processes are internalized, they become part of the child’s independent developmental achievement. (Vygotsky, 1978: 90) 

Thus the zone of proximal development (ZPD) can be “generally understood as where and/ or how the transformation from the inter-psychological to the intra-psychological plane takes place (Newman & Holzman, 1993: 67). 
More specifically, Vygotsky conceptualized the ZPD 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” (Vygotsky, 1978: 86).  It is a learning milieu which emerges as the child and the more proficient collaborator seek to promote the child’s cognitive development through a learning process that takes into consideration the course of internalization. 
The ZPD is revealed in practice “if we offer leading questions or show how the problem is to be solved and the child then solves it, or if the teacher initiates the solutions and the child completes it or solves it in collaboration with other(s)” (Vygotsky, 1978: 85). Ideally, the positive and successful experience of this collaborative learning process presses the child and provides the fertile ground that enables cognitive and affective development. This development occurs when we are able to tap into a ‘budding’ point of cognitive readiness and propel the development. Thus, in this joint space of problem solving, “the final product of this child-adult cooperation is a solution, which, being internalized becomes an integral part of the child’s own reasoning” (Vygotsky, 1986: xxxv, introduction by Kozulin).

Vygotsky himself did not live to realize the application of the concept of the ZPD to the development of evaluative techniques. However, he considered the work of learning, specifically concept formation, in school or educational settings, as vitally important and “argued that the progress in concept formation by a child achieved in cooperation with an adult would be a much more sensitive gauge of the child’s intellectual abilities” than other forms of routine testing (Vygotsky, 1986: xxxv, introduction by Kozulin). Certainly it is clear that he believed that by engaging a child in learning activities that were beyond their independent means, but which also involved the use of external mediations that could be used by the child, that the child’s use of the mediation(s) would act as a ‘second stimuli’ and a temporary link allowing the child to complete a task. “In this way,” suggested Vygotsky, “ we are able to study the process of accomplishing a task by the aid of specific auxiliary means; thus we are also able to discover the inner structure and development of the higher psychological processes” (Vygotsky, 1978: 74). This method, Vygotsky felt, would help to “objectify inner psychological processes” so that they could be analyzed while underway through the intentional use of signs.
These understandings of learning, development, and internalization, particularly with regard to the concept of the ZPD, form the fundamental theoretical foundation of the approaches now collectively known as dynamic assessment (Kozulin & Gindis, 2007: 352). 
Dynamic Assessment  

A dynamic assessment can be considered a teaching-testing-learning process-activity that helps us understand where a child is developmentally by engaging in a collaborative venture that uses mediations to open the window onto the processes under development - as they are underway – thus providing the assessor (e.g. teacher) with an awareness of a child’s progress - as it is underway – and directing us towards the child’s potential through the joint accomplishment of external tasks. It is the application of a collaborative teaching-learning framework within that conceptual site of the child’s cognitive and affective readiness to develop that creates the ZPD and provides us with the means of understanding the child’s development at the microgenetic level (and thus the ontogenetic level as well).
Brown & Ferrara (1985), in their landmark paper, “Diagnosing zones of proximal development”, note the “important educational implications” of applying the zone of proximal development in ‘measuring’ the learning potential of children for diagnostic purposes in general intellect and in specific areas of achievement, and for devising instruction that would be ‘aimed’ at the “upper bound of a child’s zone” (Brown & Ferrera, 1985: 301). Chaiklin (2003) adds that these engagements within the ZPD are to be used to “to identify the kinds of maturing psychological functions needed for transition from one age period to the next…[and] to identify the child’s current state in relation to developing these functions needed for that transition” (Chaiklin, 2003: 48-49).  He notes that this development may occur relative to “academic or school concepts… because this development is relevant in relation to school age” (Chaiklin, 2003:57). Thus, the ZPD can aid in diagnostics and instructional planning via and within particular academic domains resulting in the possibility for domain specific dynamic assessments in reading or mathematics, for example. Certainly Vygotsky saw that “[e]ach school subject ha[d] its own specific relation to the course of child development, a relation that varies as the child goes from one stage to another” (Vygotsky, 1978: 91).
To clarify, we need to move somewhat beyond Vygotsky’s own theoretical work. If we shift towards sociocultural theory for a moment and consider internalization as mastery and appropriation (and therefore use) of psychological signs or tools we can begin to identify that the relevance of content to development is not to say that the “appropriation of psychological tools” is the same as the “process of content learning” (Kozulin, 2003: 25). Rather, the mastery and appropriation of such tools involves,

(a) a deliberate, rather than spontaneous character of the learning process;

(b) systemic acquisition of symbolic tools, because they themselves are systematically organized;

(c) emphasis on the generalized nature of symbolic tools and their application. (Kozulin, 2003: 25)

Thus a domain specific type of dynamic assessment should involve the appropriation of higher psychological functions which can be applied or transferred to other activities or even domains, opening up the possibility for, in the case of educational content, a different way of engaging in content learning by engaging in activity to promote cognitive development as well.  
Models of Dynamic Assessment

Models of dynamic assessment, while they may vary considerably, do generally incorporate a teaching-while-testing element and proponents do generally agree, for the most part, on their foundational similarities to Vygotskian theory. They are interested in the learner’s cognitive and affective development and concentrate their focus on revealing and distinguishing details about a subject’s learning potential. Brown, Ash, Rutherford, Nakagawa, Gordon, & Campione (1993) note four main principles as distinguishing features of dynamic assessment:

(1) Understanding procedures rather than just speed and accuracy are the focus of assessment and instruction.

(2) Expert guidance is used to reveal as well as promote independent competence.

(3) Microgenetic analysis permits estimates of learning as it actually occurs over time.

(4) Proleptic teaching (Stone & Wertsch, 1984) is involved in both assessment and instruction, for both aim at one stage beyond current performance, in anticipation of levels of competence not yet achieved individually but possible within supportive learning environments. (Brown et al, 1993: 218)

Brown at al. also specify that dynamic assessments are a form of individual assessment of knowledge and strategies and standardized hints that range from hard to easy are used as mediations to measure student need (Brown et al, 1993: 219). And while their main principles hold for the most part, these other specifications are not always true of every dynamic assessment.  
Indeed, applications of Vygotsky’s learning theory, as filtered through various supporting theoretical orientations and practical interests, have resulted in a wide array of evaluative models and methodologies. For example, Jitendra & Kameenui (1993), as an outcome of their literature review, delineated five models of dynamic assessment: test-train-test (e.g., Budoff & Friedman 1964), learning potential assessment device (e.g., Feuerstein, 1979), testing-the-limits approaches (e.g., Carlson & Weidl 1978, 1979), graduated prompting procedure (e.g., Campione, Brown, Ferrera & Bryant, 1984; Brown & Ferrera, 1985; Palincsar, Brown & Campione, 1991), and continuum of assessment: mediated and graduated (e.g., Bransford et al, 1987). More recently, Sternberg & Grigorenko (2002) concentrated the swelling number of leading models into what they term ‘clusters’ of dynamic testing
. They distinguish four clusters: metacognitive interventions targeted at teaching generalizable concepts and principles (i.e., Feuerstein), approaches that involve learning within the test (i.e. Guthke 1982; Brown et al), methods that include restructuring the test situation (i.e. Budoff; Carlson & Weidl), and examples which involve training a single cognitive function (i.e. Spector 1992; PeÑa 1992, 2000). Interestingly the clusters revisit many of the same studies identified by Jitendra & Kameenui (1993).  

As such, Carol Lidz (1991), as a result of her own examination of the dominating models of dynamic assessment, cautions that we need

“… to be careful in our descriptions to note which type of dynamic assessment procedure relates to which type of criterion. We must avoid lumping all procedures under the one term and then attributing research findings to a generic concept of “dynamic assessment.” The procedures differ considerably in regard to content, domains, sequencing of tasks, standardization, time involvement, and populations involved.” (Lidz, 1991, p.57)

Thus, while it is not the purpose of this work to provide an evolutionary history of the models of dynamic assessment, it seems relevant nonetheless to consider the ways that researchers have begun to organize these incarnations, enlarging a developing framework for addressing the salient features emerging in the creation and analysis of dynamic assessments. By attending to an outline of these broad categories we can reflect on the preliminary advantages inherent in a dynamic redesign of a state mandated, standardized test for children with disabilities.

Differentiating Categories for the Development & Design of Dynamic Assessments 
In the landmark text Dynamic Assessment: An Interactional Approach to Evaluating Learning Potential, edited by Carol Lidz (1987), Bransford et al notes three areas of difference that had begun to emerge in the literature on dynamic assessment: the nature of the tasks chosen, the nature of the teaching component, and what assumptions were made about the uses of dynamic assessment. Joseph Campione (1989) refined these observations, creating a condensed taxonomy hinging on the three dimensions of focus (the overall methodology used), interaction (the involvement between the examiner and examinee), and target (skills, either general or domain-specific). Broadening  this classification from a practical perspective, Lidz (1991) suggested that consideration must be given not only to the underlying theory of intelligence, the processes addressed in the learner, and the principles of examiner interaction, but also the usefulness of the results in terms of improving student functioning in the classroom, the inter-assessor reliability, the ‘teachability’ of the procedure, and the feasibility of the practice with regard to the reality of educational  time constraints. Fine-tuning these frameworks, Jitendra and Kemeenui (1993) developed five axes of analysis: theoretical orientation, purpose of assessment, tasks used in the assessment (specifically: general skill evaluation or domain-specific evaluation), type of instruction employed, and results.  More recently, Sternberg & Grigorenko (2002), in their examination of the acclaimed models of dynamic testing developed a basis of inquiry that considered the comparative informativeness provided by a given paradigm, its predictive power, its degree of efficiency, and the robustness of the results.

However, it is especially important to be aware that when it comes to the “embedded interventions” that they “need to go beyond mere knowledge acquisition or training” in order to promote cognitive development (Haywood & Lidz, 2007: 75). Ultimately the process is of psychological importance not simply of educational relevance and, as such, the teaching of concepts, specifically Vygotsky’s scientific concepts, becomes more critical to development than simply “subject-domain strategies and skills” for scientific concepts “transform students’ everyday life knowledge” (Karpov, 2003: 67). Here concept use can be understood as “giving definitions, finding similarities, classification and discriminating between a concept and a thing it subsumes” (Langford, 2005: 189). That said, however,  the formation of spontaneous or everyday concepts take us from the concrete to the abstract, but the formation of the scientific concept “is the path from the abstract to the concrete during which the child is more conscious of the concept than of the object from the very beginning” (author’s emphasis; Leont’ev, 1997: 28). In other words, ‘scientific’ concepts are not in regard to the subject domain of science per se, but are based on logic and are “decontextual” (Gindis, 2003: 209). Thus, in regard to domain specific learning we need to be cognizant of the domain specific scientific concepts as well as procedural knowledge in content areas. Indeed, 

the main features of such combined conceptual and procedural knowledge are a high level of mastery, broad transfer, and intentional use by students. Students are able to answer “why” questions, to substantiate the way in which they have solved a problem, and to defend the results. (Karpov, 2003: 69).

Extrapolating thus far, we can determine where the prevailing categories of consideration for dynamic assessment development and design must begin:

1. The theoretical framework that spawns the underlying assumptions about learning and development involved and the determination of methodological choices pursuant to research connected to these beliefs;
2. The principles and processes involved in addressing either domain specific or general scientific concepts, how these might be related to higher psychological processes, and how this will manifest in design;
3. The interaction between examiner and learner(s) in terms of the type of interface and the level of ad hoc communication involved;
4. The judgments regarding standardization, particularly as it relates to test design , delivery and replication;
5. The efficiency and feasibility of the assessment given the reality of constraints such as time, money and human resources; and
6. The utility of the results from various stakeholder perspectives.
Differentiating Categories for the Development & Design of Content Specific Dynamic Assessments… in NCLB times 
In practice dynamic assessment “procedures differ considerably in regard to content, domains, sequencing of tasks, standardization, time involvement, and populations involved” (Lidz, 1991: 57).  More generally, Campione (1989) suggests that they differ in target (such as general or domain-specific capabilities), focus (the way change is assessed) and interaction (the nature of the interaction between the examiner and the learner). And, as a rule, most dynamic assessments are interactive, include embedded interventions, and offer information about the responsiveness of the learner to the interventions (Lidz & Elliot, 2000: 7). Beyond the broader commonalities in principle and general practice, however, several categories for consideration with regard to developing a content specific dynamic assessments for NCLB accountability purposes arise, including, 

1. target: the capabilities and processes that are relevant to the content specific domain;
2. focus: the adherence to standardization, particularly as it relates to test design, delivery and replication, that ensures legitimacy in terms of accountability; and
3. interaction: the framework for organizing the interaction between the examiner  and learner, in terms of the type of interface and the parameters for ad hoc communication.
As well, if we fuse other requirements as per state mandated, standardized tests with the principles and practice of dynamic assessment at least some preliminarily consideration must also be given to

4. the factors relevant to the efficiency and feasibility of carrying out the assessment such as time, money and human resources; and
5.  the ways various stakeholders can utilize the results, including guidance for future instruction as well as a method for generating accountability data that speaks to adequate yearly progress (AYP).
As a result, in terms of a dynamic extension of a state mandated, standardized test in a content specific domain, the design methodology should include procedures for considering capabilities and processes that are relative to the content such as the graduated prompt approach of Campione, Brown, Ferrera & Bryant (1984); Brown & Ferrera (1985); Palincsar, Brown & Campione (1991), the somewhat similar learning-test approach of Guthke (1982),  or the testing-the-limits approach of Carlson & Weidl (1978, 1979).  These approaches, by identifying what it is we do when we “engage in thin-slicing” or the automated, accelerated unconscious finding of patterns (Gladwell, 2005: 23) that carry us to particular outcomes, help us identify the ways in which individuals could complete the same task (Palincsar, Bown, & Campione, 1991: 76), what strategies are used, and then allow us to plot the elements involved in the process rather than merely document the end product. Brown & Ferrara (1985) spell out it out: “testing the zone of proximal development as a means of diagnosis requires a detailed task analysis of a suitable set of cognitive tasks and detailed task analysis of possible transfer probes” (Brown & Ferrera, 1985: 284). 
In a review of some of the content-specific research, we see in the dynamic assessment experiments of Campione & Brown, 1990, that scripted ‘hints’ were used that were “standardized and proceeded from general to specific” (Campione & Brown, 1990: 160). The “early hints consisted of quite general indications about the problem [and the] later hints were much more specific, with the tester eventually providing a blueprint for solving a particular problem if the learner failed to catch on” (Campione & Brown, 1990: 147).  Here the domain of choice was arithmetic, specifically word problems involving addition and subtraction although the graduated prompt approach of Brown et al was intended for other content-specific domains as well, including reading. A similar ‘prompting procedure’ was used by Jitendra & Kameenui (1993) in their study using dynamic assessment to support performance in solving mathematical word problems. Indeed, as Haywood & Lidz (2007) suggest, 
if the results of dynamic assessment are to be directly relevant in educational settings, then the information derived from the assessment must incorporate and be directly applicable to educational content. It needs to go beyond the surface characteristics of this content, but it needs to show a clear relationship. (Haywood & Lidz, 2007: 76)
Thus, while content-specific dynamic assessment can and should have a clear link to schooling, we should not forget that the critical elements of dynamic assessment are in relation to the ZPD and learning-that-leads-development, the underlying theoretical orientation and therefore relationship of content to the development of higher psychological functions.
Content Specific Dynamic Assessment in Reading

One suggestion for “a plausible interpretation of the zone of proximal development in reading assessment relates to the extent to which a given strategy is used independently, or with varying degrees of instructional assistance” (Johnson, 1990: 106-7). This suggests a form of ‘task-based’ assessment (Ellis, 2003) and a way of linking what is done during the test with what it is that good readers naturally do. At first glance this understanding of how to build a content specific dynamic assessment in reading may appear to ignore the essential element of high psychological functioning, the instruction of scientific concepts as related to reading versus strategy development. However, reading itself is a higher psychological tool! Indeed understanding of print texts is achieved using the “higher-level cognitive processes that are used in the transformation of print into ideas” such as “word – and sentence-level comprehension processes and strategies for text integration” (Snowling, 2002: 394)

In research specifically involving the dynamic assessment of reading abilities, Carney & Cioffi (1990) suggested an approach using an “if…then” strategy whereby “the examiner learns not only the level at which the student functions but also the instructional intervention(s) required for success” (Carney & Cioffi, 1990: 180).  However, rather than a preset hierarchy of prompts, they advocated a ‘progressive slicing’ response to the student’s efforts until the student is able to respond. In a later study involving the dynamic assessment of composing abilities, Cioffi & Carney continued to advocate ‘if…then thinking’ suggesting that “by exploring the student’s responses to these instructional episodes, the examiner learns not only the level at which the student functions but also the instructional interventions required for success” (Cioffi & Carney, 1997: 178). Kletzien & Bednar (1990) used a similar response formula in their dynamic reading assessment procedure (DAP), an intensive framework for analysis and engagement which includes a ‘mediated learning minilesson’ as part of the overall assessment process. These two approaches to the dynamic assessment of reading capacity appear somewhat similar in nature to the Feuerstein et al (2003) procedures, even though they are domain-specific, in that they involve intensive one-on-one contact between the examiner and the learner, as well as unscripted mediating responses to the learner. To be clear, this is not to say that the examiners are untrained; examiners using the DAP, for example, “must have a firm understanding of strategies and their use, an ability to infer strategy use from reader responses, recognition of strategies appropriate for targeting in the minilesson and expertise in utilizing a range of instructional techniques” (Kletzien & Bednar, 1990: 532)

This approach is echoed somewhat in the work of Das. The target of this research has been the remediation of information processing strategies that underlie reading via a two-step testing-teaching model that incorporates metacognitive interventions targeted at teaching generalizable concepts and principles à la Feuerstein followed by a domain-specific teaching test similar in nature to the work of Brown et al. Das has proposed something similar to task-analysis, that is a taxonomic analysis of how children code information, and uses this approach to inform both components of his procedure, the PASS (Planning, Attention, Simultaneous and Successive processes) model and the domain-specific bridging component of training, the PASS Reading Enhancement Program (PREP). In each, a system of prompts is used “to ensure that tasks are completed with a minimum amount of assistance and a maximum amount of success”, first, in order to support children’s efforts at discovering and adopting strategies connected with more global processes and later to support and guide the learner in reading tasks (Das, 2000: 93). In this model children are not so much taught strategies per se with the prompts as they are guided into the self-discovery of strategies with the assistance of the prompts and by using verbalization as a self-mediating support. 

On a more specific level, Spector (1992) developed a dynamic assessment of phonemic awareness that included a specific series of prompts to be used in response to a child’s inability to segment a word. The goal of her study was to use the sensitivity of the instrument to see if a dynamic assessment of phonemic awareness could predict progress in reading. The instrument was evaluated as a successful measure in that “dynamic phoneme segmentation was a better predictor of kindergarten reading progress than any of the three static measures of phonemic awareness” and thereby speaks to the intrinsic property of dynamic assessment to penetrate domain-specific content with more insight into children’s cognitive development (Spector, 1992: 7). Interestingly, the measure itself was based on an existing instrument, the Yopp-Singer phoneme segmentation test, “but provided corrective feedback and increasingly supportive prompts and cues” (Spector, 1992:3). 
A brief review of dynamic assessment in the subject domain of reading can also be found in Haywood & Lidz (2007). In one of the referenced articles, the author Meltzer (1992) situates her work on learning strategies in dynamic assessment and curriculum-based assessment. In another, Abbott, Reed, Abbott, and Berninger (1997) frame their dynamic assessment study involving second grade children with severe reading and writing disabilities as a form of response to intervention (RTI) procedure that included multiple tutorials over a span of time in the areas of orthographic and phonological awareness, word recognition, comprehension and handwriting, spelling, and composing. Their work
showed gains beyond chance for most of the children on most of the measures but also showed their differential responses to the treatment. The results also generated individualized recommendations for their next school year. (Haywood & Lidz, 2007: 81)
This form of assessment suggests that multiple stakeholders needs can indeed be incorporated into a single assessment process. 

More recently, Caffrey (2006) used what she considered a dynamic assessment approach for predicting reading achievement in kindergarten and first grade, as an alternative to RTI procedures. Caffrey noted, that while RTI has been approved by IDEA 2004 as a means of identifying children with specific learning disabilities, “most RTI models require anywhere from 10-30 weeks before the child can be considered a “nonresponder” and eligible for special education services” whereas her approach, using dynamic assessment, potentially differentiates “nonresponders” to treatment interventions more quickly allowing them to be funneled into appropriate intervention services more swiftly (Caffrey, 2006: 76). 
 This research, however, was focused on using dynamic assessment for predictive purposes and to lead intervention service decisions, and was a form of dynamic assessment “not necessarily designed to provide a direct benefit to the child during the testing session” (Caffrey, 2006: 8). 
When it isn’t Dynamic Assessment
While the latter form of dynamic assessment may seem to be more in line with the Russian distinction made between dynamic assessments as diagnostic tools in terms of learning aptitude, diagnistika obuchaemosti, verses dynamic assessments that are teaching-learning experiments, obuchayuchij experiment (Lidz & Gindis, 2003: 105), it is not clear to me that dynamic assessment, as it originates in Vygotsky’s theoretical conception of the ZPD, can in fact operate as an assessment of potential if there is no consideration of the benefit to the child during the assessment.  If working within the ZPD is to collaborate in activities that allow us to ‘see’ development by providing some form of assistance to the child and, if it is a form of learning-that-leads or provides the foundation for development, there must be some ‘benefit’ to the child when engaging in activities that ostensibly reveal development by leading development with learning - even though we are aware that “[d]evelopment in children never follows school learning the way a shadow follows the object that casts it” (Vygotsky, 1978: 91). As Haywood & Lidz (2007) note, there are “[s]ome fundamental concepts and assumptions [that] appear to underlie virtually all approaches to dynamic / interactive assessment” including the view that “[o]bserving new learning is more useful than cataloguing (presumed) products of old learning”… and “teaching within the test provides a useful way of assessing potential as opposed to performance” (Haywood & Lidz, 2007: 7). Thus I would question the legitimacy of forms of dynamic assessment that do not include some form of assistance that brings learning into the testing framework, that do not consider the activity being engaged in to be of direct benefit to the child, or engage in more of “a search for deficits rather than primarily a search for sources of strength” (Haywood & Lidz, 2007: 19). Perhaps they are something else. 
However, even ‘something else’ may offer more.  For example, Lipson & Wixson (2003) emphasize the importance of interactive frameworks in helping to shift our perspective “away from simply specifying deficits and toward the specification of the conditions under which a student can and will learn” and, as a result, the focus becomes more about “variability in performance within individuals across texts, tasks, and settings” and what we can do to encourage success and less about disability per se (Lipson & Wixson, 2003: 54). This approach to teaching they term ‘diagnostic teaching’ and they describe the focus as being on the teacher’s decision-making with regard to planning (e.g. methods of instruction, materials, tasks), investigating (e.g. alternative instructional methods and scaffolding), and evaluating (Lipson & Wixson, 2003: 440-446). Thus one of the crucial elements that may differentiate diagnostic teaching from dynamic assessment is that the focus of the former is on the procedures prepared by the teacher to be applied to the student in the assessment activity versus the focus of the latter on the techniques that bring the student into the collaborative frame of the ZPD. 
For example, in diagnostic teaching, scaffolding is provided as a kind of “given” and as such “involves simplifying the learner’s role rather than the task” (Daniels, 2001: 107). More specifically scaffolding seems to involve modeling, prompting, and then independent imitation whereas in dynamic assessment, of reading for example, the focus is “on students’ acquisition of strategies during instruction rather than unaided levels of competence” (Walker, 2004: 45).  Thus mediations in dynamic assessment seem to center more on maintaining active learner engagement in a learning-that-leads-development process that aims towards the joint completion of a task, balancing the authority or power of the teacher, the learner and the goal of the activity. Scaffolding, on the other hand, seems more oriented to task completion as an independently completed product, that is, as Newman & Holzman (1993) suggest in reference to Bruner’s use of scaffolding, more of a “tool for result-type tool and tool for result-type learning” (Newman & Holzman, 1993: 142).  Other comparisons of scaffolding and mediation suggest that scaffolding may include more active involvement by the learner; however, there does seem to be agreement that scaffolding does not take into consideration the role of cultural tools (Stetsenko, 1999; Lantolf & Thorne, 2006).  As a result, scaffolding does not appear to be overtly concerned with an instructional process that is founded on learning-that-leads-development and for Vygotsky,
[i]nstruction is only useful when it moves ahead of development. When it does, it impels or wakens a whole series of functions that are in a stage of maturation lying in the zone of proximal development. This is the major role of instruction in development. This is also what distinguishes the instruction of the child from the training of animals. (Vygotsky’s emphasis; Vygotsky, 1927/1987a: 212)

At any rate, at least we find in the framework of diagnostic teaching a value placed on an orientation to social justice within schooling rather than the deficit model point of reference found in RTI or RTI-type ‘dynamic assessment’. Indeed, it is the social, political and even economic effects of a fundamental difference in considering learning as a process versus a product.
When it isn’t Learning-That-Leads-Development: Consequences

The social, cultural, and political consequences of instruction that does not take seriously learning-that-leads-development plays itself out on the microgenetic level of development. Learning that results only in the ability of the learner to talk about the content and to learn the content, does not engage the learner in the process of recognizing him or herself as a learner and all that this can entail (Newman & Holzman, 1993: 144). Understanding ones self as a learner, understanding how one is thinking and learning and developing, evokes authority and power in ones role as learner and teacher. As a learner/teacher, understanding the self as a learner supports the development of the motivation and ability to act and, thereby, take control of one’s thinking and plan one’s actions. As a learner/teacher, understanding the self as a learner is to be able to bring to word the knowledge of one’s learning process, to recognize and express it objectively, to convey it to others. This is the self-reflexive aspect of learning that is crucial to the internalization process whereby the learner shifts from the inter-mental to the intra-mental plane, it is the ‘double-stimulation’ that forms the dialectical dance of development within the context of culture (Vygotsky, 1978).  It is to be able to talk about one’s learning more so than what and how one has learned. As a result it is to develop cognitively and affectively as a human. 

Indeed, instruction that does not value learning-that-leads-development is more likely based on an understanding of development that 

propose(s) universal modes of functioning… fram[ing] children’s performance relative to either an absolute standard or to a standard that is descriptive of one pattern of development, typically that of middle-class European American children. This has lead to deficit models of intelligence that suggest that those who do not meet the standard are deficient in some way. (Gauvin, 2001: 212)

Not surprisingly, this is a perception that has come pen-in-hand with tests that claim to be able to ‘measure’ an individual’s intelligence and knowledge against particular standards and thereby be able to position the individual relative to these standards These measures  were created in order to align mental development “as a ladder of improvement that  [can] directly connect the “mentality” of a worm with that of a college student” (Vygotsky, 1986: 206, referring to the 1901 text by Thorndike, The Mental Life of the Monkeys). 
Up until the early 20th century, when the objective measurement movement began, testing in schools had been more subjectively conducted as students recited materials they were expected to master and were judged by their teacher on their performance of the teacher’s curriculum (Giordano, 2005). A century later, America’s love affair with testing has become the business of schooling as standardization in all manner of school related essentials from curriculum, to testing, and even to instruction itself is favored. Interested readers may want to investigate the complex history of the testing phenomena in America beginning with Giordano’s 2005 text, How Testing Came to Dominate American Schools: The History of Educational Assessment.  Alternatively, a shorter, more globally considered introduction is available in the 2003 article A History of the Development of Psychological an Educational Testing, by H.K. Suen and J.L. French, 2003). Suffice it to say here that the current cultural bias of venerating the standardized test in schools has been fueled by and continues to fuel an interest in sorting, labeling, and pigeonholing individuals for various reasons, including the current drive to make America’s schools financially accountable for what they should be producing. And while it may be important that all participants in our schooling system be held accountable to stakeholders – all of whom either have been or are still the participants – the current means of assessing the adequate yearly progress (AYP) of schools via the NCLB state mandated, standardized testing of individual children reflects a limited view of human development that has been further narrowed to grade level proficiency and, as a result, restricts what it can mean to make progress on both an individual and school-wide level. 
From the standpoint of the theoretical framework thus far, an approach to assessment that takes seriously the co-construction of the ZPD with mediated learning opportunities that can lead development will be one that is more sensitive to the variability in an individual’s pace, depth, and degree of subject knowledge as well as their cognitive and affective developmental progress. That is, the assessment will be more sensitive to ‘seeing’ and documenting the individual’s progress towards grade level proficiency, while also engaging in a collaborative instructional activity designed to promote cognitive and affective development through learning-that-leads-development… irrespective of the labeling bestowed under the disability categorization of IDEA 2004 and/ or the subgroup classification of NCLB. 
Developing a Content Specific Dynamic Assessment of Reading for Children with Disabilities for NCLB:  A Dynamic Standards of Learning Assessment
What becomes apparent is that in the effort to generate categories of precise criteria, a framework for the development and design of dynamic assessment must first engage in answering the most elemental question in any assessment proposal: “What do we need to know, and what will generate the appropriate information?” (Lidz, 1991: xi). In other words, the criteria that guide the initial design of any assessment should reflect the information the assessor considers of value vis-à-vis the goals of the inquiry. In the case of a state mandated, standardized test it is the priorities of the state educational administration, driven by federal policy, which set the process and practice of testing and data collection in motion with the results of hypothetical benefit to other stakeholders, namely schools and teachers, parents and students. 

Yet in the case of children with disabilities what is truly discovered when the results reveal that Johnny cannot pass the state’s 3rd  grade reading test, if we are already well aware that Johnny is receiving his reading instruction on the equivalent of a 1st grade reading level? 
This work seeks to address this question through the development of a content specific dynamic assessment of 3rd grade reading for children with learning disabilities: a dynamic standards of learning assessment (DSLA). The Virginia standards of learning tests (SOL) of third grade reading were chosen as a basis for developing the DSLA. There were several reasons for this choice:

1. The author was already familiar with the assessments having administered them while an elementary special education teacher in Virginia.

2. The author planned to pilot the DSLA in Pennsylvania where it would be unlikely that potential participants would already have familiarity with the content.

3. The Virginia SOL tests for Spring 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003, and 2004 were and are available in the public domain on the Virginia Department of Education (VDOE) website.

4. The tests include questions that not only consider the child’s proficiency with regard to text comprehension and applied word/language structures but also with word-level analysis strategies (VDOE, 2000-2004).

The first three points are self-explanatory; the fourth, however, is of particular significance with regard to what we know about reading and good readers, about children with learning disabilities as readers and about what should be included in good reading instruction. 

Connecting Reading Research, Testing Reading, and Children with Disabilities

On the broadest scale, we might say that the goals of reading are to construct meaning and develop self-regulated learning, with the reading process being the interaction among reader, text, and context, and where the role of the learner is that of an active participant and a good strategy user (North Central Regional Educational Laboratory, 2004). In terms of schooling, however, the goals of reading have been bent by federal directives more towards the attainment of grade level proficiency than towards kindling a productive reading aesthetic. One of these directives, the 1997 Congressional request to the director of the National Institute of Child Health and Human Development (NICHD) to establish a National Reading Panel, resulted in the National Reading Panel Report (2000), a document of 500 plus pages which identifies five key areas as fundamental to the development of reading proficiency: phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary and comprehension. 

Briefly defined, phonemic awareness and phonics are aspects of the larger phonological system, the sounds of language; the former referring to the ability to manipulate phonemes or the small segments of speech sounds, while the latter being concerned with print to speech skills (Pinnell & Fountas, 1998: 63). Fluency speaks to the speed, accuracy and expression involved in the reading of texts whereas vocabulary, or word knowledge, acts as the intrinsic link between the reader and the text and is important to text comprehension (National Reading Panel, 2000: 3-1, 4-3). Finally, text comprehension, considered the crux of reading, is the general construction of meaning from print (Bertrand & Stice, 2002: 104). Yet reading is not simply a sum of constituent parts, these or otherwise. 

Reading is a process-activity. For most children these facets of reading become interconnected and unconsciously interwoven through quite varied degrees of formal to informal instruction in ways of approaching texts, or strategies, through which mastery is developed. However poor readers do not usually have, much less use, good strategies for reading; they tend to see luck and teacher bias as part of their success or failure, with the latter contributing to their perceived lack of agency and poor self-image (NCREL, 2005). Indeed, Ryba, in his work to promote the development of children with disabilities, notes 

that students who attribute their difficulties to external factors beyond their control, are often less active in the use of problem solving strategies and tend to avoid challenging tasks for fear of failure. Such perceptions of limited power to control and direct their thinking processes can lead to the development of “learned helplessness” in which students become inactive and inefficient learners. (Ryba, 1998: 2)

This has been evident in research concerned with reading activities where 

poor readers displayed characteristics indicative of learned helplessness and low self-concepts of ability. These included significantly lower initial estimates of success, less persistence, attribution of failures to lack of ability and successes to factors beyond personal control, and greater decrements in expectancy of success following failure. (Butkowsky & Willows, 1980: 408)

 
Perhaps not surprisingly, for some children with learning disabilities, the skills in word-level analysis strategies represented by phonological tasks such as blending and segmenting phonemes and manipulating onsets and rimes for rhyming are particularly difficult to master. The research conducted for the National Institute of Child Health and Human Development (NICHD) has revealed that even though children with disabilities are not all the same, individuals with reading disabilities characteristically have “a slow, labored approach to decoding… the major factor impeding the development of the alphabetic principle, and thus decoding and word reading skills, is a lack of facility in phonemic awareness” (Lyon, 2002: 5). 

However, state mandated, standardized tests do not necessarily include ways to gauge students’ abilities to apply word analysis strategies that pertain to phonological and orthographic analysis. In fact, “[m]ost states identifying their statewide assessments as Reading First outcome measures specify the targeted reading components... [as] …comprehension and vocabulary” (U.S. Department of Education, 2005-c: 19). 

Why is this important? 

Research confirms that the strongest predictor of reading, “despite diversities of culture, language, and orthography”, is the broad umbrella of phonological awareness (McBride-Chang & Kail, 2002: 1392). “Phonological awareness indicates that the young child has developed understandings about how sounds work in words” (Walker, 2004: 84) and refers to the “ability to divide sentences into words, break words into syllables, and identify common phonemes” (Lipson & Wixson, 2003: 43). Not surprisingly, “children with phonemic awareness are good at language rhymes and know how to separate sounds in words” (Nicholson, 1997: 403). This seems to support the research conducted by the National Reading Panel which tells us that “correlational studies have identified phonemic awareness and letter knowledge as the two best school-entry predictors of how well children will learn to read during their first 2 years in school” (NRP, 2000: 2-1). 

However, according to Goswami (2002), “awareness of syllables and onset/rimes usually develops prior to learning to read, [whereas] awareness of phonemes appears to depend on being taught to read an alphabetic language” and that literacy problems, particularly for children with dyslexia, may be greater for those learning to read in languages that are orthographically inconsistent, such as English. In other words, there seems to be some confusion with regard to elements of language that are considered good predictors for the future reading success of young children and the elements of language that can help us assess an older elementary child’s current reading ability and future development, such as their understanding of the phonological and orthographic aspects of language. Lipson and Wixson (2003) explain, 

orthographic skills appear to make a bigger difference in the reading of connected text (versus isolated word recognition) and also seem more highly related to fluency in reading. It also appears that the relationships between phonological and orthographic skills are developmental, with orthographic skill making a stronger contribution to word reading after first grade (that is, after the initial stages of reading acquisition). (Lipson & Wixson, 2003: 29-30)

Thus, assessments of third grade reading proficiency for children with learning disabilities should take into account the possibility for data collection that can speak to the student’s progress towards mastery of strategies related to the phonological and orthographic aspects of language as well as be concerned with measures for text comprehension and measures that consider applied word/language structures. It makes sense that as part of AYP we assess children’s abilities to exhibit control over the sounds and symbols of language through their application of word-level analysis strategies. Therefore, the reading proficiency items in the design of the DSLA have been selected from the framework of the Virginia Standards of Learning test and/ or developed to focus on these three areas as identified by the Virginia Department of Education: 

1. word-level analysis strategies specifically involved in the blending, segmenting and rhyming of words embedded in texts that are used in the assessment;

2. strategies involved in applied word/language structures such as using the text context and morphological awareness ; and

3. text comprehension strategies that involve the active engagement of readers and can be associated with the standards of learning items used to measure reading proficiency and AYP including: identification of the main idea or problem-solution; locating information; making predictions; comparing and contrasting; organizing or sequencing.
Testing Reading and Children with Disabilities

While there is likely to be some disagreement as to what can and should be tested when testing reading, it is not the purpose of this paper to argue the merits of state mandated, standardized testing in general. That said, however, not only do the tests generally focus only on examining text comprehension and applied language structures such as vocabulary
, fluency as well as phonics are not usually assessed per se at the level of state mandated, standardized tests (fluency, for example, is more often assessed at the local rather than the state level. See, for example, Alaska Department of Education and Early Development, 2005 Alaska standards based assessment reading test blueprint). Rather, children are expected to read and answer questions that assess their ability to bring all the elements of reading into play by answering, for the most part, multiple choice questions. 

However, including questions that consider more detailed aspects of the elements that combine to bring about grade level reading proficiency in children makes sense when we consider that some children can decode well but have poor comprehension (for example, see the discussion of the research of Nation et al., 1999, which suggested that children with specifically poor comprehension may have “an underlying, non-phonological language impairment” in Wise & Snyder, 2002:3). Furthermore, some children can make meaning from texts without the ability to decode large portions of the print – at least temporarily: 

the student has poor decoding skills and compensates by making exceptional use of contextual cues when reading silently. Ultimately this strategy will collapse as the reading material becomes more complex and less predictable in later years, yet unless oral reading is a regular element in the monitoring of student progress, detection may be delayed with serious consequences.

(Hempenstall, 2003, referring to the work of Hall, 1983; Mason, 1992; Spear-Swerling & Sternberg, 1994: 33)

Indeed, there are children with disabilities, such as those with dyslexia, who may have reading difficulties that are more purely phonological in nature and therefore cannot decode texts on grade level although they may reveal evidence of grade level comprehension when read to orally
. These children, among others, may have their state mandated reading assessment actually read to them as a non-standard accommodation. (In Virginia, when this accommodation is used, the entire testing process is proctored and tape recorded for state review. This level of monitoring also occurs when reading an assessment is a standard accommodation as in the case of the math, science, and social studies portions of the Virginia SOL tests
).  As a result, without including measures that evaluate word-level analysis strategies, we miss the opportunity to tease out areas of reading proficiency that may or may not have been mastered to grade level by children with or even without learning disabilities! 

Unlike word-level analysis, many standards of learning tests include assessments of applied word/language structures. Popular assessment items include using strategies that involve applying a morphological awareness of language as in root and base words, compound words, contractions, and affixes. Some items require using context, such as figuring out a vocabulary word not decipherable based on a morphological analysis. Indeed, while much of the research on skill development for children with reading disabilities has focused on weaknesses in phonologically based skills, “increasing evidence points to deficits in lexical and semantic processing skills” (Wise & Snyder, 2002:3) and suggests applied word/language structures as an important site for evaluation. However, state mandated, standardized tests may also include vocabulary items that cannot be addressed through strategies or reasoning and seem to be based on a form of ‘banked’ knowledge (Freire, 2003: 72). The assessment of the latter becomes a questionable practice in terms of reading proficiency as it may speak more to a child’s socio-cultural capital than to his or her ability to read on grade level. And, while E.D. Hirsch might argue that, “if you don’t know what a porch is, you do not have a vocabulary problem; you have a knowledge problem” (Liben & Liben, 2004: 61) ultimately, in a world that is culturally and historically formed, it amounts to the same thing. As a result, particular test items may reflect less about a child’s reading proficiency than a hit or miss on their personal lexicon. Thus it’s not surprising that the National Reading Panel report revealed that “the measurement of vocabulary is fraught with difficulties” (NRP, 2000: 4-15). 

On the other hand, evaluating a child’s ability to purposefully tackle an unknown word in a text speaks directly to the child’s repertoire of comprehension strategies. In their research on collaborative strategic reading, for example, Vaughn & Klingner (1999) offer an approach to enhancing reading comprehension for children with learning disabilities that includes “click and clunk.”
 The click and clunk strategies specifically combine self-monitoring with a way of figuring out the meaning of an unknown word. And while “children learn the meanings of most words indirectly, through everyday experiences with oral and written language” (National Institute for Literacy, 2001: 1), evaluating receptive vocabulary and other applied word/language structures from the standpoint of the child’s abilities to deal with new words strategically makes sense. 

Predictably, though, most state mandated assessments of reading proficiency center on items believed to be reflective of text comprehension, often formatted as multiple choice questions. Whether these assessments are valid measures of reading proficiency is beyond the scope of this paper, however, answering the questions  correctly does seem, at least on the surface, to entail that children become actively engaged in the reading process and connect with the texts on some level.  Most “children who comprehend well are able to activate their relevant background knowledge when reading… [have the] ability to actively summarize, clarify, and predict while reading and the ability to employ syntactical conventions to enhance comprehension” (Lyon, 2003: 4). However, “automatic, fluid articulation of comprehension strategies develops slowly, when it develops at all” (Pressley, 2001; 8). Thus while we know that cognitive strategy instruction is beneficial for all children, explicit instruction in strategies that include techniques that require actively engaging with the text as well as metacognitive or self-monitoring components is especially crucial for children with learning disabilities (Lloyd, Forness & Kavale, 1998; Vaughn & Klingner, 1999; NRP, 2000; Wise & Snyder, 2002).  In terms of reading proficiency and progress it makes sense to evaluate children with learning disabilities in terms of these strategies. That is, it makes sense to assess process rather than product. This suggests that we may need to consider whether the current tests are effective in gauging reading proficiency in as much as they may more accurately reflect a student’s ability to perform on a particular type of reading test. It begs the question as to whether these tests ought to be given the final say with regard to student achievement and AYP, much less to student progress. 

Certainly we miss the opportunity to be informed about our students with disabilities if we do not use tests that give us the information we need to formulate instructional goals and engage in instructional activities that may more accurately promote learning and development specific to the individual’s needs. In addition, even for those tests that offer a wider range of probes into the elements that contribute to reading mastery, if we provide accommodations without addressing the underlying developmental needs of the individual, particularly in the context of the activity under scrutiny, we not only divorce the process of reading from the practice of meaning making, but we do not offer the student the opportunity to learn and to progress. In this regard, dynamic assessment not only opens up the child’s mind in a collaborative engagement with regard to the reading process, but awakens the child’s understanding and subsequent control over their thinking and reasoning processes in general, informing and directing the teacher’s responsiveness. 

Designing DSLA Mediations

The overview of some of the domain-specific research relative to reading seems to suggest that while it is critical to have a framework for hypothesizing and predicting appropriate ways to support cognitive development with regard to strategies that are used in domain-specific assessments, the specificity of the communication and, therefore, the type as well as the content of the contact between examiner and learner can vary. As a result, it is not out of the question to consider building in a level of standardization or consistency into the mediated responses such that the prompts are, to a degree, predetermined and reflect the task analyses related to the strategies involved in participating in an assessment of reading proficiency at the site of word-level analysis, applied word/language structures and text comprehension. 
However, what the design must consider foremost is what will benefit the child the most, particularly since a detailed step-by-step skill development approach may be impractical for students with a limited range of responses given that fine slicing tasks can result in disengaging the behavior from the function (Ryba, 1998: 4). That is, “teaching may become purely task oriented with no emphasis on general principles of mediation [needed] to transform fact-oriented instruction into lessons involving thinking” (Bransford, et al, 1987: 494). Indeed, according to Campione & Brown, consideration of “metacognitive, self-regulatory skills” in the assessment supports learning and transfer (Campione & Brown, 1990: 148-149). Again, transfer is of particular importance in demonstrating development as it indicates the internalization of concepts through application in a different situation.  As a result, we need to bear in mind that children with learning disabilities “demonstrate difficulties in four main areas: 

(1) accessing, organizing and coordinating multiple mental activities simultaneously and in close success; 

(2) lack of flexibility in the application of strategies even when they are aware of the strategies to be used; 

(3) difficulties engaging in self-regulatory strategies such as checking, planning, monitoring and revising; and, 

(4) limited awareness of the usefulness of specific strategies for solving particular tasks” (Ryba, 1998: 3).  

In other words, we need to incorporate strategies that support metacognitive awareness into the procedure, such as planning and generating readiness, supporting existing knowledge or encouraging recall to know what you do or do not know, encouraging questioning, directing self-talk to support reflective thinking for planning and control, etc. (Guterman, 2002: 285-286). One way to do this could include arranging a common structure to the slicing of the strategies themselves so as to be generalizable to some degree and so as to afford children with the chance to quickly develop a degree of confident habituation in form and application, but not so entrenched as to promote rigidity and preclude transfer to other domains or situations where reading is involved. Thus the mediating prompts in DSLA have been developed in the following three categories: 

1. Mediations that frame the collaborative nature of the testing construct and set the expectations for the activity. 

The first mediation lets the child know that the assessment process will be a collaborative effort; this reframes the testing conditions making it a shared activity and thereby implying that the child will not have to ‘go it alone’. It also announces that there are explicit ways good readers go about understanding texts and that this is how they will approach the test. A second mediation implicitly offers a strategy to incorporate a mediating tool to support recall; it lets the child know that the text can be used. These are mediations that support the child cognitively and affectively, offering to the child the understanding that assessment and reading are shared activities, explicitly replicating the collaborative conditions available in most real-world situations.

2. Mediations in the form of graduated prompts that deconstruct the standards of learning items using task-based analysis to provide a framework for a consistent and generalizable approach to problem solving by applying strategies good readers use. These mediations are constructed to support the activation of knowledge as well as to engage in questioning and hypothesizing activities relevant to reading proficiency. 

In this category, several primary mediations make explicit the process of demonstrating understanding of texts as required by standardized criterion-referenced tests. Using Karpov & Gindis’ (2000) levels of problem solving these strategies are explicitly offered from those that are most abstract to those that are more concrete.
Symbolic or Abstract→ Visual or Visual-Imagery→ Concrete or Visual-Motor
The strategies are arranged in a hierarchical format, echoing the Vygotskian based work of Karpov & Gindis (2000), such that the hints used descend from support involving more abstract reasoning to assistance that is more concretely based (visual-concrete). The mediations are purposeful in that each hint is given in rank-order for each question until understanding is achieved. Each question sequence gives consideration to the levels of symbolic or abstract concept formation, gradually transitioning towards supporting concept formation with visual-imagery stimuli (in this design, concept formation does not continue to include more concrete or visual-motor type representations however this is not to say that in following up on the indications from the DSLA that a more concrete form of mediation might not be appropriate for a given individual). Thus the meaning-making process is shored up in a step-by-step fashion until action-taking is revealed. 

The element of cognitive functioning is seen here as a reflection of the individual’s level of internalized concept formation (Karpov & Gindis, 2000: 134; Van der Veer & Valsinger, 1991: 262), mirroring the status of their mental development and indicating the direction for re-awakening the development process (Vygotsky, 1978: 90). That is to say, when the student is able use the mediation abstractly then learning is considered to be taking place. However, development occurs only as the student internalizes and then concretizes their activity through externalization of the strategy. This is understood to be when the student is able to problem-solve and use the strategies independently and be able to talk about their use. This is the transformative and revolutionary aspect of dynamic assessment activity, the expansive cycle that is cultural and historical by nature as the student comes to appropriate what it is that good readers do (Engeström, 1999).  

Furthermore, the assessment operates as an integrated partnership between the examiner and the child being tested (representative of Vygotsky’s zone of proximal development), but it is incumbent upon the examiner to monitor and resist his or her desire to focus on results rather than development. That is to say, each step in the assessment is designed to encourage the development of the individual’s level of internalization of concept formation not simply to prompt towards action-taking task completion as quickly as possible. The action-taking is objectively observed and identified as representative of the individual’s capacity to understand. Yet what is of utmost importance, however, is to ensure that these ways of understanding texts are not only ways that children can provide answers to tests, but ways that they can appropriate and subsequently talk about and reflect on texts, their understanding of texts, and their understanding of themselves as learners. In other words, the mediations must function pragmatically, to be used as good readers use in non-testing situations, so that these ways of thinking become useful in the transfer to reading real-world texts in everyday settings. 

In addition, these are to be keystone mediations that will organize and inform future individualized reading instruction. They are mediations shaped to provide information to the teacher about a child’s thinking processes such that a teacher can subsequently design meaningful instruction to promote further learning and development. As such, the DSLA is truly a teaching-testing-planning technique for teachers.

3. Mediations that guide self-management strategies and avoid misinformation by reviewing and demonstrating appropriate application of the strategies.

These mediations work through the sequence of strategies out loud in an explicit, step-by-step fashion, in order to demonstrate the thinking process for the child. The examiner reveals the solution based on the use of this strategy. A final mediation also briefly reviews the strategies. These mediations support the child in learning test-taking skills, as needed, and ensure appropriate application of strategies. It is important to note that while the description of this set of mediations emphasizes the avoidance of misinformation, avoiding misinformation is a goal for the entire DSLA.

Standardization & Mediations
The overall categorization of mediations does not in itself imply a particular degree of standardization of the mediating prompts. However the assessment itself, as an extension of a state mandated, standardized test, must be standardized enough to respond to the data requirements of multiple stakeholders. As a result, both scripted mediating prompts and limited unscripted examiner involvement are used. The scripted or ‘interventionist approach’ to the examiner interaction in a dynamic assessment supports a methodology of assessment that allows for a greater degree of standardized assistance and thus a less ambiguous means of addressing the quantification of the assistance a child needs relative to the predetermined ends of the state mandated, standardized test: correct answers. Interactionist mediations, by way of differentiation from interventionist approaches, are not scripted and therefore not standardized, but rely on the examiner’s preparation as well as the examiner’s understanding of the learner’s ZPD for they are mediations devised in the moment (Lantolf & Poehner, 2004: 54).  It’s important to note, however, that the goal of the interventionist approach to mediation is not to arrive at correct answers per se – indeed all the responses the child makes are ‘correct’ in the context of a dynamic assessment - rather the purpose is to determine what strategies the child can employ with mediation in order to think about the text at hand in ways the good readers do.  In other words, the varying degrees of expertise within the content-specific problem-solving contexts, vis-à-vis the strategies that the child is able to learn and apply during the assessment, become the hierarchies of ‘closeness’ that offer a rich, qualitative understanding of the child’s thinking and reasoning processes and a succinct, quantifiable score – responding to the data requirements of the particular stakeholder. Thus, while the standardization of the mediating prompts and the limitations of unscripted examiner interaction in the DSLA have been designed to conform to the needs of the child with learning disabilities, the needs of other stakeholders also contribute to the drive towards standardization. 
For example, the needs of the teacher may include data that generates specific guidance for further instruction as well as data that can be used for benchmarking where the child is at academically. A DSLA, due to the emphasis on metacognitive as well as domain-specific strategies for tackling items, makes this more likely as, more often than not, “items drawn from standardized tests do not necessarily represent functional behaviors that can be used to develop educational goals” (Notari-Syverson & Losardo, 1996: 261). DSLA data may also provide a way for parents or guardians to understand their child’s development in the context of general education goals as it opens the door to new ways of addressing AYP by allowing for the divergent timelines of the individual child’s cognitive development within the framework of the NCLB mandate. While this is important for parents it also addresses administrative needs. Further, it provides a single set of data to track progress in relation to the goals of NCLB as well as the individual education goals of the child with learning disabilities as mandated by IDEA.
Table 1 catalogues the DSLA mediations and illustrates the way the DSLA is structured using within-test mediations and within-question mediations. These mediations reflect, for the most part, learning-that-leads-development with regard to the psychological functions of attention, perception, memory, language, reasoning, and metacognitive processes (Haywood & Lidz, 2007: 180-185). The within-question mediations are comprised of three sets of hierarchically organized mediations and scored whereas the within-test mediations are not given a weight. The latter are used with each learner to prime their attention and orientation to the task. The first of these mediations is directed towards the focus of the learner to the nature of the activity as collaborative and to the nature of the tasks as involving the use of strategies. The second mediation encourages selective attention to the test material itself and its potential use as a mediating artifact; the mediation also reiterates the first mediation. 

The within-question mediations fall into two categories, those that are weighted and involve learning-that-leads-development in reading and 0-score mediations. The weighted within-question mediations function to promote the development of perception, memory, language, and reasoning and are arranged hierarchically, but they are given equal weight as no single within-question mediation is considered more ‘valuable’ as the merit is relative to the learner not the task. The within-test mediations are specific to each question set: 
· Comprehension Set: This section of the assessment includes five questions focused on text comprehension strategies that consider: identification of the main idea or problem-solution, locating information, making predictions, comparing and contrasting, and organizing or sequencing. Mediations involve:

· Rereading the question/student rephrasing the question

· Examiner rephrasing the question

· Recall of story

· Sequence of story

· Rereading with a purpose

· Applied Word/Language Structure Set: This section of the assessment includes two questions, one that relies on using the text context and one that considers the learner’s morphological awareness. Mediations involve:
· Rereading the question/student rephrasing the question

· Examiner rephrasing the question

· Considering the word in the context of the story
· Word-Level Analysis Set: This section of the assessment includes three questions involving blending, segmenting, and rhyming of words used in the texts. Mediations involve:
· Rereading the question/student rephrasing the question

· Examiner rephrasing the question

· Word-to-word oral repetition by learner

Within the 0-score series are two mediations. The first of these is a form of learner scaffolding that directs the examiner to teach the multiple-choice-question elimination strategy as a test-taking skill thus simplifying the learner’s involvement in the task rather than mediating with learning-that-leads-development. This scaffolding is only used when all weighted mediations have been exhausted. 

The second mediation in the 0-score series is quite different. This mediation is always used and is the final mediation for each question. It involves promoting the development of metacognitive awareness using a process of repeat, answer, and review. This mediation is included at the end of each question, regardless of other mediations used (or not), and can be verbalized by the examiner alone, the learner alone, or by the examiner and learner together. The purpose of this mediation is to encourage the learner’s verbalization of his or her cognitive activity in order to promote the development of self-regulation and executive thinking.  

Table 1: 
Overview of the Hierarchy & Weighting of Within -Test and Within-Question Mediations
	 Score
	Within-Test Mediations

	mediation 1 = we will work together 

mediation 2= pointing to and stating that the story can be used

	0
	
	

	Question 1-5: Text Comprehension Within-Question Mediations

	1
	Correct Response – no mediations
	

	0.83
	rereading/student rephrasing the question
	mediation 3

	0.67
	examiner rephrasing the question
	mediation 4

	0.5
	recall of story
	mediation 5

	0.33
	sequence of story
	mediation 6

	0.17
	rereading with a purpose
	mediation 7

	0
	elimination
	mediation 8 = test taking skill

	0
	repeat, answer and review
	mediation 9 

	Question 6-7: Applied Word/ Language Structures Within-QuestionMediations

	1
	 Correct Response – no mediations
	

	0.83
	rereading/student rephrasing the question
	mediation 3

	0.67
	examiner rephrasing the question
	mediation 4

	0.5
	considering word in context
	mediation 5

	0
	substitution strategies
	mediation 6= test taking skill

	0
	elimination
	mediation 7= test taking skill

	0
	repeat, answer and review
	mediation 8

	 Question 8-10: Word-Level Analysis Within-Question Mediations

	1
	 Correct Response – no mediations
	

	0.83
	rereading/student rephrasing the question
	mediation 3

	0.67
	examiner rephrasing the question
	mediation 4

	0.5
	word-to-word repetition by student
	mediation 5

	0
	word-to-word repetition strategies
	mediation 6= test taking skill

	0
	elimination
	mediation 7= test taking skill

	0
	repeat, answer and review
	mediation 8


Decisions regarding the format of the DSLA are also guided by the needs of the various stakeholders. For the child with learning disabilities, a DSLA should not be a protracted affair, placing undue stress on regulatory abilities, but an encouraging, engaging, and helpful collaborative event that can make good use of instructional time by incorporating the positive outcomes of cognitive and affective development into the assessment framework.  This also speaks to the concerns of parents or guardians who may be worried about the emotional vulnerability of their child particularly in response to the stress of state mandated testing practices.  Further, the needs of both the child and the examiner warrant a format that allows for an individualized assessment that can be efficiently and feasibly administered. This leads into administrative issues of time, money, and human resources that, ultimately, must also be taken into account. As a result, the more widespread dynamic assessment format of pretest-intervention-posttest, also known as the ‘sandwich’ approach by Grigorenko & Sternberg (2002: 27-28), may be too long and drawn out for the child and too resource heavy for administrative controls. Thus the DSLA has been developed using the ‘cake’ approach (Sternberg & Grigorenko, 2002), a more succinct single test format that includes, in this case, a series of scripted, graduated prompts to be extended in response to the individual’s need at the site of each item (Grigorenko & Sternberg, 2002: 27-8; Lidz & Gindis, 2003: 103-4; Lantolf & Poehner, 2005: 55)  This means that although the prompts are scripted ‘vertically’, that is from abstract to more concrete (Karpov & Gindis, 2000), some leeway is allowed. Thus the ‘interactionist’ approach may come into play as we realize the child is very ‘close’, needing very little mediation to nudge him or her forward to complete the task.  In this case, we can amplify the mediating prompts ‘horizontally’, in a more unscripted fashion, opening the door to some mediational ‘tweaking’ to bring the child over the threshold to completion of the task while remaining within the ZPD and passing up the next scripted prompts. 
Examples might begin with something as simple as repeating the mediation or rewording the mediation, activities we regularly engage in during everyday conversations when we are attempting to establish a meaningful interchange. In other words, horizontal mediations are more oriented to establishing the collaborative frame on a discursive level. What becomes important in unscripted horizontal mediation is to be cognizant of when the next mediation is warranted but to avoid, as always in dynamic assessment, overtaking the child. 
Standardization of Mediations, Correct Answers, and the Merits of Closeness
One of the concerns to emerge in regard to the design of the DSLA is in relation to the dynamic nature of the assessment and the repercussions of standardizing the prompts and limiting the examiner interaction.  It begs the question as to whether the DSLA is simply a more detailed version of the static state mandated, standardized test. This is compounded by the appearance of the DSLA as task-driven where the task is getting to the correct answer. However, if we consider that the child’s cognitive and affective development is the true goal and that “aiming instruction at the upper bound of a child’s zone” (Brown & Ferrara, 1985: 301) is the collaborative horizon of the process, then in practice, standardization matters much less than the examiner’s skill. In other words, regardless of whether the contact is interventionist, interactionist, or both, the onus is always on the ability of the examiner to develop a collaborative engagement with the learner so as to co-construct the learner’s ZPD and frame the instruction in the subject-specific domain in that precise place of growth within the ZPD.  Thus, it is for the examiner engaged in using dynamic assessment techniques to ensure that the focus is maintained on the instructional quality of the mediations so that, “in keeping with Vygotsky’s research methods, this would promote tracing the development of processes rather than a mere description of behavior… [and] when the task is at the point of difficulty at which the learner’s automatic processing breaks down… processes come into the open” (Johnson, 1990:105).  By remaining cognizant of the process-nature activity of content-specific progress in reading and the process–nature activity of dynamic assessment and cognitive development, the examiner is ever poised in relation to the child to be responsive to within-assessment learning and development. Thus, by keeping the activity grounded in the child’s ZPD, we shift the assessment and steer it towards the possibility of an imagined future rather than letting it endlessly hover on the accomplishments, or not, of the past. (Lantolf & Poehner, 2004: 52-53).
Standardized mediations serve as distinct points that shift the focus of the mediation-as-directing-future-instruction and, as a result, so-called ‘correct answers’ serve instruction in two ways. They direct instruction in the context of state mandated, standardized tests where correct answers are valued from the standpoint of learning what knowledge is legitimate according to the state and how to access that knowledge, but they also direct instruction towards real-world thinking processes in the context of real world activities. Real world activities in reading print include reading real world texts rather than test passages, include reading for authentic purposes rather than to measure for grade level proficiency, include reading for life whether for aesthetic or efferent purposes (Applegate & Applegate, ). If the strategies and thinking processes that form the instructional backbone of the dynamic assessment are indeed reflections of what it is that good readers do and what it is that promotes the development of higher psychological functioning, then working together on understanding how our strategies and our thinking processes lead us to successful task completion is an important part of the instructional activity. As a result, so-called ‘correct answers’ become part of the instructional activity, part of a process rather than a goal; they are used to link texts with our strategy use and our thinking processes and assist in distancing us from the dire straits of relativism and conjecture. For children with learning disabilities especially this helps to overcome what appears to be the random nature of ‘getting it’ and the infrequent, but powerful, success of guessing. 
Static tests on the other hand, tests such as those currently used under the NCLB assessment and accountability framework, may inadvertently promote guessing, habituate poor strategy selection or application, and even bring about lowered self-esteem when they are administered to children who are not academically and/or developmentally ready. Indeed, for children with disabilities who are routinely being subjected to tests beyond their academic and/or developmental understanding the entire federally driven assessment and accountability process might be construed as unjust and even cruel in terms of what the process unconsciously conveys as well as how it is consciously conducted. 
In counterpoint, the DSLA seeks to bring testing into the realm of humane and useful assessment by focusing on learning and development which includes disclosing and discussing answers from a process-activity approach that addresses the text and strategy use in combination. As a result the parameters of participation, that is “parameters of joint problem-solving and how they lead to improved individual problem-solving,” must be defined, as the correct answer does not necessarily imply that the activity involved in arriving there has been understood (Wertsch, Minick & Arns, 1984: 158-159). Hence, the incorporation of thinking about learning, the ‘how did I figure that out’ and ‘what did I think about’ discussions, becomes absolutely vital on the part of both the examiner in the context of teaching-that-promotes-development as well on the part of the child in the context of learning-that-leads-development. Thus it becomes important from both a social justice as well as developmental position to ensure that the learner understands that his or her ‘closeness’ is valuable with regard to making progress, that is in doing what it is that good readers do and discovering and understanding the evidence of one’s thinking rather than simple looking upon a numerical score relative to a zero. 
A Brief Note on Test Validity and Reliability
Test validity and reliability are problematic concepts in educational research; indeed, validity is especially slippery, its definitions hotly debated (Winter, 2000; Suen & French, 2003; Moss, Girard & Haniford, 2006). However, test validity and test reliability are particularly problematic with regard to dynamic assessment, compounded in the case of the DSLA which ‘crosses boundaries’ in terms of “all the activity systems in which the assessment functions” (Moss et al, 2006).  This suggests that an appropriate analysis of the DSLA in terms of test validity and reliability might include positioning the DSLA as a kind of ‘boundary object’, “ a particular kind of cultural tool that not only crosses boundaries of activity systems, such as mandated assessments, but also is plastic enough to adapt to local needs while maintaining a common identity across sites” and therefore “enables communication and cooperation across these worlds” (Moss et al, 2006: 146-7 referring to the work of Bowker & Star, 1999 and  Star & Griesemer, 1989). However, this theoretical framing will continue in the next chapter. 
At this juncture my goal is for the reader to understand what may be considered challenging with regard to test validity and reliability and dynamic assessment in general. Thus I will briefly consider the broadest of questions that test validity and test reliability ask and remark on those.
Test validity, in general, asks “Does this test really test what it says its does – can I make reliable inferences from the results?” Haywood and Tzuriel (2002) suggest that the test validity of dynamic assessment might be established by administration of the assessment as a static test. In this regard, the results of a DSLA, which is based on static state mandated, standardized tests, might be compared to Virginia SOL results by children with disabilities, as one possible means of establishing validity.  
Test reliability is meant to support test validity and asks, “Are the results of this test dependable over repeated administrations?” One of the difficulties in considering test reliability with dynamic assessment is that the assessment is deliberately meant to change the individual in regard to what is being assessed and this may even happen during the administration of the test! Again, Haywood & Tzuriel suggest that “[a]t least a partial solution is to insist on very high reliability of the tasks used in DA when they are given in a static mode” (Hyawood & Tzuriel, 2002: 58). To this end, the test reliability of the DSLA is beholden to the test reliability of the state mandated, standardized assessment. 
Making Close Count
We are aware that the priorities of state educational administrations, driven by federal policy, have set the process and practice of the state mandated, standardized testing and data collection in motion and that the current results are really of only limited benefit to stakeholders. One special education teacher told me that she never looks at the test scores of her students; for her they are irrelevant to her students’ learning and development and, in fact, are completely disregarded in terms of her school’s AYP because of subgroup score disaggregation. However, the application of the principles and practices of dynamic assessment to a state mandated, standardized test of third grade reading seems to offer a multidimensional way to meet the specific needs of these varied stakeholders within the assessment and accountability process. Through a dynamic assessment approach the underlying capabilities basic to the development of the reading proficiencies being evaluated can be exposed and a child’s command over these elements can also be extended as “we expand our notions of abilities, and recognize that when we measure them, we are measuring developing forms of expertise” (Sternberg & Grigorenko, 2002: 17). 
Given these considerations, the DSLA can offer the possibility of making close count when it comes to making progress in the general education curriculum by looking at progress in the context of learning-that-leads development and attaching a score to that closeness that can be used in the context of AYP. From the standpoint of the theoretical framework, an approach to assessment that takes seriously the concept of the zone of proximal development will be one that is designed to be more sensitive to the greater degree of variability in individual  pace, depth and degree of content knowledge while adhering to the principles of cognitive and affective development via learning-that-leads development.  Thus it would appear that while a single test cannot be all things to all people, it does seem that a dynamic assessment approach to redesigning a state mandated, standardized assessment for children with disabilities is both possible and promising with regard to offering distinct advantages to different stakeholders:
· It benefits the child:

· it makes the most of instructional time

· it uses assessment for cognitive and affective development

· It benefits the teacher:

· it generates guidance for further instruction

· it provides data for benchmarking where the child is at academically

· It benefits the parent:

· it provides a way to understand a child’s development in the context of regular education goals

· it addresses the emotional vulnerability and affective development of children

· It benefits administrations:

· it allows for the divergent timelines of the individual’s cognitive development within the framework of the NCLB mandate

· it provides a single set of data to track progress in relation to the goals of NCLB as well as the goals of IDEA 2004
· It benefits all stakeholders:

· it addresses the ethics of testing children with special needs on curricular objectives that are not developmentally appropriate by breaking down the objectives into learning that can lead development
As a result, stakeholders concerned with state mandated, standardized assessments and adequate yearly progress towards closing the achievement gap can also attend to a child’s specific progress relative to particular and individualized curricular goals. In addition, by honoring and supporting each child’s cognitive development, stakeholders promote affective development; no longer simply and judgmentally responding to test results, there is consideration of the fabric of the moment as stakeholders can seize and make use of the directionality that the assessment can point towards. Ultimately, for children with disabilities, the emphasis of the assessment is transformed into an assessment focused on the progress towards, not the attainment of, the gold standards set by NCLB. How close the child is becomes the critical factor from all standpoints.
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� Vygotsky is known to have given partial credit to Dorothea McCarthy for the ZPD as he understood it (Vygotsky, 1978: 87; Robbins, 2001:3; Robbins, 2007: in press).


� It is often acknowledged that Feuerstein may have developed his work independently. See, for example, Sternberg & Grigorenko (2002), Haywood & Lidz (2007, forward by Oakland).


� Subtitle borrowed from Lantolf & Thorne, 2006.


� For example, see Gredler & Shields (2004) “Does No One Read Vygotsky’s Words? Commentary on Glassman”, Educational Researcher, 33(2), pp. 21-25 and, more recently, Gredler (2007) “Of Cabbages and Kings: Concepts and Inferences Curiously Attributed to Lev Vygotsky (Commentary on McVee, Dunsmore, and Gavelek, 2005)”, Review of Educational Research, 77(2), pp.233-238.Another article of interest, Gillen (2000) “Versions of Vygotsky”, British Journal of Educational Studies, 48(2), pp.183-198, discusses issues of translation and true authorship of works printed in the name of Vygotsky, but this is well beyond the scope of this work.


� Along the lines of the latter, there are also more recent discussions of Russian activity theory to be found in the Journal of Russian and East European Psychology. See especially the May-June, 2004 volume, which includes, among others : Mikhailov, “Object-Oriented Activity – Whose?”, pp.6-34; Lazarev, “The Crisis of “the Activity Approach” in Psychology and Possible Ways to Overcome It”, 35-58; Gromyko, “The Activity Approach: New Lines of Research”, pp. 59-71; Rozin, “Value Foundations of Conceptions of Activity in Psychology and Contemporary Methodology”, pp72-89.


� Puzyrei, who introduces and  translates the manuscript, suggests that it is likely to have been the preliminary sketch of the “History of the development of higher mental functions”, one of Vygotsky’s main works available in volume 3 of Vygotsky’s collected works (Vygotsky, 1929/1987b: 54).


� Lower or elementary functions would include involuntary attention, eidetic memory (Wertsch, 1985; Vygotsky, 1978), psychological functions not under our control. 


� Vygotsky’s use of ‘constructs’ is quite clear, constructs are the higher psychological processes that are the cultural products of social activity, though still subject to change. He notes that “Most basic is the fact that man not only develops: he also constructs himself. Constructivism. But contra intellectualism (i.e., artistic construction) and mechanism (i.e., semantic construction).” (Vygotsky’s emphasis; Vygotsky 1929/1987: 65).  I believe this misunderstanding of constructs and of constructivism has lead to the erroneous belief that we ‘construct meanings’. Here we see that this exactly what Vygotsky did NOT mean! Vygotsky’s understanding of construction is more so the ‘reorganization’ of the lower functions and the ‘construction’ of higher functions. It is a synthesis (Vygosky, 1986: 55)


� Vygotsky, L.S. (1981). The instrumental method in psychology, found in J.V. Wertsch (ed), The concept of activity in Soviet psychology. Armonk, NY: Sharpe. Pp.134-143.


� This is by no means a complete account of cultural-historical theory! For interested readers I suggest Kozulin’s very succinct overview, “The concept of activity in Soviet psychology” in H. Daniel’s edited volume,  An Introduction to Vygotsky (1996); Van Der Veer & Valsiner’s (1991) Understanding Vygotsky: A Quest for Synthesis, specifically the chapter “Cultural-Historical Theory” ; 


� Sternberg & Grigorenko differentiate between dynamic testing and dynamic assessment. “In essence, the goal of dynamic assessment is to intervene and to change. The goal of dynamic testing, however, is much more modest – it is to see whether and how the participant will change if an opportunity is provided.” (Sternberg & Grigorenko 30)


� For interested readers, Haywood & Lidz (2007) provide a comprehensive comparison of DA and RTI. 


� Not all states make their state mandated standardized tests of third grade reading available to the public.  For example, while the pilot study was under design, Pennsylvania only provided samples from Oregon and Nevada standardized assessments. 


See: Pennsylvania Department of Education. Assessment: Grade 3 Reading Item Bank 2004-2005.  Compare to: Virginia Department of Education. Standards of Learning Released Tests. 


The secrecy surrounding some of these tests may soon be a thing of the past. Recently, parental challenges, supported by a school district lawyer, in Washington state were successful in “ending eight years of secrecy intended to protect the sanctity of the exams and control costs… Education Department officials now acknowledge they’ve been running afoul of a federal law that requires limited public access to standardized tests.” Blanchard, J. (2005). Parents can now view children’s WASL tests: secrecy lifted after state admits to incorrectly interpreting the law. Seattle Post-Intelligencer, Wednesday, May 25, 2005.





� For example, sample test items available from Oregon, Tennessee, and Texas do not assess word analysis strategies: 


Oregon Department of Education. 2003-2004 Reading Grade Level Sample Tests. 


Tennessee Department of Education. Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program: Item Sampler. 


Texas Education Agency. Student Assessment Division: Released Tests, Answer Keys, and Scoring Guides. 


Compare to: Virginia Department of Education. Standards of Learning Released Tests. 


Nevada Department of Education. Criterion Referenced Tests: Review Guide. 


� Hempenstall referring to the research of Stanovich, 1988 and of  Elbro, Nielsen, & Petersen, 1994; Yap & Van Der Leij, 1993 that further suggest “that the intervention focus needs to be at the level of word decoding” (Hempenstall, 2003: 32)


� See Virginia Department of Education. Guidelines for the participation of students with disabilities in the assessment component of Virginia’s accountability system as well as the Training and Technical Assistance Center at the College of William and Mary, Virginia standards of learning and students with disabilities: Pretest checklist. 





� Originally from Strategies for Teaching Students with Learning and Behavior Problems, p.214, by C.S. Bos and S. Vaughn, 1998.
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