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Abstract
The present study was conducted to investigate the effects of implementing three forms of assessment
namely , summative, formative and dynamic assessment on Iranian freshmen's listening ability and
listening strategy use to fulfill the purposes of the study , 140 freshmen from Garmsar university and
jame-elmikarbordi university who were majoring in English translation were selected . They formed
randomly three experimental groups. Each group experienced a certain type of assessment. To study the
effects of the assessment types, the learners took five teacher-made listening tests. Moreover, to observe
any development in the learners' level of listening strategy use a questionnaire based on O'Malley
Chamot and Kupper (1989), Young (1997) and Goh (2000, 2002) was used. The results indicated that
the learners in dynamic group not only could outperform the other groups in terms of listening ability,
but they also used more listening strategies.
Keywords: Summative assessment, Formative Assessment, Dynamic Assessment, Listening

Strategy Use
Background

McNamara (2001) believes that the process of
testing is a universal feature of social life. Plenty
examples in history have shown that people have
been put to the test to prove their capability or to
establish their qualifications. Implementing tests to
see how a person performs according to a certain
level of performance has become an important social
tradition and plays a key role in that it directs
admission to many important social positions.
Bachman (1990) has defined the effect of testing on
teaching and learning as backwash, and believes that
it can be harmful or beneficial. If the content of the
test and testing techniques are inconsistent with the
objectives of the course, the test may cause harmful
backwash.The basis of traditional testing methods
such as the transla- tion method was considered
subjective and the accuracy and fairness of such
*Corresponding Author’ Email: ghahremani2006@yahoo.com

evaluations were considered at best questionable.
These inadequacies forced language testing
specialists to apply more objective measures and
develop new approaches. Discrete point approach
appeared out of developments in linguistics and
psychology which led to the appearance of structural
linguistics and behavioristic psychology. Based on
the principles of structural linguistics and
behavioristic psychology the audio-lingual approach
to language teaching was developed. It was believed
that measurement of three levels of language i.e.,
sounds, words and sentences can manifest the
language proficiency of the learners. Although these
tests were highly reliable and valid, new
developments in linguistics questioned the
foundations of this type of tests (Fulcher, 2010).
The principles of generative – transformational linguistics along with cognitive
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psychology assumptions created a new approach
in language teaching which was known as
cognitive-code learning theory. In accordance
with this teaching theory a new approach in
language testing was popular which was called
the integrative theory. According to this theory
language is a holistic phenomenon and that
knowledge of discrete items does not guarantee
using language in real life successfully.
Integrative tests such as oral interviews, reading
comprehension tests, compositions, listening
comprehension tests, dictation type tests and
cloze procedures are more popular. This process
led to a new approach called the notionalfunctional approach. The testing method
developed based on this approach is called
functional testing. The main purpose of this
method is assessing learners’ ability in carrying
out language functions (Davidson, 2004 &
Lynch, 2001).
Escalating criticism on implementing tests
inappropriately for classroom assessment has
made educators think about other alternative
assessment methods. The new assessment
paradigms view assessment as an ongoing
process through which learning process includes
both observing and learners’ involvement in
making decisions about their abilities.
Assessment is considered as an interactive
process through which both teachers and learners
monitor the learners’ performance (Buck, 1994).
Dynamic assessment takes into account
results of intervention. The examiner teaches the
examinee how to perform better on individual
items or on the test as a whole. Final score may
be a learning score representing the difference
between pretest (before learning) and posttest
(after learning) scores, or it may be the score on
the posttest considered alone. Contrary to
traditional methods of assessment which focused
on product of past development, the focus of
types of dynamic assessment is interventionist
and is on interactionistis future development. On
the other hand, in traditional assessment methods
the relationship between examiner and the
examinee is neutral and disinterested while in
dynamic assessment the examiner is interested in
the examinees’ development and assessment is
performed in a very helpful atmosphere. The
most distinguishing feature which differentiates
the traditional assessment methods and dynamic
assessment is the process of providing feedback.
In the traditional methods there was usually no
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specific plan for giving feedback during the
process of assessment meanwhile in dynamic
assessment the process of assessment is
mediated. (Sternberg & Grigorenko, 2002).
Statement of the Problem
Many ESL/EFL students' academic listening
and speaking skills in English are not strong
enough to cope with their academic study in
English-medium universities, in particular
understanding English lectures and expressing
opinions and comments. Such students have not
gained sufficient English language skills for their
academic study (Brown, 2005).
On the other hand, McNamara (2001) has
described traditional testing as a tendency to
measure what language the students have learned
as a result of teaching. Classroom teachers are
normally more concerned with assessing
achievement in both the formative and
summative senses of the term. In these kinds of
assessment, there is a strong emphasis on
comparing students; and feedback to students
comes in the form of marks or grades, with little
direction or advice for improvement. These kinds
of testing events indicate which students are
doing best and which ones are doing poorly.
Typically, they don't give much indication of
mastery of particular ideas or concepts because
the test content is generally too limited and the
scoring is too simplistic to represent the broad
range of skills and knowledge that have been
covered. It seems that these types of assessment
are not very useful for communicating complex
data about a student’s individual abilities
(Fulcher& Davidson, 2007).
Research Questions and Hypotheses
Based on what was mentioned earlier and
with regard to the focus of the present research
paper, the researcher formed two questions and
also formulated two hypotheses:
1- Which assessment method, formative,
summative or dynamic has differential effects on
the learners’ listening ability?
2- Which assessment method, formative,
summative or dynamic has differential effects on
learners’ listening strategy use?
Research Hypotheses
1- None of the assessment methods has
differential effects on the learners’ listening
ability.
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2- None of the assessment methods has
differential effects on the learners’ listening
strategy use.
Participants
A total number of 140 students took part in
this study. They were all freshmen majoring in
English translation in Garmsar University and
one of the colleges of the University of Applied
Science and Technology (Elmi–Karbordi). The
participants were both males and females, and
enjoyed almost the same level of English
language proficiency.
Sampling Procedure
In order to have a more homogeneous sample
and measure listening proficiency of the subjects
at the beginning of the study, a PET proficiency
test was administered. After conducting the
proficiency test, the participants fallen in one
standard deviation above and below the mean
were selected. This resulted in the selection of
120 (40 summative, 40 formative, 40 dynamic)
participants for the study. The study lasted almost
14 sessions.
Instrumentation
The following data collection instruments were
used in this study. The first instrument was
Preliminary English Test known as PET. The
listening part of the test played two roles in here.
Firstly, the scores drawn from the test were
considered as the whole for the proficiency level of
the participants of the test which was used to judge
the homogeneity of the groups and secondly, the
learners’ scores from the listening part of the test
were recorded as the result of the pre- and post-test
of the study. Therefore only the listening part was readministered at the end of the treatment section.
Moreover, because the reliability was jeopardized, a
reliability analysis was applied indicating a reliability
of 0.75 for the listening test which was satisfactory
for the purposes of the present study. Because the
interval between the two copies of the test was more
than a four-week period, it was believed that
repetition of the test would not harm the validity of
the test. However, through a pilot study the validity
of the listening test was checked against the PET test.
The second instrument was the teacher-made tests.
Five listening tests were made by the researcher from
lower intermediate level of the New Interchange
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series which were used for the treatment purpose of
the study. The book was used as the main course
book of the classes in both universities. Each unit of
the book contained listening comprehension parts for
lower intermediate students. The third instrument
was a listening strategy use questionnaire which was
based on O‟Malley, Chamot & Küpper (1989),
Young (1997) and Goh (2000, 2002).This
questionnaire includes a series of listening
comprehension strategies which are classified under
three headings; metacognitive, cognitive and socioaffective strategies.
Design
The design of this research is a comparison
group design, a subcategory of quasi-experimental
design. Measuring the effect of treatment was
conducted through a pretest /post- test design. The
subjects were non-randomly assigned to five intact
classes (one summative with 40 subjects, two
formative with 40 subjects and two dynamic with
40 subjects).Yet the classes were randomly
assigned to three different treatment groups.For the
purpose of this study, the PET was used both as
pre-test and post-test to measure the learners’
listening proficiency before and after the treatment.
To see effects of the treatment, the researcher
constructed 5 listening tests based on New
Interchange series which were the learners’ course
book. During the 14 session treatment, the learners
in three groups took these tests but they were
treated differently. The learners in summative
classes received no specific feedback from their
teacher. They merely took the test and were
informed of their scores. The learners in formative
classes, on the other hand, not only took the test, but
also received feedback on their possible problems
from their teacher. In formative class, the learners’
problems were identified and they were provided
with some hints on how to overcome their
problems. In the dynamic class, the learners took
the tests and received specific types of feedback.
For this group, the learners were helped to see their
problems and also based on dynamic assessment
types i.e., interventionism and interactionism, they
were provided by detailed explanation on the nature
of their problems and the strategies that they could
use to avoid or overcome the difficulties.
As it was already mentioned, in order to see the
effects of implementing the assessment types on the
learners’ listening strategy use, a listening
comprehension strategy use questionnaire based on
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O'Malley, Chamot & Küpper (1989), Young
(1997) and Goh (2000, 2002) was used. The
learners checked the items of the questionnaire
three times based on the researcher’s predetermined
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plan. The process of checking the questionnaire of
listening strategies in the three groups was the same
i.e., all the learners checked the questionnaire after
taking the teacher made listening tests.

Table 1: Listening comprehension strategies

Procedure and Data Analysis
This research pursued to study the effects of
implementing three forms of assessment; formative,
summative and dynamic on Iranian EFL learners’
listening ability and listening strategy use. In order to
answer the research questions of the study the
following steps were taken.
In order to see the effects of applying three
forms of assessment on the learners’ listening
ability before and after the treatment, three oneway repeated- measurement ANOVA were run.

Moreover, to study the effect of applying three
forms of assessment on the learners’ listening
strategy use three one- way repeated- measurement
ANOVA were run.
Results and Discussion
In order to see any differential effect of the
three assessment methods on the learners’
listening ability the following statistical measures
were adopted. First the descriptive statistics were
computed based on the learners’ scores obtained
from the post test.

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics of Applying Different Assessment Methods on the Learners’ Listening Ability

Summative posttest
Formative posttest
Dynamic posttest
Total

N

Mean

Std.
Deviation

40
40
40
120

17.6750
19.5750
21.9500
19.7333

4.54825
3.53653
2.60128
4.02249

95% Confidence
Interval for Mean
Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound
.71914
.55917
.41130
.36720

16.2204
18.4440
21.1181
19.0062

19.1296
20.7060
22.7819
20.4604

Minimum

Maximum

7.00
13.00
15.00
7.00

25.00
25.00
25.00
25.00
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As indicated in Table.2, the reported means
are considerably different (17.67, 19.57, 21.95).
Later, in order to find any meaningful difference
among the means of the groups ANOVA was used.
The results from ANOVA tables.3&4 reveal
that the mean differences between the three
groups is significant (𝐹2 = 13.77, P=0.00).
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Finally, to find the highest difference among
the means of the groups the Scheffe Test was
used. (Table 5)
The results of the Scheffetest Table 6 reveals that
the highest differences are between dynamic and
summative groups (mean difference= 4.27500, P=
0.000) with dynamic and formative coming next.

Table3. Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Levene Statistic

df1

df2

Sig.

7.887

2

117

.001

Table 4. ANOVA Comparing Three groups for Listening Ability

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of Squares

df

Mean Square

F2

Sig.

367.017
1558.450
1925.467

2
117
119

183.508
13.320

13.777

.000

Table 5. Multiple Comparisons for Three Groups for Listening Ability
(I) listening posttest factor

(J) listening posttest factor

Summative posttest

Formative posttest

95% Confidence Interval
Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error

Tukey HSD

Formative posttest

Dynamic posttest

Scheffe

Summative posttest

Formative posttest

Dynamic posttest

Sig.

Lower Bound Upper Bound

-1.90000

.81609

.056

-3.8373

.0373

*

.81609

.000

-6.2123

-2.3377
3.8373

Dynamic posttest

-4.27500

Summative posttest

1.90000

.81609

.056

-.0373

Dynamic posttest

-2.37500

*

.81609

.012

-4.3123

-.4377

Summative posttest

4.27500*

.81609

.000

2.3377

6.2123

Formative posttest

2.37500*

.81609

.012

.4377

4.3123

Formative posttest

-1.90000

.81609

.071

-3.9234

.1234

*

.81609

.000

-6.2984

-2.2516

.81609

.071

-.1234

3.9234

Dynamic posttest

-2.37500

*

.81609

.017

-4.3984

-.3516

Summative posttest

4.27500*

.81609

.000

2.2516

6.2984

Formative posttest

2.37500*

.81609

.017

.3516

4.3984

Dynamic Posttest

-4.27500

Summative posttest

1.90000

Table 6. Scheffe Test Results for Three Groups Listening Ability
Listening posttest factor
TukeyHSDa

Subset for alpha = 0.05
N

1

Summative posttest

40

17.6750

Formative posttest

40

19.5750

Dynamic postest

40

Sig.
Scheffea

21.9500
.056

Summative posttest

40

17.6750

Formative posttest

40

19.5750

Dynamic posttest

40

Sig.

2

1.000

21.9500
.071

1.000
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results of table 7 which displays the means of the
learners’ listening strategy use, it is obvious that the
listening strategy use of the learners in summative
group has improved. As indicated in table 4.14, the
means of the summative group strategy use are
different (13.77, 15.30, 14.95).
The results obtained through repeated measure
ANOVA table 8 signifies that this improvement is
statistically significant with the 𝐹2 value of 8.08 and
the P value of 0.00. Since Mauchly’s test of
Sphericity is not found to be significant (P= 0.29),
the part of table that corresponds to Sphericity
assumed was used

Discussion
The results reported through the Tables 2,4,5 and
6 confirm the previous discussions for this question.
The results indicate weighty development of the
listening ability in the dynamic group. It is worth
mentioning that this development can be related to
both the quaility and quantity of feedback that the
learners have received throughout the treatment. As
it was already mentioned, to examine the effect of
assessment methods on the learners’ listening
strategies, three separate one-way repeatedmeasurement ANOVA were run. Based on the

Table 7. Descriptive Statistics for Summative Group (Listening Strategy Use)
Mean

Std. Deviation

N

Summative Strategy Score1

13.7750

2.23592

40

Summative Strategy Score2

15.3000

2.16262

40

Summative Strategy Score3

14.9500

2.22975

40

Table 8. Repeated Measure ANOVA for Summative Group(Listening StrategyUse)
Within Subjects
Effect

Mauchly's W

Approx. ChiSquare

df

Sig.

Sum straseries

.938

2.417

2

.299

Epsilona
Greenhouse-Geisser Huynh-Feldt Lower-bound
.942

.988

.500

Table 9:Repeated Measure ANOVA for Summative Group
Source
SumStraSeries

Type III Sum
of Squares

df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

Partial Eta
Squared

Sphericity Assumed

51.050

2

25.525

8.084

.001

.172

Greenhouse-Geisser

51.050

1.884

27.098

8.084

.001

.172

Huynh-Feldt

51.050

1.976

25.829

8.084

.001

.172

Lower-bound

51.050

1.000

51.050

8.084

.007

.172

Error(SumStraSeries) Sphericity Assumed

246.283

78

3.157

Greenhouse-Geisser

246.283

73.473

3.352

Huynh-Feldt

246.283

77.080

3.195

Lower-bound

246.283

39.000

6.315

Table 10:Pairwise Comparison for Summative Group
(I) SumStraSeries
1

(J)
SumStraSeries

3

Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error

Sig.a

Lower Bound

Upper Bound

-1.525

*

.345

.000

-2.389

-.661

-1.175

*

.414

.022

-2.211

-.139

1.525

*

.345

.000

.661

2.389

3

.350

.428

1.000

-.719

1.419

1

*

.414

.022

.139

2.211

-.350

.428

1.000

-1.419

.719

2
3

2

95% Confidence Interval for Differencea

1

2

1.175
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The results of pair wise comparisons revealed
that more significant difference can be observed
between the first and the second time with the mean
of (1.52) and the P value of 0.00. The difference
between time 1 and 3 was significant only at 0.05
level. Similar studies performed by other
researchers (Chamot & Kupper, 1989, Chamot,
1995, Byrnes, 2002), have reported significant
improvement in learners’ listening strategy use
caused by strategy training and awareness raising.
The results of these studies have implicitly stated
the role of assessment type in improving learning
strategy use. From Table 4.18, we can judge that
the means of the formative group are considerably
different (12.60, 15.75,19.55), indicating the
development of listening strategy use due to
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applying formative assessment be significant( P=
0.00), the part of table that corresponds to
Greenhouse-Geisserwas used. Since based on Table
12 and 13, Mauchly’s test of Sphericityis found to
as displayed in Table 13 the difference between the
means are statistically significant (𝐹1.45 = 239.454,
P= 0.00). The results of pairwise comparisons in
Table 14 reveals that the difference between each
pair is significant with the P value of 0.00.
The results reported through the Tables 11, 13
&14, indicate significant increase in learning strategy
use by the learners in formative group. According to
Douglas (2000)the assessment perspective adopted
by the teacher and practiced by the learners can
significantly influence both the quality and quantity
of the actions that the learners take in the classroom.

Table 11. Descriptive Statistics for Formative Group ( Listening Strategy Use)
Mean

Std. Deviation

N

FormativeStrategyScore1
FormativeStrategyScore2

12.6000
15.7500

1.64551
1.42775

40
40

FormativeStrategyScore3

19.5500

1.88040

40

Table 12. Mauchly's Test ofSphericityfor Formative Group
Within Subjects
Mauchly's W
Effect
FormStraSeries

Epsilona

Approx. ChiSquare

df

Sig.

GreenhouseGeisser

Huynh-Feldt

Lowerbound

18.029

2

.000

.726

.747

.500

.622

Table 13:Tests of Within-Subjects Effects for Formative Group
Source
Forms
trategy

Type III Sum
of Squares

df

Mean
Square

F

Sig.

Partial Eta
Squared

Sphericity Assumed

968.867

2

484.433

239.454

.000

.860

Greenhouse-Geisser

968.867

1.452

667.441

239.454

.000

.860

Huynh-Feldt

968.867

1.493

648.884

239.454

.000

.860

Lower-bound

968.867

1.000

968.867

239.454

.000

.860

Table 14. Pairwise Comparisons for Formative Group
(J) FormStraSeries Mean Difference (I-J)
1
2
3

Std. Error

Sig.a

95% Confidence Interval for Differencea
Lower Bound

Upper Bound

2

-3.150*

.279

.000

-3.847

-2.453

3

-6.950

*

.403

.000

-7.959

-5.941

1

3.150*

.279

.000

2.453

3.847

3

-3.800

*

.251

.000

-4.428

-3.172

1

6.950

*

.403

.000

5.941

7.959

2

3.800*

.251

.000

3.172

4.428
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The result of Table 15 indicates a significant
development in dynamic group’s listening strategy
use (13.40, 17.17, 21.37). Since Mauchly’s test of
Sphericity, as it can be seen from Table 16 is not
found to be significant (P= 0.350), the part of table
that corresponds to Sphericity Assumed was used.
As displayed in Table 17 the difference between the
means are statistically significant (𝐹2 = 359.518, P=
0.00).
The results of pairwise comparisons,
Tables.17&18 reveal that the difference between
each pair is significant with the P value of 0.00.
The results of this part according to Tables 15, 17
and 18 indicate that the learners in dynamic group
could outperform the learners in summative and
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formative groups. As it was discussed in the
previous section, feedback has an important and
key role in shaping the process of learning.
Dynamic assessment means that interaction can
take place, and feedback can be given, during the
assessment or examination, which separates it
from more “traditional assessments” (McKay,
2006 ).On the other hand, the feedback that the
learners usually receive in dynamic assessment
classes are more timely and personal. It seems that
student have found this mode of examination
interesting and instructive, especially the
comparison part. This form of giving feedback is
sure to enhance motivation and engagement in
learning process (Falchikov, 2001).

Table 15. Descriptive Statistics for Dynamic Group Strategy Use
Mean

Std. Deviation

N

Dynamic Strategyscore1

13.4000

1.19400

40

Dynamic Strategyscore2

17.1750

1.55064

40

Dynamic Strategyscore3

21.3750

1.68990

40

Table 16. Mauchly's Test of Sphericity for Dynamic Group
Within Subjects
Effect

Mauchly's W

DynStraSeries

.946

Approx. ChiSquare

Df

2.099

2

Epsilona

Sig.
Greenhouse-Geisser

Huynh-Feldt

Lower-bound

.949

.996

.500

.350

Table 17. Tests of Within-Subjects Effects for Dynamic Group
Source
DynStraSe
ries

Type III Sum of
Squares

df

Mean Square

F2

Sig.

Partial Eta
Squared

Sphericity Assumed

1273.217

2

636.608

359.518

.000

.902

Greenhouse-Geisser

1273.217

1.898

670.824

359.518

.000

.902

Huynh-Feldt

1273.217

1.992

639.058

359.518

.000

.902

Lower-bound

1273.217

1.000

1273.217

359.518

.000

.902

Table 18. Pairwise Comparisons for Dynamic Group
(I)
DynStra
Series
1

2
3

(J) DynStraSeries

Mean
Difference
(I-J)

95% Confidence Interval for Differencea
Std. Error

Sig.a

Lower
Bound

Upper Bound

2

-3.775

*

.267

.000

-4.442

-3.108

3

-7.975*

.296

.000

-8.716

-7.234

1

3.775*

.267

.000

3.108

4.442

3

-4.200

*

.327

.000

-5.017

-3.383

1

7.975

*

.296

.000

7.234

8.716

2

4.200*

.327

.000

3.383

5.017
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Summary and Discussion of Findings
The present study aimed at investigating the
effects of implementing three forms of
assessment namely formative, summative and
dynamic on Iranian freshmen university students’
listening ability and listening strategy use.
Considering the effects of the three assessment
methods on the learners’ listening ability, the
obtained results indicated considerable difference
between the means of the groups (Summative
(17.67), Formative (19.57), Dynamic (21.95)).
Assessments is usually used to measure how
much students have learned up to a particular
point in time (Cheng, 2005; Ableeva, 2008). In
summative assessment which is known as
assessment of learning, the teacher intends to see
whether students are meeting standards set by the
state, the district, or the classroom teacher.
According to Black & William (1998),
summative assessments are conducted after a unit
or certain time period to determine how much
learning has taken place. These authors also
believe that if the purpose of evaluation is
assigning grades to students and providing
accountability, these forms of assessment are
important but they do not support learning during
the learning process which is a considerable
deficit for this kind of assessment. It may,
however, be argued that learners usually receive
feedback whether directly or indirectly from their
peers or teachers, but the point which should be
taken into consideration is that in summative
classes usually there is no planned and
continuous support and feedback (Leung, 2007).
On the other hand, the results of the present study
indicated considerable improvement of the learners
in the formative group. As it was mentioned above,
this development happened due to the learners’ more
active role in understanding success and the support
and feedback that they received from their teacher
after assessment. Similar findings are reported in
Campione (1989), Buck (2001) and Cassidy, (2007).
These authors have reported that it will be most
useful if teachers provide some feedback to the
learners, perhaps in the form of a brief comment or,
at the very least, a check, check-plus or check-minus,
with a brief verbal explanation about what each
symbol indicates (e.g. “You have mastered the skill,
You need more practice”, etc.). They have also
emphasized that using different forms of assessment,
teachers can arrive at a more accurate picture of what
students know and understand. Formative
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assessment weighs understanding along the process
of learning and directs teacher decision making about
future instruction. Formative assessments also
provide feedback to students so they can improve
their performance. Rea-Dickins, (2001) has
described a formative class in which learners try to
form a picture of success and to use each assessment
to learn how to improve their learning. Shohamy,
(2001) believes that the least quantity use of
formative assessment enables teachers evaluate the
process of learning in their classes both qualitatively
and quantitatively. Teachers will also be able to
check their learners’ development and decide on
what they need to develop their mastery.
The reported results of this part are in keeping
with similar studies done by Cioffi, & Carney,
(1983), Ableeva, (2008) & Cheng, (2005). The
results reported by these authors have highlighted
significant influence of dynamic assessment on
learners, whether children or adult, their
cognitive development, school performance,
motivation and overcoming their learning
disabilities.
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